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Fact Sheet 

Title of Proposal:  Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment 

Location and Description of Proposed Alternatives:  The King County Facilities Management 
Division proposes to redevelop an approximately two-mile stretch of the Burke-Gilman Trail along the 
northwest shore of Lake Washington. The trail would be redeveloped from NE 145th Street to Log Boom 
Park within the City of Lake Forest Park. The Lake Forest Park section of the trail is the oldest length of 
the Burke-Gilman Trail under King County management. The trail is currently in use as a transportation 
corridor and recreational trail. The Final  Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates alternatives for 
redeveloping the existing trail section.  Alternatives evaluated in the EIS include:  

• Redevelopment Alternative:  Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the trail would be 
reconstructed and widened. The paved trail would be widened from 10 feet to 12 feet, with a 3-
foot shoulder on the east side of the trail and a 1-foot shoulder on the west side. The shoulder 
would be soft-surface made of stabilized crushed rock, which would be universally accessible to 
pedestrians, wheelchair users, and strollers. An additional 1-foot at the outer edges of either side 
of the trail would be required to stabilize the trail’s edges for a total developed trail width of 18 
feet.  Traffic controls and signage would be redesigned where the trail intersects public and 
private roadways and driveways.  Other improvements would include removing obstacles and 
identified vegetation and fencing to improve sight distance at crossings; replacing the pedestrian 
bridge over Lyon Creek; installing new culverts and/or modifying existing culverts to improve 
drainage; replacing vegetation as appropriate; and replacing and installing new trail amenities.  
The Redevelopment Alternative is the County’s Preferred Alternative.  

• Rebuild Alternative: Under the Rebuild Alternative, the trail would be reconstructed in-kind to 
address issues of root heave and pavement irregularities. No widening of the trail would occur. 
Some sight distance improvements would occur, such as removal or pruning of identified 
vegetation near crossings. Traffic control signage would be changed as described above for the 
Redevelopment Alternative.  

• No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, no comprehensive project would 
occur to address safety and ease of use along the trail. The trail would not be redeveloped and 
traffic control and signage would remain unchanged. Spot maintenance actions would continue to 
occur on a prioritized basis. Maintenance activities would include spot replacement of asphalt, 
removal of low hanging branches or vegetation that intrudes on the trail, and other activities as 
currently conducted by King County.  

Proposed Implementation Date:  Construction is anticipated to begin in 2008 and occur over 5-6 
months. 



 

June 2008 Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS 
 Page ii Fact Sheet 

Proponent:  King County Facilities Management  

SEPA Lead Agency:  King County Facilities Management 

SEPA Responsible Official: 

Kathy Brown, Director 
King County Facilities Management Division 
Fourth Avenue, Room 320 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

SEPA Lead Agency Contact Person: 

Gina Auld 
Capital Project Manager 
King County Facilities Management Division 
King Street Center 
201 South Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Telephone:  (206) 263-7281 
fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov 

Permits and Approvals  

NOAA Fisheries/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Section 404 Permit 

Washington State Department of Ecology 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Hydraulic Project Approval 

City of Lake Forest Park 

Conditional Use Permit 
Shoreline Substantial Development Permit  
Level II Tree Removal Permit 
Critical Areas Review/Permit 
Right of Way Permit  
Clearing and Grading Permit  
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Issue Date of Draft EIS: November 1, 2007 

Due Date for Comments: December 3, 2007 (extended to December 18, 2007) 

Date of Public Hearing: November 13, 2007 

Final EIS Issued:  June 25, 2008 

Anticipated Date of Final Lead Agency Action:  The lead agency plans to take final action on the 
proposal evaluated in this Final EIS 7 to 30 days after June 25, 2008.  The date of final action by the lead 
agency is subject to change.  

To Obtain a Copy of the Final EIS:  Copies of the Final EIS are available for review at the King County 
Facilities Management Division, King County Administration Building, Room 320, 500 Fourth Avenue, 
Seattle, WA  98104. Copies of the Final EIS are also available for review at the following public libraries: 
Seattle Public Library, Lake City Branch, Lake Forest Park Public Library, Kenmore Library, Bothell 
Regional Library, and Shoreline Library. 

Printed copies of the Final EIS can be purchased from Olympic Reprographics for the cost of 
reproduction.  Documents can be obtained for the cost of production by calling (206) 373-7043.   

CD-ROMs of the Final EIS, including Comment Letters and Response to Comments, are also available at 
the reproduction cost of $1.50 per CD-ROM. Individuals can contact Cat Hicks, King County, 
Department of Executive Services at (206) 296-1822. 

In addition, you may download project documents and get general project information at the project 
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Location of Background Information:  Background information is located at King County Facilities 
Management Division. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

BMPs Best Management Practices 

BNSF Burlington-Northern Santa Fe 

CAG Citizen Advisory Group 

cfs cubic feet per second 

CPSGMHB Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CTR Commute Trip Reduction 

cy cubic yard 

DAHP Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation  

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DNRP King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

DPS Distinct Population Segment 

Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology 

EDNA Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

EPF Essential Public Facilities 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

ESU Evolutionarily Significant Unit 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GMA Washington State Growth Management Act  

HPP King County Historic Preservation Program 

HRI King County Historic Resources Inventory 

LFPMC Lake Forest Park Municipal Code 
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KCC King County Code 

KCSWDM King County Surface Water Design Manual 

mph miles per hour 

MUTCD Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

PHS Priority Habitats and Species 

PL Public Law 

PRO Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan 

PSRC Puget Sound Regional Council 

RCW Revised Code of Washington 

SCCP Spill Containment and Countermeasures Plan 

SEPA State Environmental Policy Act 

SR State Route 

STA Station 

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

TESC Temporary Erosion and Sedimentation Control  

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

USC United States Code 

USDOT United States Department of Transportation 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS U.S. Geological Survey 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

WAC Washington Administrative Code 

WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

WDNR Washington Department of Natural Resources 

WNHP Washington Natural Heritage Program 

WRIA Water Resource Inventory Area 

WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation 

WQI Water Quality Index 
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Chapter 1  Introduction  

1.1 Introduction  
King County proposes to redevelop an approximately two-mile stretch of the Burke-Gilman Trail along 
the northwest shore of Lake Washington.  The Burke-Gilman Trail is a highly popular, non-motorized 
transportation corridor and multi-use recreational trail that has experienced significantly increased trail 
use since its construction 30 years ago.  The trail is intended to safely accommodate a variety of groups 
such as bicyclists, pedestrians, runners, wheelchair users (including those with motorized wheelchairs), 
in-line skaters, and different ages and skill levels within these groups.   

The trail would be redeveloped from NE 145th Street to Log Boom Park within the City of Lake Forest 
Park (Figure 1-1, Project Area Map).  The Lake Forest Park section of the trail is the oldest length of the 
Burke-Gilman Trail under King County management.  This segment of trail includes issues ranging from 
impaired sightlines and inadequate signage to cracks in the pavement — all of which are problematic for 
cyclists, drivers, pedestrians, adjacent homeowners, and other users.  This EIS evaluates alternatives for 
improving safety and ease of use along the trail.   

1.1.1 Burke-Gilman Trail 

1.1.1.1 Trail History 
The Burke-Gilman Trail was the second major rail-to-trail conversion in the nation.  Prior to its 
conversion to a trail in 1978, the corridor was part of the Seattle, Lake Shore and Eastern Railroad; a 
major regional line serving Puget Sound logging areas.  The line was acquired by Northern Pacific in 
1913 and continued in fairly heavy rail use until 1963.  The Great Northern, Northern Pacific, and 
Burlington lines were merged in 1970 to become Burlington Northern Railroad.  In 1971 Burlington 
Northern abandoned the line. 

Citizens recognized the non-motorized transportation and recreational potential in the abandoned railroad 
line and launched a movement to acquire the right of way for a public biking and walking trail.  King 
County purchased all property rights in the project area formerly belonging to Burlington Northern 
Railroad via a quitclaim deed in 1974.  King County retains outright ownership of the property. 

The City of Seattle, the University of Washington and King County cooperated in developing the initial 
trail.  The original 12.1 miles of the trail connecting Seattle's Gas Works Park and King County's Log 
Boom Park (formerly Tracy Owen Station) in Kenmore were dedicated on August 19, 1978.  The trail 
segment under consideration for the redevelopment project is part of this original section of trail. 

During the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s the trail was extended through Seattle as additional sections of trail 
right of way became available.  During this time regional population grew and trail use increased 
significantly as well.  Over time, problems along the trail arose associated with deterioration and 
irregularities in the pavement, overgrown vegetation, signage changes, intersection crossing safety, and 
parking on the trail.  Due to these conditions the trail has become difficult to maintain under King 
County’s normal maintenance program.  In addition, significantly increased use and more up-to-date 
development guidelines based on current national and King County standards provided direction for the 
redevelopment of the multi-use trail.  It was recognized as both desirable and necessary to redevelop the 
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trail to safely accommodate more non-motorized traffic of all types, which also included incorporating 
design and development improvements that have come into being since the trail was first built.  As a 
result, King County began to consider a new design for the trail and started planning for its 
redevelopment.  Preliminary technical studies were undertaken and preliminary designs were explored.  
These studies and early designs were then used to produce a more thorough and detailed plan for the 
redevelopment of the trail that would meet current development guidelines.  King County deferred any 
major maintenance of the Burke-Gilman Trail due to the planned redevelopment project, which is the 
subject of this EIS.   

1.1.1.2 Regional Context 

Together with the Sammamish River Trail, the Burke-Gilman Trail comprises 27 miles of the King 
County Regional Trail System (Figure 1-2, Regional Trails Map).  The trail is a substantial part of the 90 
miles of signed bike routes in Seattle and the 175 miles of trails under the King County Regional Trail 
System, and is perhaps the most well-known and most highly used paved trail in the region.  The trail 
begins at 11th Avenue NW in Ballard and follows along the Lake Washington Ship Canal and north along 
Lake Washington.  At Blyth Park in Bothell the trail becomes the Sammamish River Trail and continues 
for 11 miles to King County’s Marymoor Park.  Access points to the trail are provided at Gasworks Park, 
Matthews Beach Park, Log Boom Park, Woodinville's Jerry Wilmot Park, Sixty Acres Park, and 
Marymoor Park.  South of NE 145th Street (the southern terminus of the redevelopment project), the trail 
is managed by the City of Seattle.   

The Burke-Gilman Trail is featured prominently in numerous county and city planning documents.  
Among these are the 1971 King County Urban Trails Plan, 1975 King County General Bicycle Plan, 
1992 King County Regional Trail Plan, 1993 King County Non-motorized Transportation Plan, 1994 
King County Comprehensive Plan, and the 1996 King County Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan.  
The trail is included in the 1994 City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space Plan, the 2005 City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Plan, and several other planning 
documents of other cities traversed by the trail.  These documents identify the Burke-Gilman Trail as an 
important recreational facility and transportation corridor. 

The trail serves thousands of commuter and recreational cyclists, pedestrians, and other users.  A recent 
survey (May 2005) conducted on the Burke-Gilman Trail indicated that a minimum of 33 percent of the 
trail users were commuters (Moritz, 2005).  Trail use in general has increased since a survey conducted in 
2000.  Weekend use increased by more than 850 users per day, and weekday use increased by 1,250 users 
per day.  Use is primarily recreational on weekends. Weekday users are largely commuters (Moritz, 
2005). Trail users are primarily from Bothell, Kenmore, Lake Forest Park, Seattle, and suburban King 
County.  The trail can at times be busy and even crowded with cyclists, walkers, joggers and skaters.  
Only non-motorized use is allowed on the Burke-Gilman Trail.   

Regional population growth has significantly increased trail use since its construction 30 years ago, 
especially by cyclists for both commuting and recreation.  The continuing increase in population has put 
pressure on the region’s existing trails.  While cyclists make up approximately 75 percent of trail users in 
the County, in the Lake Forest Park portion of the trail that number is closer to 80 percent according to a 
recent survey (The Transpo Group, 2005).  The trail is expected to continue to increase in popularity as 
regional growth continues and as commuters continue to seek non-motorized forms of transportation.  
Encouraging non-motorized transportation is supported by King County, City of Seattle, and other public, 
private, and non-profit entity policies and initiatives (e.g., Washington State Commute Trip Reduction 
[CTR] law and programs, King County Commute Bonus Plus, King County Vehicle Miles Traveled 
[VMT], Bicycle Alliance and King County Bike Buddy Program, and Commute Challenge programs).
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In 2004, King County released the new Regional Trail Inventory and Implementation Guidelines. This 
document includes guidelines for providing a connected system of trails serving a wide variety of users.  
It also addresses shared-use policies, appropriate trail surfaces, access control measures, street and 
driveway crossings, maintenance, and accessibility compliance.  The guidelines recommend a paved 
surface at least as wide as that recommended in the current American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guidelines (1999) for shared-use trails as well as recommending a 
separated soft-surface pedestrian facility to the greatest extent possible along the length of the trail. 

1.1.2 Purpose and Need for the Project 
The purpose of the proposed project is to redevelop an approximately two-mile stretch of the Burke-
Gilman Trail, a highly used multi-use trail along the northwest shore of Lake Washington.  A multi-use 
trail is synonymous with a “shared use path or trail” as defined by the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  It is also defined as a “multiple-purpose trail” in the 
King County Regional Trails Plan and as a “Class 1 bikeway” in the Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) Facilities for Non-Motorized Transportation.   

The primary need for the project is to improve safety and ease of use along the trail.  This need is driven 
by several factors, including: 1) need to address trail surface irregularities; 2) need to meet minimum trail 
standards; 3) need to create uniformity along the trail; 4) need to accommodate an increasing number of 
trail users; and 5) need to accommodate the range of users in a safe manner.   

Physical conditions along the Burke-Gilman Trail have deteriorated and do not meet best engineering 
practices.  Root intrusions from trees along the side of the trail result in uneven surfaces.  Sight distances 
are inadequate and the existing signing and striping is not uniformly applied or warranted.  Current trail 
width does not meet minimum trail standards adopted by King County and cannot safely accommodate 
the number and range of current and projected users on the trail.  Nearby residents and trail users have 
noted bicycle/vehicle conflicts and bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.   

National, state, and local design guidelines are important considerations in the design of the redeveloped 
trail (AASHTO, 1999; FHWA, 2003; King County, 2004; WSDOT, 2006).  Trails need to provide 
adequate operating space for bicycle riders and other users; adequate width to avoid conflicts with other 
users of a two-way trail; appropriate surfaces in good condition; controlled crossings; safe alignment; and 
adequate stopping distances.  In order to accommodate the increasing levels of recreational and commuter 
use of the trail in a manner consistent with King County policies, improvement of the trail in accordance 
with adopted safety and design guidelines is necessary. 

1.2 Summary of Planning Process 
Discussions between King County and community leaders and stakeholder groups have been occurring 
since 2000 to address rehabilitation and redevelopment of the trail.  Throughout the planning process, 
King County has sought input from trail users and trailside homeowners, as well as the broader 
community.   

In late 2004 King County, working jointly with the City of Lake Forest Park, appointed a Citizens’ 
Advisory Group (CAG) to ensure the trail design reflects the input and values of the community.  Made 
up of a broad subset of the stakeholder groups, the CAG has provided input on several issues: design, 
safety, liability, maintenance, enforcement, and environmental concerns.  At key points in the planning 
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process, the CAG submitted reports to King County summarizing the committee's thinking on key issues.  
The group’s comments and viewpoints have been valuable in the development of alternatives.   

1.3 Summary of Alternatives 

1.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 
Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the paved trail would be widened from 10 feet to 12 feet, with a 3-
foot shoulder on the east side of the trail and a 1-foot shoulder on the west side.  The shoulder would be 
soft-surface made of stabilized crushed rock, which would be universally accessible to pedestrians, 
wheelchair users, and strollers.  The purpose of the shoulder is to provide a walking surface and refuge 
area for pedestrians and other users that is separate from bicycle traffic.  An additional 1-foot at the outer 
edges of either side of the trail would be required to stabilize the trail’s edges for a total developed trail 
width of 18 feet. 

Traffic controls and signage would be redesigned where the trail intersects public and private roadways 
and driveways.  Trail stop and yield signs that are currently posted at a number of public and private 
roadways and driveways along the trail would be removed.  Cars would be required to stop, or in some 
cases yield, at all trail crossings, except the signalized intersections of NE 170th and Ballinger Way, 
consistent with national, state, and local guidelines.  Signage, pavement markings, distinctive surfacing 
through the crossing, and tactile warning strips across the trail would be provided to alert cyclists and 
motorists as they approach a trail crossing. 

Other improvements would include removing obstacles and identified vegetation and fencing to improve 
sight distance at crossings; replacing the pedestrian bridge over Lyon Creek; installing new culverts 
and/or modifying existing culverts to improve drainage; replacing vegetation as appropriate; installing 
lighting at crossings, and replacing and installing new trail amenities.   

The Redevelopment Alternative is the County’s Preferred Alternative. 

1.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 
Under the Rebuild Alternative, the trail would be reconstructed in-kind to address issues of root heave 
and pavement irregularities.  No widening of the trail would occur, and there would be no drainage 
upgrades and no upgrade to Lyon Creek Bridge.  Some sight distance improvements would occur, such as 
removal or pruning of identified vegetation near crossings.   

Traffic control signage would be changed as described above for the Redevelopment Alternative.  This 
alternative addresses some of the needed safety improvements at a lower cost than the Redevelopment 
Alternative (e.g., trail resurfacing, traffic control signage changes, sight distance improvements), but it 
does not meet all of the safety objectives, namely it does not provide adequate trail width to accommodate 
the range of users in a safe manner and it does not provide adequate separation of users.  Only the most 
severe sight distance constraints would be addressed, and drainage issues would continue in some areas.     

1.3.3 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no comprehensive project would be implemented to address safety and 
ease of use issues along the trail.  The trail would not be redeveloped and traffic control and signage 
would remain unchanged.  Spot maintenance actions would continue to occur on a prioritized basis.  
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Maintenance activities would include spot replacement of asphalt, removal of low hanging branches or 
vegetation that intrudes on the trail, and other activities as currently conducted by King County.  This 
alternative does not meet King County’s objectives for the regional trail system as it is not consistent with 
the County’s safety policies, and does not comply with AASHTO design guidelines or King County’s 
Regional Trail Plan, and would become increasingly unsafe as trail user volume increases. 

1.4 Summary of Major Conclusions 
Table 1-1 provides a summary of the impacts associated with the alternatives considered for the Burke-
Gilman Trail Redevelopment. 

1.5 Areas of Controversy  
There are several areas of controversy associated with the proposed Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment 
Project.   

Among trail users and local residents, the most common concern has been bicyclists who travel too fast or 
who travel in “packs” with what has been described as little regard for others.  Many cyclists have 
complained about uncontrolled pets on the trail; children unable to control their bikes; and trailside 
homeowners using the trail right of way for parking vehicles, installing fences and plantings.  Cyclists 
also complain that inconsistent trail signage presents a safety problem.  Other complaints from trail users 
include the condition of the trail’s surface, lack of enforcement relating to speeding cyclists, lack of 
lighting, and a perception of inadequate maintenance on the part of King County. 

Among trailside homeowners, a major concern has been related to the proposed removal of stop and yield 
signs that are currently posted on the trail at a number of private driveways and minor road crossings.  A 
number of trailside homeowners have expressed concerns about the fate of vegetation and fencing in the 
right of way that currently provides screening and privacy.  A number of trailside homeowners also 
expressed concerns about drainage and lack of maintenance of the trail on the part of King County.  As 
described below, one of the biggest areas of controversy has been related to signage along the trail. 

1.5.1.1 Traffic Operation and Signage 

One of the most contentious issues of the trail redevelopment project has been the existence of trail stop 
signs at private driveways and minor road crossings on the trail, directing trail users to stop and/or yield 
to vehicle traffic crossing the trail.  Removal of these signs for trail users is included in the 
Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives.  Because trail traffic volume is significantly higher than the 
motorized vehicle traffic volume at these intersections, cars would be required to stop or yield at all trail 
crossings, except the signalized intersections of NE 170th and Ballinger Way.  This is consistent with 
recommendations included in Burke-Gilman Trail Crossing Plan (The Transpo Group, 2005).  This is 
also consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA, 2003) and Washington 
State law regarding crossings and crosswalks, which note that in most cases the highest volume of traffic 
warrants the right of way, and that motorists must yield to crossing non-motorized traffic.  The design 
includes a number of “alerts” for both cyclists and motorists that they are approaching a trail crossing, 
including signage, pavement markings, distinctive surfacing through the crossing, and tactile warning 
strips across the trail. 
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Some trailside homeowners have stated that the current stop/yield signs on the trail are important 
deterrents to cyclist speeding.  Another major concern expressed by trailside homeowners is the issue of 
liability in the event an accident with a trail user were to occur with the new signage in place.  
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Table 1-1.  Summary of Impacts for Alternatives, Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment 

Alternative Redevelopment Alternative Rebuild Alternative No Action 

Construction Impacts • Construction length for approx.  5-6 months. 
• Approx.  10 round-trip truck trips would occur on 

avg.  for each day of construction. 
• Trucks would access trail from public streets and 

potentially from driveways through negotiation 
with homeowners. 

• Equipment noise, fugitive dust, or odors from 
paving could disrupt activities at nearby homes or 
at nearby recreation areas on weekdays during 
daylight hours. 

• Temporary trail closures or detours possible during 
anticipated 5-6 month construction period.   

• Construction duration for approx.  2-3 months would be 
shorter than the Redevelopment Alternative due to less 
earthwork and construction components.   

• Approx.  9-round-trip truck trips would occur on avg.  for 
each day of construction. 

• Trucks would access trail from public streets and 
potentially from driveways through negotiation with 
homeowners. 

• Potential for noise, dust, and odor impacts, similar to 
Redevelopment Alternative but over a shorter 
construction period.   

• Temporary trail closures or detours possible during 
anticipated 2-3 month construction period, though less 
than Redevelopment Alternative. 

• No construction 
required. 

Wetland Impacts • 0.05 acre of wetland fill. 
• 0.48 acre of wetland buffer impact. 

• No wetland fill. 
• No wetland buffer impact. 

• No wetland fill or 
buffer impacts 
required. 

Drainage, Fish, and 
Stream Impacts 

• Increase of 1 acre total impervious surface; 
however, minimal increase in stormwater runoff 
expected because area is small relative to basin. 

• New drainage structures, culvert extensions, and 
culvert replacement to improve drainage collection 
and conveyance next to the trail. 

• 0.28 acre stream buffer impact due to construction 
of widened trail. 

• Work on culverts required (all drainage ditches or 
steep hillside drainages – not fish-bearing). 

• Potential for turbidity during bridge 
demolition/construction, trail, and drainage system 
improvements. 

• No increase in total impervious surface. 
• No new drainage structures or conveyance improvements. 
• Potential for turbidity during trail reconstruction is 

similar, but less than for the Redevelopment Alternative. 

• Minor potential for 
turbidity during trail 
and drainage system 
maintenance. 

Vegetation Impacts • Permanent removal of vegetation to accommodate 
widened trail and to improve sight distances. 

• Approximately 60 trees (native and non-native) 
would be removed. 

• Temporary disturbance of vegetation near retaining 
wall locations and drainage ditch. 

 

• Permanent removal of vegetation less than 
Redevelopment Alternative (only for sight distance 
improvements). 

• No tree removal. 
• Temporary disturbance of vegetation less than 

Redevelopment Alternative. 
 

• Only periodic 
vegetation trimming 
and hazard tree 
removal. 
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Alternative Redevelopment Alternative Rebuild Alternative No Action 

Impacts to Private 
Properties 

• No property acquisitions or relocations required. 
• Potential for parking impacts near residences and 

businesses as trail use increases.    
• Trail use increases over time would increase 

potential for long term disruption to adjacent 
residents. 

• No substantial increase in crime expected along 
trail. 

• Some residents may experience reduced privacy 
due to vegetation and fence removal necessary for 
sight distance improvements, especially where 
residences are close to trail crossings. 

• No property acquisitions or relocations required. 
• Parking impacts similar to Redevelopment Alternative.   
• No substantial increase in crime expected along trail. 
• Privacy impacts would be similar, but less for residents 

than Redevelopment Alternative because existing 
vegetation and fencing outside of sight distance areas 
would not be removed. 

• No impacts to 
private properties. 

Impacts on Views • Removal of vegetation and fences in County-
owned corridor for sight distance improvements 
and for widened trail could increase visibility from 
or toward homes. 

• Removal of vegetation as part of trail widening 
would likely result in removal of some tall 
vegetation that obstructs views of the Lake from 
above the trail.  This may open up views for some 
residences.   

• Visual impacts due to retaining walls and fencing 
would be moderate to high where a wall is visible 
from a sensitive view or is close to a house. 

• Visual impacts would be similar, but less than 
Redevelopment Alternative. 

• Views would remain 
the same as they are 
currently. 

Recreation Impacts, 
Trail Safety and User 
Conflicts 

• Proposed trail widths would reduce potential for 
conflicts among trail users. 

• Safety would be improved on the trail due to 
increased width and user separation, sight distance 
improvements, and traffic control signage changes. 

• Meets current King County, MUTCD, and 
AASHTO guidelines. 

• Potential for conflicts among trail users would be more 
than with Redevelopment Alternative because trail would 
not be widened and trail user separation would not be 
provided. 

• Safety would be improved on the trail due to sight 
distance improvements, and traffic control signage 
changes, but could encourage bicyclists to travel at higher 
speeds. 

• Not fully consistent with adopted King County plans and 
does not meet King County and AASHTO guidelines for 
trail width. 

• Continued narrow width, lack of user separation, and trail 
use increase over time could result in more trail user 
conflicts. 

• No changes to 
current trail 
condition.  Safety 
concerns would 
persist and would 
likely worsen as trail 
use increases with 
population growth 
and trail conditions 
continue to 
deteriorate. 
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Alternative Redevelopment Alternative Rebuild Alternative No Action 

Transportation Impacts • Sight distance improvements would decrease 
potential for motor vehicle/bicycle conflicts at 
intersections. 

• Traffic control signage changes consistent with 
current standards for safe trail use. 

• Traffic control signage changes would have 
minimal potential impacts if clearly signed, 
including advance warnings, and if vehicles obey 
signs. 

• Motor vehicles may experience longer crossing 
delays at the trail under the new traffic control 
signage.  As trail use increases, delays for 
motorists could increase.   

• Motor vehicles may experience a period of 
adjustment once traffic control signage changes are 
implemented. 

• Same as described for Redevelopment Alternative. 
 

• Existing safety 
issues related to 
inadequate sight 
distances and non-
standard traffic 
control signage will 
persist.  Potential for 
bicyclist/vehicle 
conflicts could 
increase at 
intersections as trail 
use increases with 
population growth. 
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Signage History 
The 1975 Burke-Gilman Trail Supplement to Final Environmental Impact Statement stated that motorized 
vehicles would be granted the right of way at all street intersections and that stop signs could be posted.  
Private crossings of the trail were not considered street intersections and were not signed or controlled, as 
the trail was granted right of way.  At the time the trail was constructed, user volumes were much lower 
than they are today and regulations and design standards for trails were different. 

Placement of current stop controls on the trail at several private driveways along the trail is contrary to 
standard engineering practice, and is not consistent with current King County policy for trails as described 
below.  No record of engineering studies related to placement of these signs has been found.  

Standards and Guidelines 
The best practice traffic engineering standards as applied by King County, Washington State Department 
of Transportation, and the U.S.  Department of Transportation, state that the right of way is assigned to 
the direction of travel or leg of the intersection with the most traffic volume.  These best practices are 
derived from the U.S.  Department of Transportation’s Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) (FHWA, 2003), Washington State regulations (Washington State Driver’s Manual [WSDOT, 
2007], and Washington State Department of Transportation Design Manual [WSDOT, 2006]).  Sight 
distance guidelines, which are a consideration in the application of traffic control standards, are derived 
from the Geometric Design for Highways and Streets, 4th ed (Green Book) (AASHTO, 2001) and Guide 
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO, 1999).  It is King County policy to be consistent 
with MUTCD and AASHTO guidelines (King County, 2004).   

A traffic study prepared for the project included a traffic survey of the trail segment, which found that at 
every driveway and road crossing along this segment of trail, trail user volume significantly exceeds 
motor vehicle volume (The Transpo Group, 2005).  As such, the traffic study recommended that trail stop 
signs at driveways be removed if adequate sight distance for vehicles and bicycles can be achieved, which 
is consistent with the best practice traffic engineering standards derived from MUTCD and AASHTO 
guidelines.  This is also consistent with other segments of the Burke-Gilman Trail and other King County 
regional trails. 

A contrasting opinion was presented in the Burke-Gilman Trail Standards Review Summary and 
Suggested Conditions for a Conditional Use Permit (2005), prepared by Huitt-Zollars, an 
architect/engineering firm hired by the City of Lake Forest Park.  In this report, Huitt-Zollars stated that, 
in their professional opinion, trail yield signs are the best solution for controlling the interaction between 
trail users and motor vehicles.  The report concluded that such yield signs are consistent with other areas 
of the Burke-Gilman Trail and that, in fact, cyclists and pedestrians should be required to yield to 
motorists in the area.  King County and its traffic consultant have said that such yield signs would be 
contrary to the AASHTO guidelines, MUTCD recommendations and standard best engineering practices.  
In other places along the trail where such signing exists (i.e. the City of Seattle segment immediately to 
the south) this signage convention is currently under review and consideration by the City for changes 
similar to what is proposed in the Redevelopment Alternative. The Huitt-Zollars report was in part based 
on an anticipated update to AASHTO guidelines.  Revised AASHTO guidelines are not expected until 
2011 at the earliest, and any future changes to current recommendations/guidelines are unknown.  It is 
King County’s position that implementation of/and compliance with such potential future guidelines is 
speculative until the guidelines are finalized, and in the meantime, King County is committed to meeting 
current AASHTO guidelines.   
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1.6 Terminology Used throughout the Document 
The terms “trail” and “trail segment” are used synonymously throughout this document to describe the 
section of trail under consideration for this proposal.  The trail generally follows a north/south direction 
with a portion of the trail following a more east/west direction.  For simplicity, and to avoid confusion, 
the sides of the trail are referred to in terms of the east side and west side.  The terms “right of way” or 
“trail corridor” are used to describe the area of King County ownership in which the trail is located. 
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Chapter 2  Alternatives 

2.1 Planning Process 

2.1.1 Project Background 
The segment of the Burke-Gilman Trail that is the subject of this EIS has been in use for nearly 30 years 
and in that time the community it serves has grown from primarily local residents to a wide range of 
recreational users as well as bicycle commuters.  In the same time frame, the surface of the trail has 
deteriorated; encroaching vegetation has reduced the width in places; drainage ditches have become 
potential hazards; trees, shrubs, and fences block the view of crossing vehicular traffic; and trail etiquette 
is inconsistent.  Trailside homeowners have expressed concern about the dangers of crossing the trail with 
its high volume of traffic.  Cyclists have voiced concern about the inconsistency in trail signage, the 
number of stop signs at private driveways, inadequate sight distances, poor condition of the trail; and 
pedestrians have complained about the continuing conflicts with inconsiderate cyclists, pet waste, and 
lack of maintenance.   

Given the atmosphere of community dissatisfaction and general degradation of trail conditions, 
community leaders came together to initiate rehabilitation and redevelopment of this heavily used 
segment in early 2000.  Staff from several departments of the City of Lake Forest Park met with King 
County staff to discuss elements of a program for redesigning and upgrading the trail.  In May of that 
year, City officials held a public meeting to identify stakeholders, solicit community input on trail issues, 
and establish a process for redesign implementation.  Stakeholders included the City of Lake Forest Park, 
King County, local residents, business owners, trail neighbors, and trail users.   

Following the completion of several technical studies and substantial stakeholder input, the Burke-Gilman 
Trail Redevelopment Study was completed in late 2005.  The Trail Redevelopment Study evaluated the 
approximately two-mile section of the Burke-Gilman Trail through Lake Forest Park from NE 145th 
Street to Log Boom Park, and included recommendations for how the trail can be redesigned and rebuilt 
to provide for the safety of all users, as well as adjoining homeowners and motorists.   

2.1.2 Citizens Advisory Group 
In late 2004, King County working jointly with the City of Lake Forest Park appointed a Citizens 
Advisory Group (CAG) to ensure the trail design reflected the input and values of the community.  The 
CAG is part of a collaborative effort between King County and Lake Forest Park to ensure representative 
community input would be considered in the redevelopment of the trail.  The mission of the CAG has 
been to provide King County with thoughtful and informed recommendations on issues related to the 
proposed redevelopment of the Burke-Gilman Trail.  The CAG has provided input on several issues: 
design, safety, liability, maintenance, enforcement, and environmental concerns.  The CAG is composed 
of 13 members.  Four of these are trailside homeowners, two represent trail cyclists, two represent other 
trail users, one is a business representative, one represents parks and recreation interests, and three are 
community members at large from Lake Forest Park.  One member, an elected official on the Lake Forest 
Park City Council, serves in an ex-officio, non-voting capacity.   
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The first meeting of the group was convened in November 2004, and the group met an additional five 
times in 2005, under the direction of King County Parks staff.  The group’s first effort was to comment 
and make recommendations on a Trail Redevelopment Study led by the landscape architect firm of 
Atelier.   

At key points in the review process, the CAG submitted reports to King County summarizing the 
committee's thinking on key issues.  The Phase One Report was issued in February 2006 and included the 
group’s comments and recommendations on the Trail Redevelopment Study.  The Phase Two Report was 
issued in October 2006 and summarized the group’s recommendations on trail design schematics.  From 
the onset, it was understood the CAG might not achieve consensus on all items.  In those instances, the 
CAG provided a description of the reasons for differing viewpoints, so that King County would be 
informed in making their decisions.   

2.1.3 Summary of Scoping 
In accordance with SEPA, a scoping period for the Draft EIS was conducted from February 22, 2007, to 
March 15, 2007.  Thirty comment letters, e-mails, and telephone comments were received during the 
scoping period.  Comments received are summarized in Table 2-1.  These comments were used to shape 
the evaluations included in the Draft EIS.  In some cases, comments received were not directly relevant to 
the proposed redevelopment project, but were applicable to other projects or issues.  These issues, as 
identified in the table, are not discussed in this document. 

Prior to the formal scoping period, public input was collected throughout the redevelopment planning 
process and included comments made at public meetings as well as written responses to questionnaires 
created by King County staff.  Members of the public have also made their views known to King County 
via email and letters.  The intent of collecting input has been to ensure that major concerns are addressed 
in the planning and decision making process.  Public meetings held for the Burke-Gilman Trail 
Redevelopment Project are described below. 

• On May 24, 2006, King County held a general public meeting for the Burke-Gilman Trail 
Redevelopment Project.  The purpose of the public meeting was to inform residents about the 
project and gather feedback on the design schematics.   

• On March 14, and May 23, 2006 King County held two property owner meetings for 
homeowners whose properties lie adjacent to the trail.  The purpose of these meetings was to 
provide an opportunity for property owners to talk directly with the design team, to share 
information about their properties, and to ask questions.   

During this time, the CAG also met periodically to provide input to the planning process 
(http://www.metrokc.gov/facilities/burkegilmantrail/).  Comments received as a result of scoping and 
other public and agency outreach helped the County identify alternatives to be considered for the project, 
as well as areas of potential concern.   
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Table 2-1.  Summary of Scoping Comments 

Issue Comments 

Discuss alternative trail designs to address issues noted below. Alternatives 

Consider alternatives to asphalt for construction of the trail surface. 

Earth Discuss measures that will be taken to maintain the stability of slopes above the trail and prevent 
erosion and sliding (in particular, below 12734 42nd Ave NE), both during and after construction. 

Air No comments on air quality. 

Discuss the impacts of stormwater runoff to wetlands and streams from impervious trail surfaces 
and loss of vegetation.  Include impacts to McAleer Creek. 

Describe the McAleer Creek stream bypass project that was designed to reduce flooding of 
properties between the trail and Lake Washington; discuss the effectiveness of the bypass.  (This 
issue is not directly relevant to the propose Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment and is not 
discussed in the Draft EIS). 

Discuss measures that could be taken to reduce the impacts to stream and wetlands. 

Discuss maintenance of the stormwater management system after construction. 

Water 

Discuss how existing drainage problems in the area between NE 145th and 147th Streets will be 
corrected. 

Discuss the value of trees that would be removed – how they contribute to the urban forest 
canopy, a reduction in air and water pollution, and a reduction in noise and visual pollution. 

Discuss the impact to wildlife and wildlife habitat that will result from loss of vegetation. 

Discuss the impact of invasive plant species on native plant species along the trail. 

Discuss the impacts to endangered species, including eagles in Log Boom Park and Chinook 
salmon in Lake Washington.   

Discuss a vegetation management plan to be implemented both during and after construction, 
including possible removal of the cottonwood trees between the two parts of the trail and Log 
Boom Park. 

Plants and Animals 

Discuss measures that could be taken to reduce impacts to air, water and wildlife. 

Energy and Natural 
Resources 

Discuss the use of environmentally friendly demolition and construction, including reusing 
materials to pave new sections of the trail and using recycled materials for park benches. 

Discuss replacing tall trees, especially cedars, with vegetation that will not block views for 
property owners. 

Discuss providing periodic maintenance of existing vegetation so it does not block views for 
property owners. 

Include a discussion of documents (memo August 6, 1975, re Burke-Gilman Trail Development 
Final Design Plans; letter September 21, 1993, from Linda Dougherty to Mr.  & Mrs.  Victor M.  
Jones et al.; letter September 25, 1995, from Randy Schroers to Norman & Gayle Breslow 

Discuss how fencing and hedging between the trail and the adjacent roadway, both of which are 
public rights-of-way, obstructs views of Lake Washington. 

Scenic Resources 

Discuss ways to open up views of Lake Washington for the enjoyment of trail users. 

Environmental 
Health/Noise 

Discuss noise impacts to adjacent landowners. 

Environmental 
Health/Toxic & 
Hazardous Materials 

Discuss the flow of toxic materials from parking lots and trail surfaces to Lake Washington. 
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Table 2-1.  Summary of Scoping Comments (continued) 

Issue Comments 
Discuss previous plans for the trail, such as EISs and vegetation management plans, and 
consistency of the current plan with the previous plans (EIS, December 1973; Supplemental EIS, 
July 1975).   
Discuss how this section of the Burke-Gilman Trail relates to the regional trail system. 
Design this section of the trail to be consistent with other sections of the regional trail system. 
Discuss whether the trail is primarily a bicycle commuter corridor or a multi-use recreational trail, 
or both. 
Discuss how the trail design accommodates the intended use of the trail. 

Land & Shoreline 
Use/Plans 

Discuss measures that will be taken to maintain, enhance, and promote a safe, courteous, and 
welcoming atmosphere for all users, including but not limited to walkers, walkers with dogs, 
walkers with children, families riding bikes together, in-line skaters, wheelchair users, and 
adjacent land owners. 

Land & Shoreline 
Use/Light & Glare 

Discuss the potential to provide lighting or reflectors along the trail to increase visibility after dark 
for bicycle commuters. 

Land & Shoreline 
Use/Aesthetics 

See comments provided under Scenic Resources. 

Conduct studies of historic and archaeological resources in the vicinity of the Burke Gilman Trail. Land & Shoreline 
Use/Historic & 
Cultural Preservation 

Discuss impacts to cultural resources that would result from trail widening. 

Discuss how the trail design encourages bicycle riding as an alternative to driving a car. Transportation / 
Transportation 
Systems 

Discuss options for keeping the trail open or providing a reasonable detour (not SR 522) during 
construction. 
Discuss the impact of trail users parking in front of homes along the trail. Transportation / 

Parking Discuss measures to provide parking for trail users. 
Discuss the appropriate placement of stop signs.  When is it appropriate for bicyclists to 
stop/yield; when is it appropriate for automobiles to stop/yield? 
Discuss how speeding bicyclists endanger pedestrians and other trail users. 
Discuss steps that could be taken to control bicycle speeds – trail design, separation of bicyclists 
from pedestrians and other trail users, speed limit signs, enforcement, licensing of bicycles, or 
other measures to promote safe behavior by bicycle riders. 

Transportation / 
Traffic Hazards 

Discuss how fencing and hedging at intersections and between the trail and the adjacent roadway, 
both of which are public rights-of-way, reduces safety on the trail. 

Public Services & 
Utilities 

Discuss the potential to place electrical wires and utility lines underground during construction of 
trail improvements, in particular, between NE 145h and NE 155th Streets. 
Discuss how the project will be funded.  Will it increase taxes for waterfront property owners? 
Discuss whether/how trail design may increase use of the trail by transients and homeless people. 
Consider providing bathroom facilities for trail users to discourage inappropriate use of resident’s 
yards. 
Describe the encroachment of private property owners onto public rights-of-way. 

Other 

Discuss steps that can be taken to protect the privacy and security of homeowners adjacent to the 
trail. 
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2.1.4 Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
The Draft EIS was issued on November 1, 2007. As required by SEPA, public comment was solicited 
during a 30-day comment period from November 1, 2007 to December 3, 2007.  The comment period was 
extended until December 18, 2007. A public hearing was held on November 13, 2007, with over 50 
individuals in attendance. Approximately 100 written comment letters and emails were received, and 
approximately 40 individuals provided testimony at the public hearing. Comments on the Draft EIS with 
accompanying responses are included in Appendix B.  

The Final EIS contains minor clarifications and additional information in response to comments on the 
Draft EIS. These minor changes were made in Chapter 1, Introduction; Chapter 2, Alternatives; Section 
3.1, Earth; Section 3.2, Surface Water Resources; Section 3.3, Wetlands; Section 3.4 Vegetation, Fish, 
and Wildlife; Section 3.5, Land Use; Section 3.6, Recreation; Section 3.7, Aesthetics and Visual Quality; 
Section 3.11, Transportation; and Section 3.12 Socioeconomics.  

2.2 Overview of Project Area 

2.2.1 Trail Description 
The trail right of way runs north/south along an east-facing slope above the western shore of Lake 
Washington in a primarily residential setting (refer to Figure 1-1).  The right of way extends 25 feet on 
either side of the original rail right of way centerline.  In the southern segment of the study area is a 100-
foot-wide segment of trail right of way.  The trail lies within 200 feet of the edge of Lake Washington 
from NE 145th to NE 168th Street for about one mile, and veers away to about 800 feet from the lake edge 
for about 0.5 mile then back to within 200 feet of the water’s edge for the last 0.75 mile.  This section of 
the trail was designed by the King County Department of Community and Environmental Development in 
1975 and built in 1977.   

The trail right of way is characterized by a 15- to 20-foot-wide graded “bench” (former rail bed) with cut 
and embankment slopes between 2h:1v (horizontal: vertical) and 3h:1v for most of its length.  Side slopes 
vary in location and extent, generally rising to the west and dropping toward the lake to the east.  The 
slope along the paved trail is less than two percent.   

The trail pavement currently consists of a 10-foot-wide asphalt surface, typically with two feet of dirt and 
discontinuous grass and gravel shoulder on one or both sides.  Turf encroachment at trail edges has 
reduced asphalt width in some places to between 9 and 9.5 feet.  The trail was initially designed with a 
one-foot margin on both sides as well as a shoulder, the width of which varies from less than a foot to 
more than eight feet.  In general, the shoulder slopes away from the pavement.  The pavement surface is 
irregular, with signs of settlement, cracking, and root heave.  Invasive weeds as well as overgrown trees 
and shrubs predominate along much of the upland side of the trail (Figure 2-1, Photo Figure). 

In many places the ground on the upland (west side) slopes steeply into a drainage ditch, sometimes less 
than a foot from the edge of pavement.  Some sections of the drainage ditch are as deep as two to four feet 
below the surface of the trail.  At the trail’s initial creation in the mid 1970s, King County erected chain 
link fences along the eastern edge of the right of way at varying distances from the 12-inch margin as a 
means of providing security and privacy for trailside property owners.  In many places these fences were 
built up to private driveway edges and a number of homeowners have since added gates to these fences at 
their crossings. 
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Trail users encounter two signalized intersections in the northern part of the study area, at NE 170th and at 
Ballinger Way NE.  In the same area two bridges are crossed: the McAleer Creek Bridge (replaced in 
1996/1997 with a 12-foot-wide steel span) and the original 8-foot-wide wooden railroad bridge over Lyon 
Creek. 

In general, the west side of the trail has a fairly steep slope gradient and residential development is not 
highly visible as houses are at a higher elevation than the trail bench.  To the east, single-family 
residences lower than the trail’s elevation line most of its length.  A local access road, Edgewater Lane, 
forms the eastern edge in the southern end of the study area and another, Beach Drive NE, forms an edge 
along much of the middle and northern sections.  Where roads do not serve residences, private driveways 
cross the trail.  Trail crossings at these points are generally of differing widths with differing gradients.  
Few have markings to warn drivers and/or trail users of cross traffic.  For both homeowners and trail 
users, visibility is often limited by impeding vegetation and fences (Figure 2-2, Photo Figure).  
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Figure 2-1
Photo Figure (Trail Physical Condition)

King County, Washington

SOURCE: ESA Adolfson, 2007.
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Figure 2-2
Photo Figure (Trail Visibility Condition)

King County, Washington

SOURCE: ESA Adolfson, 2007.
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Above ground utility structures are physical obstacles to pedestrian/bicycle movement at the two 
signalized intersections (NE 170th Street and Ballinger Way NE).  These include traffic light poles, light 
poles, and electrical boxes.  At these intersections, insufficient queuing space for trail users creates 
crowded conditions during times of heavy use and crowds trail users with bus commuters.  Along the 
trail, fire hydrants, electrical boxes, sewer manholes, water valves, and other utility structures are present 
in the trail right of way. 

Site amenities along the two-mile study area consist of: 1) one bench, a drinking fountain, and two picnic 
tables in the vicinity near Ballinger Way NE, and 2) two benches in an open clearing (within a zone of 
100 foot right of way) on the lake side of the trail between NE 147th and NE 151st Streets.  Slats in the 
chain-link fence along the top of the slope block views of the lake from this clearing.  The nearest public 
restroom is located just north of the northern study area terminus at Log Boom Park. 

2.2.2 Encroachments and Non-Permitted Uses 
Over a period of years the railroad issued indefinite term leases to private property owners along the 
railroad right of way for various undertakings, such as building driveways, creating parking spaces, and 
planting gardens within the right of way.  When the right of way changed hands from the railroad to King 
County, those leases became obsolete and had to be negotiated with the County.  Pursuant to King County 
Code 14.30 and consistent with its management of the regional trails system, King County maintains a 
Special Use Permit system to authorize private use of County-owned property.  These permits are issued 
on a renewable basis for a 5-year duration, but can be issued for a 10-year duration under limited 
circumstances.  Although several homeowners obtained these permits in the past, most have expired.  It is 
the intent of King County to work with current property owners to secure permits for these non-permitted 
uses.  However, the County reserves the right to require removal of any structures should they adversely 
impact trail redevelopment. 

2.3 Overview of Project Alternatives 
Background resources for the selection of project alternatives included King County’s Regional Trail 
Inventory and Implementation Guidelines (2004), the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Official’s (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999),  the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003), the Washington State Department of Transportation’s Bicycle 
Facilities Design Guidance (2006), and the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy’s Trails for the Twenty-First 
Century (2001).  These resources, combined with technical information and input from CAG members, 
were used in the selection and evaluation of alternatives. 

The following four preliminary alternatives, including a No Action Alternative, were identified during 
scoping.  Of these, the On-Road Alternative was rejected from further consideration for reasons explained 
in Section 2.4.  The remaining three alternatives, described in Section 2.5, have been carried forward for 
evaluation in this EIS. 

• Redevelopment Alternative 

• Rebuild Alternative  

• On-Road Alternative (not carried forward) 

• No Action Alternative 
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2.4 Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward 
Under the State Environmental Policy Act, a “reasonable alternative” is a feasible alternative that meets 
the project's purpose and need at a lower environmental cost (WAC 197-11-786).  Described below are 
the alternatives that were identified during the scoping process but have been rejected from further 
consideration because they do not meet the purpose and need, and are therefore not “reasonable.” 

2.4.1 On-Road Alternative 

The City of Lake Forest Park, in their EIS scoping comment letter, requested consideration of an 
alternative to trail widening that would create parallel on-road bike lanes to separate bike traffic from 
other users of the trail.  While details of an on-road alternative were not provided in the scoping comment 
letter, parallel roads to the trail include Bothell Way/State Route (SR) 522, a busy state highway, and 
Beach Drive NE and Edgewater Lane, narrow local access roads.  Under such an alternative, it is 
presumed that bicyclists, or a subset of bicyclists, would transition to bike lanes on a roadway and would 
not utilize the section of the Burke-Gilman Trail that traverses Lake Forest Park. 

Creation of bike lanes on parallel roads (by the County or by others), if technically feasible, would be a 
far greater undertaking that warranted for a project to address safety and use issues along an existing trail 
and would create new safety concerns.  King County would need to coordinate and enter into an 
agreement with the City of Lake Forest Park regarding the use of local road rights of way for a non-
motorized facility.  Local parallel roads are narrow, discontinuous along the entire trail length, and cross 
numerous driveways.  If the on-road bike lanes were to be located on Bothell Way/SR-522, King County 
would need to coordinate with WSDOT.  The location of the on-road bike lanes would have to 
accommodate existing uses in the right of way and the City’s future plans for the roadways, and in the 
case of Bothell Way/SR-522, WSDOT’s future plans and policies regarding bike use on state highways.  
Further, combining bike traffic with the substantial vehicular traffic volumes and high speeds on Bothell 
Way/SR-522 would likely be a significant safety concern for both King County and for WSDOT. 

The Burke-Gilman Trail is part of a 27-mile regional trail system.  Connectivity between multiple 
jurisdictions and with other trails makes it an ideal bicycle route for commuting and recreational 
purposes.  Rerouting the cyclists onto local roadways through this segment is not consistent with the 
County’s objectives to improve safety and ease of use for all trail users, and was not evaluated further. 

2.5 Alternatives Selected for Further Study 
Three alternatives are considered in this EIS:   

• Redevelopment Alternative 

• Rebuild Alternative  

• No Action Alternative  

These alternatives are described below.  Table 2-2 at the end of this section provides a summary of the 
features associated with each alternative.   
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2.5.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

2.5.1.1 Trail Widening 
Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the asphalt portion of the trail would be widened to a width of 12 
feet and two shoulders would be provided, for a total developed trail width of 18 feet (refer to Figure 2-3, 
Typical Trail Profile).  The 18-foot width is based on King County Regional Trail Guidelines and 
AASHTO guidelines for shared-use trails.  The width was determined to be the best width for a shared-
use trail of this volume because it allows people to walk in pairs or ride two abreast.  A 3-foot shoulder 
would be provided on the east side of the trail and a 1-foot-wide shoulder on the west side.  An additional 
1-foot at the outer edges of either shoulder is required to stabilize the trail’s edges.  The shoulders would 
be soft-surface, made of stabilized crushed rock, which would be universally accessible to pedestrians, 
wheelchair users, and strollers.  The purpose of the shoulder is to provide a walking surface and refuge 
area for pedestrians and other users that is separate from cyclists.   

Based on the preliminary design, the trail would narrow to 12 feet at the existing McAleer Creek Bridge.  
If determined feasible during detailed design, a separated soft-surface path would be provided between 
NE 165th Street and McAleer Bridge, which would increase the total trail width through this section.  The 
widening in this segment would occur to the east to the extent feasible.  The additional trail width would 
be achieved in some locations by removing some fences and vegetation and adding retaining walls where 
necessary. 

2.5.1.2 Sight Distance Improvements 
Obstacles, such as chicanes (short, sharp curves in the trail) and identified vegetation and fences, would 
be removed at intersections to improve visibility/sight distance at crossings.  Further, the trail widening 
described above would serve to improve sight distance.  Safe sight distances enable cyclists to see where 
they are going and to respond earlier if there are potential conflicts or obstacles ahead on the trail.   

2.5.1.3 Bridge Replacement 
The Lyon Creek Bridge would be replaced with a 60-foot-long and 12-foot-wide pre-manufactured steel 
bridge with a concrete deck.   

2.5.1.4 Retaining Walls 
Because of the topography along portions of the trail right of way, retaining walls would be required in 
many places along the widened trail to support cuts and fills associated with new trail configurations.  
These wall locations are depicted in the plan sheets (Appendix A).  Existing retaining walls would be 
replaced as necessary.  The total length of the widened trail that would be bounded by retaining walls on 
one or both sides is approximately 2,245 linear feet.  The retaining walls would be constructed to be 
permeable to facilitate water flow and avoid build-up of pressure.  The application of various types of 
walls in specific situations is further discussed in Section 3.1, Earth Resources.   

2.5.1.5 Fencing  
King County does not routinely fence the perimeter of all parkland, whether or not it is improved.  
Fencing is only provided if conditions dictate.  If fences are too close to the trail, trail users (especially 
bicyclists) either risk running into the fence or must move toward the center of the trail to reduce 
conflicts.  
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Figure 2-3
Redevelopment Alternative — Typical Trail Profile

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Where there is existing fencing that must be removed to accommodate the widened trail, fencing would 
be replaced where it does not conflict with the trail alignment or sight distance triangles.  Areas where 
fencing would be removed/replaced are depicted in the plan sheets (Appendix A). 

• Four- or six-foot, black-coated chain-link fencing or approved equivalent would be used in areas 
where there is existing chain-link fencing that must be removed to accommodate the widened 
trail.   

• Four-foot, six-inch wood fence or approved equivalent would be used in areas where there is 
existing wood fence that must be removed to accommodate the widened trail.   

• Three-foot split-rail fence would be located adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas such as 
wetlands and steep slopes.  This fencing is intended to reduce the risk of intrusion from humans 
and pets.   

All fencing would be located no closer than 1 foot from the outside edge of the widened trail shoulder, 
maintaining a 1-foot “clear zone.”  

2.5.1.6 Drainage Improvements 
Existing culverts would be cleaned, extended, replaced, or resized where necessary to improve drainage.  
Existing drainage swales would be cleaned and improved, and slope stabilization and/or catchment walls 
would be provided where necessary to minimize the potential for erosion and sloughing on the trail.  The 
new trail surface would generally be sloped slightly to the east, to sheet flow storm drainage towards the 
Lake.   

2.5.1.7 Traffic Control and Signage 

Traffic engineers developed preliminary traffic control measures for roadway and driveway crossings.  
Further detail regarding the potential impacts of each type of crossing can be found in Section 3.11, 
Transportation, and in Appendix A, Plans. 

Local Residential Access Crossing 
At existing residential access crossings, obstacles to vision within the needed sight distance would be 
removed.  The recommended traffic control would be to remove stop signs on the trail and provide stop or 
yield signs at roadways.  This situation occurs at NE 147th Street/Edgewater Lane, NE 151st 
Street/Residential Driveways, Residential Access Drives North of NE 153rd Street, and NE 157th 
Street/Residential Access Drive (Figures 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, Trail/Residential Access – Signage).   

Neighborhood Access Crossing 
At NE 165th Street, a pedestrian crossing of the Burke-Gilman Trail on each side of 165th is proposed.  
Research was conducted for traffic engineering guidance and “right of way” for this crossing.  Sources 
reviewed included the Burke-Gilman Trail Crossing Plan (The Transpo Group, 2005), the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA, 2003), the Pedestrian Facilities Guidebook (WSDOT, 1997), 
the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 132N-156-430, Pedestrian Right of Way, and other national 
reference documents on planning and guidance of pedestrian/bicycle facility design.  
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Figure 2-4
Trail/Residential Access (NE 147th Street/Edgewater Lane) — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-5
Trail/Residential Access (NE 151st Street/Residential Driveways) — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-6
Trail/Residential Access (NE 153rd Street/Beach Drive NE) — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-7
Trail/Residential Access (NE 155th Street/Residential Access Drive) — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-8
Trail/Residential Access (NE 157th Street/Residential Access Drive) — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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It was determined that the operator of a vehicle (in this case a non-motorized vehicle or bicycle) should 
yield the right of way, slowing down or stopping if need be, to any pedestrian crossing any street, 
roadway, fire lane, or pathway with or without a marked crosswalk.  At this location, standard pedestrian 
crossing signs would be installed across the trail and other signage would be provided at the trail 
approaches.  Trail pedestrian yield signs would be placed at the approaches to NE 165th Street.  Motor 
vehicles on NE 165th Street would stop for trail traffic (Figure 2-9, Trail/NE 165th - Signage) as at other 
crossings. 

Signalized Intersection Crossing 
Only minimal changes to traffic controls at signalized intersections would occur, mainly to address 
uniformity.  This situation exists at NE 170th Street and at Bothell Way NE (Figure 2-10, 2-11, 
Trail/Signalized Intersection – Signage).   

2.5.1.8 Traffic Operation 

On-trail travel at speeds in excess of 15 miles per hour (mph) is not reasonable or prudent, and is a 
violation of King County Code, Section 7.12.295.  The posted speed limit for trail users would be 15 mph 
consistent with King County code, and is consistent with other King County regional trails.  After 
applying a factor of safety, the design speed for the Redevelopment Alternative was established at 20 
mph, which is also the minimum design speed recommended by AASHTO for a shared use path.  The 
design speed helps determine the horizontal geometry (minimum turn radius) of the trail, the distance 
needed for a trail user (bicyclist) to come to a complete stop, and thus the sight distances necessary when 
approaching an intersection.   

2.5.1.9 Bollards 
New trail bollards (posts) would be installed, spaced 6 feet on-center to meet AASHTO Guidelines and to 
improve safe passage between them.  They would be located at trail and roadway crossings to prevent 
vehicular traffic from intentionally or inadvertently driving onto the trail.  Bollards and their associated 
spacing would be based on King County standard details and layout, which are consistent with the 
recommendations for “barrier posts” in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.  
The central bollard(s) would be removable to accommodate access by emergency and maintenance 
vehicles.  The outer bollards would be fixed and located off the edge of the paved surface. Several other 
elements would be included to enhance visibility and trail user awareness: the bollards would be 
reflectorized; advance signage warning of each crossing; textured warning strips or “alert bars” in 
advance of the bollards; and pavement markings to channelize bicyclists to each side of the bollards.  

2.5.1.10 Vegetation Management 
Circumstances under which vegetation within the trail right of way would be trimmed or removed include 
the following: 

• To widen the trail. 
• To maintain sight distances on the approaches to an intersection, where vegetation would 

potentially prevent a vehicle or trail user from identifying an obstruction and stopping in time to 
prevent an accident. 

• To remove trees or limbs located next to the trail that represent a hazard to trail users. 
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• To remove noxious weeds within the limits of the construction zone and replace them with 
appropriate native, or near-native plantings (species similar to natives, but originating in a 
different region). 

• To maintain ditch systems and repairing or replacing culverts.
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Figure 2-9
Trail/NE 165th — Signage
King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-10
Trail/Bothell Way NE/NE 170th Street — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure 2-11
Trail/Ballinger Way NE/Beech Drive NE — Signage

King County, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Where consistent with design and where it does not impact safety, existing vegetative screening that 
would be displaced by the work would be replaced.  Vegetation that is replaced would be similar in nature 
to what is removed, but not necessarily identical.  Vegetation would be replaced in-kind where it is 
possible and appropriate to do so. 

A planting plan was developed to address the need to maintain sight distances at driveways and 
intersections and to guide the replacement of vegetation where in-kind replacement, as described above, is 
not possible or appropriate.  The plan takes into consideration the views of hillside property owners by 
selecting plants by ultimate growth height.  Low screening plant species (under 3-foot growth height) 
would be planted where vegetation is removed adjacent to the trail at driveways and intersections (in 
sightline distances).  These plantings may include barberry, rhododendron or similar species.  Medium 
screening species (up to 6-foot growth height) would be planted where vegetation, such as hedges, must 
be removed to accommodate the widened trail if not located within sightline distances.  These plantings 
may include compact strawberry tree, Nootka rose, snowberry, western hazel, bayberry, evergreen 
huckleberry, or similar species.  Restoration/enhancement planting would be provided in disturbed 
sensitive areas and buffers. 

2.5.1.11 Additional Improvements 
Additional improvements are proposed at many places along the trail.  Existing deteriorated benches and 
trail furniture would be replaced with new benches, trash receptacles, signing, racks and other elements.  
New benches and drinking fountains would be placed in broad areas of the right of way located at NE 
147th Street and at NE Ballinger Way to create resting areas along the trail.  The locations of these areas 
are provided on the plan sheets included in Appendix A.  

New light fixtures would be installed along the trail at crossings consistent with King County Regional 
Trail System guidelines.  These fixtures would be mounted on low 12-to 14-foot (pedestrian-scale) poles 
selected specifically for trails.  The luminaires would include cut-offs to focus the light downward to 
reduce light pollution and glare into the neighborhoods and would be placed in a staggered position at 
intersections.  

These improvements are depicted in preliminary form in Appendix A and are evaluated as needed in the 
various sections of this EIS.  The improvements would be further developed during the detailed design 
and permitting process.   

2.5.2 Rebuild Alternative 
Under the Rebuild Alternative, improvements would be limited to reconstructing the trail, sight distance 
improvements, and traffic control and signage improvements.  All other aspects of the trail and its 
operation would remain as-is. 

2.5.2.1 Trail Reconstruction 
The existing trail has an asphalt surface approximately 10-feet wide with approximately 2 feet of dirt 
shoulders and discontinuous grass and gravel shoulders on both sides of the trail (refer to Figure 2-12).  
The Rebuild Alternative would reconstruct the trail in-kind to address issues of root heave and irregular 
pavement.  





The information included on this map has been compiled from a variety 
of sources and is subject to change without notice. King County makes 
no representations or warranties, express or implied, as to accuracy, 
completeness, timeliness, or rights to the use of such information. King 
County shall not be liable to any general, special, indirect, incidental, or 
consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost 
profits resulting from the use or misuse of the information contained on 
this map. Any sale of this map or information on this map is prohibited 
except by written permission of King County.

Capital Planning and Development Section 
Parks CIP Unit 
Facilities Management Division, DES 
201 South Jackson Street, Room 700 
Seattle, WA 98104

Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project EIS . 207286

Figure 2-12
Rebuild Alternative — Typical Trail Profile

Lake Forest Park, Washington

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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2.5.2.2 Sight Distance Improvements 

Sight distance improvements would be limited to removing or trimming vegetation at intersections where 
it impairs visibility/sight distance at crossings.   

2.5.2.3 Traffic Control and Signage 

Traffic control and signage would be provided as described above for the Redevelopment Alternative.   

2.5.3 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the trail would not be redeveloped.  There would be no comprehensive 
construction project to address issues of safety and ease of use; current conditions and features would be 
managed as-is.  King County would perform spot maintenance as necessary on this section of the Burke-
Gilman Trail.  Maintenance activities would be performed in accordance with maintenance prioritization 
and would include spot root removal and patching of pavement in areas.   

The No Action Alternative provides a baseline for evaluating the changes and impacts of the Action 
Alternatives. 

2.5.4 Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative is the Redevelopment Alternative because it best meets King County’s purpose 
and need of redeveloping the trail to improve safety, maintenance, drainage, and ease of use along the 
trail.  The Redevelopment Alternative best addresses: 1) trail surface irregularities; 2) need to meet 
minimum trail standards; 3) need to create uniformity along the trail; 4) need to accommodate an 
increasing number of trail users; and 5) need to accommodate the range of users in a safe manner (see 
Table 2-2).  The Rebuild Alternative would address some, but not all of the safety issues associated with 
the trail at a lower construction cost; it would improve the trail surface in some areas but would not 
increase the separation between cyclists and pedestrians.  This alternative would not address issues 
associated with increased trail usage and user conflicts, and would not address drainage issues and sight 
distance conflicts.  This alternative would not safely accommodate the full range of users as trail volumes 
increase in the future.  The No Action Alternative would not address the County’s safety objectives and 
would not be consistent with adopted County policies and standards for trails, and would also not be 
consistent with federal and state guidelines and standards. 
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Table 2-2.  Summary of Features of Alternatives, Burke-Gilman Redevelopment  

Feature Redevelopment Rebuild No Action 
Trail width 18 feet total (in most places).  Includes: paved 

surface (12 feet ); gravel shoulders (3 feet on 
east and south and 1 foot on west) turf 
shoulder (1 foot each side). 

10 feet without gravel 
shoulders. 

10 feet without 
gravel shoulders. 

Sight Distance 
Improvements 

Remove chicanes and identified vegetation 
and fences at intersections to improve 
visibility/sight distance at crossings. 

Remove identified 
vegetation at intersections to 
improve visibility/sight 
distance at crossings. 

No change. 

Fencing  Replace, where necessary, existing fencing, 
generally in kind and in a way that protects 
privacy and preserves trail views/visibility. 

 

No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Bridges Replace pedestrian bridge over Lyon Creek.   No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Retaining walls Replace, where necessary, existing retaining 
walls, generally in kind.  Construct new 
retaining walls and cut and fill slopes of 
widened trail where necessary. 

No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Drainage 
Improvements 

Drainage ditch improvements; install new 
culverts or modify existing culverts 

No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Traffic Control 
Signage 

Stop signs for trail users would be removed at 
all crossings.  At NE 165th Street, Yield to 
Pedestrian signs would be installed on the 
trail.   

Stop signs for trail users 
would be removed at all 
crossings.  At NE 165th 
Street, Yield to Pedestrian 
signs would be installed on 
the trail.   

No change from 
existing. 

Traffic Operation 15 MPH speed limit signs No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Bollards New bollards would be provided at crossings. No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Lighted Crossings Pedestrian-scale luminaires with cut-offs 
designed specifically for trails.  Placed in a 
staggered position.   

Existing lights would 
remain. 

None 

Trail amenities Replace existing deteriorated benches and 
other trail amenities.  Establish resting areas 
along the trail at NE 147th and NE 170th 
Streets with benches and trail furniture, 
drinking fountains, and landscaping.   

No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 

Vegetation Where consistent with design and where it 
does not impact safety, existing vegetative 
screening that would be displaced by the 
work would be replaced.  Vegetation would 
be replaced in-kind where it is possible and 
appropriate to do so.  Vegetation that is 
replaced would be similar in nature to what is 
removed, but not necessarily identical.   

No change from existing. No change from 
existing. 
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2.6 Construction Timing and Methods 
A detailed construction plan would not be developed until the final alternative has been selected.  
However, the following information is provided to guide the reader in considering the evaluation of 
potential impacts that could occur during construction. 

2.6.1 Phasing 
The approximate phasing and relative duration of construction is described for each alternative below 
from longest to shortest: 

• The Redevelopment Alternative would require pavement removal, grading and retaining wall 
construction, drainage improvements, bridge demolition and construction, surfacing and other 
improvements.  Depending on permitting and funding availability, the work could be completed 
in one or two construction seasons and within 5 to 6 months. 

• The Rebuild Alternative would require pavement removal and surfacing and other minor 
improvements.  Assuming seasonal constraints and funding availability, construction would likely 
occur over one construction season and within 2 to 3 months. 

• The No Action Alternative would not require construction.   

2.6.2 Construction Sequence 
The following is a general description of the types of construction methods and their sequence that likely 
would be employed to construct any segment of the project.  The general steps in the construction 
sequence would occur as follows: 

1. Preparation and demolition  
2. Erosion and traffic control 
3. Grading and retaining wall construction (Redevelopment Alternative only) 
4. Drainage (Redevelopment Alternative only) 
5. Bridge Construction (Redevelopment Alternative only) 
6. Surfacing (the placement of asphalt, top course, base course, and top soil) 
7. Fencing (Redevelopment Alternative only) 
8. Signage 
9. Planting  

Construction activities expected to generate the most noise would be asphalt cutting in conjunction with 
the regrading of driveway crossings and audio warnings on vehicles backing up. 

2.6.3 Staging 
Staging area locations would be determined during final design/permitting for the selected alternative.  
Possible staging areas for construction material and equipment include areas of unimproved right of way 
near major intersections (e.g., NE 165th Street, NE 170th Street, of Ballinger Way NE).  These staging 
areas would not be located in areas proximate to residences in order to minimize impacts.   
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2.6.4 Management of Pedestrians and Vehicles around Work Areas 
Several measures would be used during construction to provide for pedestrian safety, driveway access, 
and traffic control along roadways.  These measures include: 

1. Temporary Detours and Trail Closures.  It is the County’s goal to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible.  At locations where there are no safe 
alternatives, it is the County’s goal to avoid shutting the trail down by providing safe passage 
through the construction corridor.  Advanced notice and signage would be provided. 

2. Driveway Crossings.  Access through driveways and roads would be maintained during 
construction.  Vehicle and pedestrian access to homes along the trail would be maintained 
through use of traffic control devices and traffic control personnel.  Construction activities would 
be temporary and would be minimized through proper traffic control signage, and homeowner 
notification.  Construction at driveway and road crossings would typically last from one to two 
weeks per crossing. 

3. Construction along Roadways.  This type of traffic control would occur where the trail 
approaches and is adjacent to the roadway.  The road shoulder would be closed, construction 
fencing and traffic control devices would be placed, and in some situations the adjacent roadway 
might be temporarily restriped.  Along with the traffic control devices, flaggers would guide 
oncoming traffic through and around the work zone. 
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Impacts, and 
Mitigation 

3.1 Earth 

3.1.1 Studies and Coordination 
This section is based upon geotechnical studies conducted by Zipper Zeman Associates, Inc. (2006; 
2007), geology maps, and other literature.  In addition, field reconnaissance was completed along the 
approximately two-mile section of the trail, which included walking the trail section to evaluate slopes, 
evidence of mass wasting (land slides, soil creep, and debris flows) as well as significant areas of erosion. 

3.1.2 Affected Environment 

3.1.2.1 Regulatory Environment   

Washington State’s Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) requires all cities and counties to 
identify critical areas within their jurisdictions and to formulate development regulations for their 
protection. Among the critical areas designated by the Growth Management Act are geologically 
hazardous areas. The City of Lake Forest Park has defined four specific types of geologically hazardous 
areas and has promulgated restrictions and development standards for these areas.   

3.1.2.2 Topography and Geology 

The trail corridor is located within the Puget Lowland, which is a north-south trending depression 
bounded on the east by the Cascade Mountains and on the west by the Olympic Mountains.  The existing 
topography and geology in the project area are heavily influenced by past glacial activity.  The existing 
trail is build on top of an old railroad track alignment, which was constructed on fill material over a 
mixture of glacially-deposited sediments.   

The trail can be generally divided into four geologic areas, each of which is discussed below. 

Southern end of trail alignment to NE 161st Street 
This initial segment of the trail alignment is located near the toe of a moderately steep to steep east-facing 
slope.  To the east of the trail, the ground slopes gently towards Lake Washington, and this area has been 
mapped as lake deposits, composed of silt and clay with other layers.  To the west of the trail, the area has 
been mapped as sediment deposits composed of a mixture of sand, gravel, silt and till.  These deposits 
have been compacted by glaciers, and are thus dense and hard.  There are many indications of past slope 
instability on the west side of the trail within this section, as well as areas of more recent slope movement.   

NE 161st Street to approximately NE 165th Street 
This portion of the trail is located near the toe of a moderately steep east-facing slope.  The ground to the 
east of the trail in this section can be characterized as gently sloping toward Lake Washington and has 
been mapped as lake deposits composed of silt and clay.  To the west of the trail, there is a moderately 
steep slope that has been mapped as recessional outwash, composed of a mix of sand and gravel.  The 
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outwash, the lack of glacial compaction, and the lack of areas of recent slope movement are the primary 
differences from the previous segment. 

NE 165th Street to approximately Ballinger Way NE 
This portion of the trail alignment is located within an area that slopes gently towards Lake Washington.  
There are some moderately steep slopes present on the west side of the trail within this segment, closest to 
NE 165th Street.  This area is mapped as being composed of lake deposits, consisting of silt and clay, as 
well as areas of older alluvium, consisting of a sand and gravel mixture.   

Ballinger Way NE to the end of the trail alignment 
This portion of the trail alignment is located near the toe of a moderately steep slope.  In general, the area 
to the east of the trail is gently sloping towards Lake Washington and has been mapped as lake deposits, 
and the moderately steep slope to the west of the trail has been mapped as older alluvium.  The location of 
this segment at the toe of a steep slope coupled with the mix of lake deposits and alluvium set this 
segment apart from the previous three. 

3.1.2.3 Geologically Hazardous Areas 

Geologically hazardous areas are divided into four distinct types: Seismic Hazard Areas, Steep Slope 
Hazard Areas, Landslide Hazard Areas, and Erosion Hazard Areas. The City of Lake Forest Park has 
imposed restrictions and development standards for these areas.  In general, before development is 
allowed in these areas, detailed geotechnical studies must be prepared to discuss specific standards related 
to site geology, soils, seismic hazards and facility design.     

Seismic Hazards 
Seismic Hazard Areas are defined by Chapter 16.16.040 of the City of Lake Forest Park Municipal Code 
(City Municipal Code) as those areas underlain by low-strength fill and floodplain deposits with soil and 
groundwater conditions that are more susceptible to seismic hazard than other areas.  The area of the trail 
between approximately NE 165th Street and the northern end of the trail alignment may be susceptible to 
seismically induced lateral spread of fill soils.   

Steep Slopes and Landslide Hazard Areas 
Steep Slope Hazard Areas are generally defined by Chapter 16.16.040 of the City Municipal Code as 
those areas with slope gradients of 40 percent or greater and with a vertical elevation change of at least 10 
feet.  Landslide Hazard Areas are generally defined by Chapter 16.16.040 of the City Municipal Code as 
having a slope that is potentially subject to landslides.   

A portion of the trail corridor, from the southern limits to just north of NE 157th Street, falls within a 
mapped steep slope and landslide area (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005). While not mapped by the City, 
other areas north of NE 157th Street and south of 165th Street and an approximately 100-foot section north 
of 47th Avenue NE contain steep slopes and potential landslide areas (Zipper Zeman, 2006).  

A minimum 50-foot buffer must be established from all sides of  Steep Slope and Landslide Hazard Areas 
for certain types of developments as regulated by the City, and vegetation cannot be removed from these 
areas unless permitted by a sensitive areas permit.
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Figure 3.1-1
Steep Slopes

King County, Washington
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Erosion Hazards 
Erosion Hazard Areas are defined by Chapter 16.16.040 of the City Municipal Code as those areas 
containing soils, which according to USDA Soil Conservation Service, may experience severe to very 
severe erosion hazard, including slopes greater than 15 percent with exposed erodible soils.  The City 
considers the following soils to be particularly susceptible to erosion: infill soils of almost all soil types, 
loose sandy soils such as Vashon recessional outwash, Esperance sand, weathered Vashon till, and dense 
fine-grained clay.   

The majority of the trail alignment and soils on the adjacent slopes are composed of soils that are 
susceptible to erosion (i.e., fill, recessional outwash). Areas where the slopes exceed 15 percent likely 
meet the definition of Erosion Hazard Areas (Figure 3.1-1).   

3.1.3 Impacts  

3.1.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
Grading and filling would be required to prepare the trail alignment for widening under the 
Redevelopment Alternative.  It is anticipated that cuts would be made into the west side of the trail (uphill 
side) and fill would be placed on the east side in order to widen the roadbed.  Excavated soils would be 
used for fill, if appropriate; otherwise fill would be exported from the site or used for landscaping 
purposes.  Estimates indicate that export/haul quantities (inclusive of unsuitable material, not asphalt) 
would be approximately 1,350 cubic yards, with an additional 980 cubic yards of old asphalt 
removal/haul.  Approximately 4,700 cubic yards of import material would be needed for construction 
activities along the trail corridor, including 2,400 cubic yards of structural fill, 2,050 cubic yards of gravel 
base course, and approximately 250 cubic yards of new finished shoulder gravel.  Approximately 1,400 
tons of paving would be needed. 

Soil Disturbance.  Construction of the expanded trail could result in erosion associated with the 
excavation, fill placement, and potential spoils removal and/or stockpiling.  Temporary soil disturbance 
would result during demolition of the existing trail and construction of the redeveloped trail.  In addition, 
erosion could result from vegetation removal and drainage improvements along the trail.  Erosion could 
result in water quality degradation of local surface waters due to the transport of sediment and silt 
particles off-site through stormwater runoff.  This is of greatest concern where construction activities take 
place near ditches along the trail.  These ditches can serve as conveyance features to other local 
waterbodies.   

The severity of the potential erosion would be dependent upon the quantity of vegetation removed, 
weather conditions during construction, and the volume of soils stockpiled.   

Disposal of Spoils.  Construction activities would generate relatively large volumes of spoils that 
would require disposal.  Spoils disposal could result in the transportation of soil, dust, and mud off-site 
through erosion or by being tracked off-site on truck and equipment tires. 

Excavation and Filling.  Excavation and filling would be needed to grade and widen areas to 
accommodate the widened trail.  Excavation and filling activities may require the creation of soil 
stockpiles, transportation of excavated material to a stockpile or an off-site location, and filling of a 
disposal site if there is a need for the excavated materials to be disposed.  Erosion could result from any 
of these activities, due to the exposure of soil.  
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Construction of Retaining Walls.  Retaining walls would be constructed along approximately 
2,245 linear feet of the trail where cuts or fills would be made along existing slopes to serve as a support 
feature. Retaining walls would be constructed to be permeable to facilitate water flow and avoid build-up 
of water pressure behind the wall.  A brief summary of the locations of the retaining walls is provided 
here, and more detailed information can be found in the plan sets included in Appendix A. The longest 
continuous wall would be approximately 790 feet in length and would start at the southern end of the trail 
and extend northward.  This segment of the trail has been identified as containing areas of more recent 
slope movement; therefore, additional precautions would be taken when constructing the walls within this 
initial segment of the trail.  Retaining walls would also be constructed in areas between NE 151st Street to 
approximately NE 165th Street and between Ballinger Way NE to the end of the trail alignment. 

Construction of these walls would expose surfaces and potentially result in erosion, slope instability, and 
alterations in drainage courses.  The potential for these impacts would depend upon wall type; wall 
location, including construction access and surrounding conditions; wall height; and wall length.   

There are numerous types of walls, each with its own advantages and disadvantages, depending on 
engineering considerations such as retained earth properties, foundation conditions, height, and 
construction access.  Wall types may include rockery, reinforced concrete, or block depending on the site 
conditions and other considerations. Final selection of wall type would be made during detailed design 
and permitting.  

Geologically Hazardous Area Impacts 
Seismic Hazard Areas.  Construction of the widened trail would not affect existing seismic 

hazard areas, which are mapped from approximately NE 165th Street to the northern end of the trail.  
However, during a seismic event, lateral spreading of fill soils could occur and could thus affect the 
stability of the soils in this segment of the trail during its future operation.  There could be a potential for 
loss of strength, settlement and lateral displacement of soils supporting the trail.  The magnitude of 
settlement, soil movement, and loss of strength would be a function of the soil thickness, soil quality, 
groundwater level, and the location and magnitude of the seismic event. 

Steep Slopes and Landslide Hazard Areas.  Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the trail and 
the adjacent drainage ditch would be shifted in a few locations towards the uphill side of the trail where 
steep slope areas are located. In these areas, short retaining walls (1 to 3 feet high) would be constructed 
at the toe of the slope to support the slope soils. With these activities comes the potential for sliding of 
existing steep slopes.  Sliding can be triggered by a seismic event, by the natural process of stabilization 
of a steep slope to a flatter profile, by an increase in the amount of water in the soil (caused by excessive 
rainfall), or by construction that adds fill to, traverses, or cuts into a steep slope.  

There are three areas along the trail that exhibit obvious surficial indications of past and/or recent 
landslide activity (Zipper Zeman, 2006).  In the first area, from the southern tip of the trail to 
approximately NE 147th Street, recent earth movements have been detected. Because of the groundwater 
seepage in the area and the nature of the soil deposits, it is unclear when the next slope movement could 
occur.  Therefore, this area is deemed to have a high potential for landslide hazards.  

In the second area from approximately NE 147th to approximately NE 150th Street, indications of earth 
movement were detected. There is no indication of groundwater seepage in this segment, therefore, the 
potential for landslide hazards is deemed to be low.   

In the third section of the trail, a short segment just north of 147th Avenue NE, severely leaning and 
overturned trees were detected along the trail, and groundwater seepage was observed as well (Zipper 
Zeman, 2006).  This area would be deemed to have a high potential for landslide hazards.   
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Based on geotechnical evaluations, the trail redevelopment is not expected to destabilize uphill steep 
slope hazard areas (Zipper Zeman, 2007). At most locations, the limits of construction would not extend 
onto these existing slopes.  In addition, site grades along the trail at the toe of the slope would not be 
substantially modified. Retaining walls would be designed by a licensed engineer and constructed in short 
segments to limit the length of the toe of the slope that is unsupported at any one time.  

Erosion Hazards.  The majority of the trail alignment and adjacent slopes are composed of soils 
that are susceptible to erosion (i.e., fills, recessional outwash), and areas with slopes that exceed 15 
percent. Therefore, precautions must be taken, in the form of best management practices (BMPs), to 
ensure that the potential for erosion is minimized. These BMPs are discussed further under Section 3.1.5 
Mitigation Measures. 

3.1.3.2 Rebuild Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
The Rebuild Alternative would include soil disturbance, disposal of spoils, and excavation and filling to 
rebuild the trail, though to a lesser extent than under the Redevelopment Alternative.  Under the Rebuild 
Alternative, there would also be no excavation, filling, or construction associated with new retaining 
walls. As such, there would be no associated soil disturbance or need for disposal of spoil material in 
those areas.   

Geologically Hazardous Area Impacts 
No construction activities would occur outside the immediate trail limits, therefore there would be no 
impacts to geologically hazardous areas. 

3.1.3.3 No Action Alternative 

There would be no construction impacts under the No Action Alternative, as no construction activities 
would take place. However, under the No Action Alternative, maintenance activities for culverts and 
debris clearing would continue to occur. Maintenance activities include the potential for erosion due to 
removal of sloughed material from ditches. Eroded soils could result in increased siltation and 
sedimentation of surface waters. 

3.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Construction of the Redevelopment Alternative would require a net import of approximately 4,700 cubic 
yards of material, including structural fill and gravel base. This would contribute to the depletion of 
existing borrow sources over time. No other cumulative earth-related impacts are anticipated. 

3.1.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.1.5.1 Erosion 

The following best management practices (BMPs) could be used to control erosion during construction 
along the trail corridor, as well as during maintenance activities such as ditch cleaning.   

• Prepare and implement a Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

• Mulch the slopes of ditches with straw or matting to reduce erosion in areas where accumulated 
sediment is removed. 
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• Minimize areas of soil exposure. 

• Retain vegetation where possible, especially in areas with steeper slopes.  Seed or plant 
appropriate vegetation on exposed areas as soon as work is completed. 

• Route surface water through temporary drainage channels around and away from disturbed soils 
or exposed slopes. 

• Use clean soils containing little or no silt and clay as fill to reduce the potential for erosion. 

• Use silt fences or other suitable sedimentation control devices.  Due to the linear nature of the 
project area, a sediment trap or pond would not be feasible as a sedimentation control device.  Silt 
fencing and catch basin inserts would be the primary sedimentation control measure. 

• Cover exposed soil stockpiles and exposed slopes with plastic sheeting, as appropriate. 

• Use straw mulch and erosion control matting to stabilize graded areas and reduce erosion and 
runoff impacts to slopes where appropriate. 

• Intercept and drain water from any surface seeps if they are encountered. 

• Use a truck tire wash to reduce the potential for turbid runoff from roads. 

• Incorporate contract provisions allowing temporary cessation of work under certain, limited 
circumstances, if weather conditions warrant.  Some construction activities that are difficult to 
mitigate through BMPs should be limited to the drier summer months. 

• Consider the use of recycled paving materials for the trail surface. 

Mitigation for additional impervious surfaces can include properly designing surface water catchment 
features to control runoff.  See Section 3.2 for further discussion of surface water impacts and mitigation. 

3.1.5.2 Seismic Hazards 

Seismically induced slope failure can be mitigated through the design and construction of retaining walls 
on slopes where walls would be built for the trail. Final design of the retaining walls would incorporate all 
appropriate measures to mitigate seismic impacts.  For seismically induced liquefaction, the appropriate 
level of mitigation would likely be to re-level and repair the trail as needed following a seismic event. 

3.1.5.3 Steep Slopes and Landslide Hazards 

For existing steep slopes that would not be impacted by construction, little mitigation would be required 
outside of continued maintenance (e.g., removal of leaning trees, removal of slide debris as slides may 
occur, and continued clearing of drainage ditches). In some areas, steepening of the slopes can be 
accomplished without reducing the stability below normally accepted standards. In other areas requiring 
cutting or filling, retaining structures would be added to eliminate the possibility of sliding. The potential 
for slope instability would be mitigated by site-specific geotechnical investigation, engineering design, 
and construction techniques that would be detailed as part of the permitting process. 

3.1.5.4 Disposal of Spoils 

The method used for disposal of the spoils would depend upon on a number of factors: whether the spoils 
are clean or contaminated, the type of soil (coarse-grained or fine-grained), the moisture content of the 
soil, regional demand for fill soils at the time the project is undertaken, the availability of disposal sites, 
and other factors.  Site-specific analysis, construction planning and sequencing, and an economic 
evaluation would be undertaken to determine the appropriate disposal method prior to construction. 
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3.1.5.5 Excavation and Filling 

Mitigation would include implementation of BMPs, specifically installing erosion protection and 
following the Temporary Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan for the project. Other mitigation would 
include limiting times of hauling and reusing excavated soil elsewhere along the corridor as appropriate.  

3.1.5.6 Retaining Wall Construction 

In general, choosing the most appropriate type of retaining wall, designing the wall for the site-specific 
conditions (soil, presence of groundwater, access, and space), and using BMPs would mitigate most 
impacts associated with retaining wall construction.  

Appendix A includes plans showing the locations of new and replaced retaining walls to be included as 
part of the Redevelopment Alternative.   

Generally all of the erosion impacts that could result from constructing retaining walls would be mitigated 
by proper use of BMPs. Proper wall design that evaluates both the internal stability of the wall and the 
overall stability of the slope would mitigate existing slope instability issues at proposed wall locations. 
Vibration and noise impacts resulting from use of construction equipment could be minimized by 
restricting the hours of construction work. Wall types could be chosen that require the use of less noisy 
equipment in locations adjacent to acoustically sensitive areas (homes, wildlife habitat, etc.).  

3.1.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to earth resources associated with either of the action 
alternatives have been identified.  
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3.2 Surface Water Resources 

3.2.1 Studies and Coordination 

Pertinent existing and historical water quality information used to characterize the affected environment, 
potential impacts, and mitigation measures was obtained by reviewing the following resources and 
documents: 

• Sensitive Areas Study: Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment, Lake Forest Park, Washington (The 
Watershed Company, 2007);  

• Preliminary TIR Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment in Lake Forest Park (PACE Engineers, 
2006); and 

• Washington Department of Ecology 2004 State Water Quality Assessment. 

Review of these documents was supplemented with field reconnaissance. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

3.2.2.1 Regulatory Environment 
The project must comply with a number of federal, state, and local regulations, permits, and approvals.  It 
is assumed that the point of compliance is the point at which runoff from the project leaves the site.  
Runoff would be treated and detained as required prior to discharging to the receiving water.   

Federal Regulations 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates the placement of fill in waters of the U.S., including 
streams, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  Stormwater discharges must also comply 
with the applicable provisions of the CWA.  Under CWA Section 402: National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES), a permit is required for discharge of pollutants into waters of the U.S.  In 
addition, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped 100-year floodplains within the 
basins along the trail corridor.  Development within floodplains is regulated by local jurisdictions through 
the permitting process.   

State Regulations 
The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) regulates discharge to surface waters through 
the Individual 401 Water Quality Certification process, and through the State’s antidegradation policy for 
water quality.  The project would comply with the antidegradation policy because the trail is not 
considered a pollutant-generating impervious surface.   

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires Ecology to periodically assess the quality of water 
in the state by collecting data.  Based on the data, Ecology prepares the 303(d) list of all waters in which 
beneficial uses, such as salmon habitat and recreational uses, have been impaired due to poor water 
quality.  Ecology then uses this list to develop plans to improve water quality.  The 303(d) list is a 
requirement of the federal CWA (33 U.S.C §1313(d)).  The discussion below includes identifies which 
waterbodies are impaired and listed on the 303(d) list.   
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Local Regulations 
The City of Lake Forest Park has adopted the 2005 King County Surface Water Design Manual 
(KCSWDM), which establishes standard procedures for implementing the City’s surface water policies.  
The Lake Forest Park Municipal Code, Title 16 Environmental Protection also contains additional 
requirements for the protection of surface water quality. 

In Lake Forest Park, streams are also regulated under the City Municipal Code, Chapter 16.16 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  Streams are classified as either Type 1, Type 2, or Type 3, based on 
fish use and flow.  These stream types are defined in Table 3.2-1 with their associated buffer widths. 

Table 3.2-1.  City of Lake Forest Park Stream Types and Associated Buffer Requirements 

Stream 
Type Definition of Stream Type Standard Buffer 

Width (feet) 

Minimum Buffer 
Width with 

Enhancement 
(feet) 

Type 1 Streams that are used at least seasonally by fish for 
spawning, rearing or migration.  Type I streams 
include those that are fish passable from Lake 
Washington.  Type I streams also include streams or 
parts thereof that are waters of the state. 

115 70 

Type 2 Streams that are not fish bearing and streams that are 
considered to be perennial streams.  Type 2 streams 
include the intermittent dry portions of the perennial 
channel below the uppermost point of perennial 
flow. 

50 35 

Type 3 Streams that are not Type 1 or Type 2 streams.  Type 
3 streams are seasonal, non-fish-bearing streams in 
which surface flow is not present for a significant 
portion of a year of normal rainfall and that are not 
located downstream from any Type 2 or higher 
stream. 

35 25 

Source: Lake Forest Park Municipal Code 16.16 

3.2.2.2 Existing Watersheds and Waterbodies 
The trail corridor is located adjacent to the western shoreline of Lake Washington within Water Resource 
Inventory Area (WRIA) 8, the Cedar-Sammamish Basin.  The southern and northern portions of the trail 
corridor are located in the East Lake Washington Watershed, and the middle portion of the trail corridor is 
located in both the McAleer Creek and Lyon Creek Watersheds (see Figure 3.2-1).  



G
:\E

N
V

IR
 IM

PA
C

TS
\2

00
7 

P
ro

j e
ct

s\
20

72
86

_B
ur

k e
G

i lm
an

E I
S

\G
IS

\B
as

in
s.

m
xd

 (A
TR

: 0
9/

04
/0

7)

§̈¦5

McAleer Creek

Lyon Creek

West Lake Washington - 
Lake Forest Park

¬«99

Snohomish County

King County

Lake W
ashington¬«522

dnuoSteguP

East Lake Washington - 
Kenmore North

0 5,000

Feet

Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project EIS . 207286

Figure 3.2-1
Watershed/Basin Map

King County, Washington
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The majority of WRIA 8 lies within the Urban Growth Area boundaries of cities (Kerwin, 2001).  The 
majority of the immediate Lake Washington watershed is highly developed, with approximately 63 
percent of the watershed being fully developed (King County, 2003).   

Portions of six streams were identified within the study area for the trail expansion: Lyon Creek, McAleer 
Creek, Bsche’tla Creek, and three small unnamed streams (3-5), all of which are hillside drainages (see 
Figure 3.2-2).  Each of these streams is discussed in more detail below. 

Lyon Creek 
The headwaters of Lyon Creek originate in wetlands located in south Snohomish County.  The stream 
flows 3.8 miles through Lake Forest Park, before draining into the northwest corner of Lake Washington 
(King County, 2007a).  The Lyon Creek drainage basin is approximately 2,600 acres in size, and is one of 
the smallest tributary systems of Lake Washington.   

The Department of Ecology has listed Lyon Creek in its Category 5 Polluted Waters/303(d) List of 
Threatened and Impaired Waterbodies for fecal coliform (Ecology, 2004).  Waters with Category 5 
listings are considered to be polluted waters and require the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL).  In addition, Lyon Creek has three Category 2 listings for dissolved oxygen, mercury, and 
temperature.  Category 2 waters are considered “waters of concern,” where pollution is present, but may 
not violate state water quality standards.   

King County has developed a Water Quality Index (WQI) rating system that evaluates several overall 
water quality parameters and provides an overall rating of “high,” “moderate,” or “low” concern.  During 
the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 water years, Lyon Creek was rated as “high” concern due to the presence 
of high levels of bacteria and nutrients (King County, 2007a).  During the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 
water years, the stream was rated as “moderate” concern.  A 25-year (1979-2004) trend analysis of Lyon 
Creek indicated that the water in the stream is becoming more acidic over time; however, the pH levels of 
the stream are still within an acceptable range when compared to the State standards (King County, 
2007a).   

Stream sediment data from Lyon Creek were analyzed for the period between 1987 through 2002.  The 
data indicate that sediments in Lyon Creek exceeded sediment quality guidelines for both nickel and zinc 
(King County, 2007a). 

Lyon Creek is a Type 1 Stream, based on the Lake Forest Park classification system (Table 3.2.1).   

McAleer Creek 
McAleer Creek originates at Lake Ballinger and flows approximately 6 miles before draining into the 
northeast corner of Lake Washington, just south of Lyon Creek (see Figure 3.2-2).  The McAleer Creek 
drainage basin is approximately 5,700 acres in size (3.6 square miles) and includes portions of Mountlake 
Terrace, Shoreline, Lake Forest Park, and unincorporated King County (King County, 2007b) 

The Department of Ecology has listed McAleer Creek in its Category 5 Polluted Waters/303(d) List of 
Threatened and Impaired Waterbodies for dissolved oxygen and fecal coliform (Ecology, 2004).
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According to the Water Quality Index rating system, during the 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 
2004-2005 water years, McAleer Creek was rated as “moderate” to “high” concern.  The ratings of high 
concern were due primarily to high fecal coliform levels within the stream (King County, 2007b).  The 
results of a 25-year trend analysis, stemming from 1979-2004, indicate that there has been no significant 
change in temperature, dissolved oxygen, bacteria, nitrogen, or total phosphorus over this period (King 
County, 2007b).  The results do indicate that the creek is becoming more acidic, as shown by a decrease 
in pH. As with Lyon Creek, the pH levels remain within the acceptable range when compared with the 
State standards.   

Stream sediment data from McAleer Creek were analyzed for the period between 1987 through 2002.  
The data indicate that sediments in McAleer Creek exceeded sediment quality guidelines for arsenic, 
nickel and zinc (King County, 2007b).   

McAleer Creek is a Type 1 Stream under the City of Lake Forest Park’s classification system (Table 
3.2.1).   

Bsche’tla Creek 
This stream flows through an underground culvert in the vicinity of the Burke-Gilman Trail near NE 153rd 
Street. This stream will not be affected by the project.  

Unnamed Stream 3 
Stream 3 is a small drainage from the hillside north of NE 145th Street (see Figure 3.2-2).  This stream 
branches into three small channels, and the flow is collected in a ditch at the base of the hill where the 
stream flows into a culvert under the trail toward Lake Washington (The Watershed Company, 2007).  
Stream 3 is unlikely to flow year-round during years with normal rainfall and is therefore considered to be 
a seasonal stream (The Watershed Company, 2007). 

Unnamed Stream 3 is a Type 3 Stream under the City of Lake Forest Park’s classification system (Table 
3.2.1).   

Unnamed Stream 4 
Stream 4 is located northeast of NE 161st Street, in an artificial channel which flows through rock and 
concrete substrates before flowing into a culvert under the trail (see Figure 3.2-2).  Based on the existing 
characteristics of this stream and its surroundings, Stream 4 would be considered to be perennial (The 
Watershed Company, 2007). 

Unnamed Stream 4 is a Type 2 Stream under the City of Lake Forest Park’s classification system (Table 
3.2.1).     

Unnamed Stream 5 
Stream 5 is located west of Log Boom Park at the eastern end of the trail corridor, and is completely 
contained within a corrugated steel half-pipe on the hillside and culverted under the trail (see Figure 
3.2-2).  Based on the existing characteristics of this stream and its surroundings, Stream 5 is also 
considered perennial (The Watershed Company, 2007). 

Unnamed Stream 5 is a Type 2 Stream under the City of Lake Forest Park’s classification system (Table 
3.2.1).   
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Lake Washington  
Lake Washington is the second-largest natural lake in Washington State, covering a surface area of 
22,138 acres (WRIA 8 Steering Committee, 2002).  The lake receives flow primarily from the Cedar 
River.   

The Department of Ecology has listed Lake Washington in the Category 5 Polluted Waters/303(d) List of 
Threatened and Impaired Waterbodies for ammonia and fecal coliform.  In addition, Lake Washington 
has a Category 5 listing for total PCBs for tissue.  The lake also has a Category 4C listing for habitat for 
invasive exotic species, and multiple Category 2 listings, including ammonia, fecal coliform, lead, 
mercury, and total PCBs.   

Water pollution within urbanized areas, such as the Lake Washington watershed, can have a variety of 
point and non-point sources.  Impervious surfaces associated with developed areas, such as roads and 
parking lots, can serve as conduits for pollutants such as metals and oil which come from cars and other 
vehicles.  Gardening and fertilizing of residential areas can result in nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) 
entering surface water through stormwater runoff, ultimately promoting algal growth and elevated levels 
of organic waste.  Pet wastes and sewer overflows can contribute to fecal coliform entering area surface 
waters.   

3.2.2.3 Existing Drainage System 
The existing conveyance system along the Burke-Gilman Trail is composed of a network of drainage 
ditches that run parallel to the trail on the upstream (west) side of the trail.  These drainage ditches are 
connected to culverts which convey the runoff and seepage across the trail to Lake Washington (PACE 
Engineers, 2006).   

A study undertaken by PACE Engineers uncovered several existing drainage problems along the trail.  
Near the south end of the trail, flooding has been recorded.  This section of the trail sits at the toe of a 
steep slope, contributing to ponding on the upstream side of the trail, due to both seeps and surface water 
sources (PACE Engineers, 2006).  Minor flooding has resulted from this ponding.  Adjacent property 
owners have also identified several additional drainage problem areas, listed below (PACE Engineers, 
2006): 

• Inadequate drainage between 15550 and 15524 Beach Drive NE; 
• Concerns about drainage at 16835 Beach Drive NE; 
• Drainage problems at 17729 Beach Drive NE; and 
• Drainage from the trail causing damage to the road, even during the summer, and groundwater 

drains under the trail resulting in property damage at 17753 Beach Drive NE. 

3.2.3 Impacts 

3.2.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
Construction impacts could result from (1) a temporary increase in erosion and sedimentation and 
potential for spills of fuel or oil at staging areas; (2) in-stream or in-ditch work associated with drainage 
improvements and culvert extensions or replacements; (3) dewatering, cast-in-place concrete work, and 
stream diversions associated with retaining wall construction and the construction of the Lyon Creek 
bridge replacement; and (4) work in and adjacent to streams.  Construction impacts would be temporary 
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and could be minimized or prevented through the proper implementation of BMPs as discussed in the 
mitigation section.   

Temporary construction impacts to water quality could result from the erosion of disturbed soil areas or 
soil stockpiles, resulting in stormwater runoff transporting silt and sediment to receiving waters.  The 
highest probability of impacts associated with sediment is when construction occurs in or adjacent to 
wetlands or streams.  Runoff may also carry other contaminants, such as fuel or oil from construction 
operations.  Both sediment and contaminants can increase turbidity and affect other water quality 
parameters such as the amounts of available oxygen in the water.  Spills are most likely to occur at 
staging areas.   

The Redevelopment Alternative would require new drainage structures and pipe laterals (culvert 
extensions) to convey water to the culvert crossings in a more efficient manner, as well as the replacement 
of a culvert under the expanded trail.  The culverts would be replaced at an unnamed stream (Stream #5 as 
shown in Appendix A, Plans).  These activities would likely require diverting the stream around the work 
area during construction, which could have temporary impacts to water quality, such as increased 
turbidity. The construction of retaining walls is likely to require temporary dewatering or cast-in-place 
concrete, which could impact water quality by reducing base flows, increasing pH, or increasing turbidity.  
The demolition of the existing bridge and the construction of the pre-manufactured steel bridge with a 
concrete deck would likely result in temporary water quality impacts, such as sedimentation and increased 
turbidity.   

All in-stream work would comply with the requirements of the Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) permit 
issued by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), including measures to avoid turbidity 
impacts.   

Widening the trail would require work within the buffers of the following streams: Lyon Creek, McAleer 
Creek, and unnamed streams 3, 4, and 5. The impacts to each of these stream buffers and the associated 
potential stream buffer mitigation areas are included in Table 3.2-2.   

Table 3.2-2.  Summary of Stream Buffer Impacts and Associated Mitigation 

Stream Stream Buffer Impact  
(square feet) 

On-site Buffer Mitigation Area 
(square feet) 

Lyon Creek 6,553 9,266 
McAleer Creek 2,692 3,361 
Stream 3 584 181 
Stream 4 1,216 278 
Stream 5 1,274  
Total 12,319 13,086 

Source: Watershed Company, 2007 

The removal of vegetation to accommodate trail widening is not likely to reduce habitat complexity 
within receiving waters. Other than McAleer Creek and Lyon Creek, other streams and ditches in the 
project area do not generate sufficient velocities to move Large Woody Debris (LWD); therefore, tree and 
vegetation removal along the trail is not likely to reduce habitat forming processes in streams that support 
salmonids. Removal of trees in the McAleer Creek and Lyon Creek riparian zones is not likely to 
contribute to elevated stream temperatures due to the limited number of trees that may require removal at 
any one time and required replacement in accordance  with LFPMC requirements. Trees removed will be 
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replaced in accordance with Lake Forest Park Municipal Code (LFPMC) and WDFW requirements. In 
addition, hazard trees removed adjacent to salmonid bearing waters will likely be placed in or adjacent to 
the stream channel downstream of culverts, which will allow for maintaining habitat forming processes.   

Operation Impacts 
Operation of the trail would have impacts associated with (1) new impervious surface area, (2) changes in 
scour resulting from drainage improvements, and (3) maintenance.   

New Impervious Surface Area.  New impervious surface area has been linked to increases in the 
frequency of peak flow rates and the volume of stormwater runoff.  These in turn can result in bed 
incision in steep reaches of streams and can alter the hydroperiod in wetlands.  Eroded sediment is 
deposited as the stream slope decreases, which can lead to drainage problems and local flooding.   

Approximately 11,600 square feet or 1.07 acres of total new impervious surface would be created 
along the corridor as a result of trail widening.  The trail would be sloped to the east and stormwater 
generated would sheet flow to the east and toward Lake Washington, and not west toward the ditches; 
therefore, direct runoff from the trail is not expected to measurably increase stream velocities. Stormwater 
runoff from the trail would disperse in accordance with the 2005 King County Stormwater Design 
Manual (King County, 2005).  For the majority of the trail, sufficient area is available to utilize dispersion 
in accordance with the King County Stormwater Design Manual. Trail segments without sufficient area to 
meet recommended dispersion requirements will be identified and evaluated for potential site-specific 
drainage approaches. In addition, potential effects on or from downstream rockeries, steep slopes, and 
private property will also be evaluated during final design, and a geotechnical opinion on dispersion 
feasibility will be included. The basic dispersion approach offers important benefits, including natural 
attenuation and treatment of runoff through soil and vegetation, a decrease in dependence on the existing 
stormwater infrastructure, as well as the opportunity to grade the proposed trail so as to minimize the need 
for retaining walls and impacts to existing screening along the lake side of the trail.   

No water quality impacts would be created by the widened trail as the trail is not considered a pollutant-
generating impervious surface (PGIS) (Ecology, 2005; King County, 2005).  Therefore, water quality 
treatment measures would not be necessary as part of the ongoing use of the trail.  New parking areas, or 
modifications to existing parking areas, are not being considered as part of the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  As a result, pollutants entering stormwater from parking areas are not anticipated to change 
as a result of this alternative. 

Drainage Improvements.  New conveyance elements are planned along the trail to improve the 
collection of hillside runoff. Culvert extensions are proposed to span the widened trail and an existing 
culvert that has been identified as being under capacity would be upgraded as necessary to convey runoff.  
Drainage improvements would increase the efficiency of the drainage system and could result in an 
increase in flow velocities at the outlet of the culverts.  This could result in an increase in local scour and 
erosion along the receiving streams within the trail corridor.  

Trail Maintenance.  The redeveloped trail would be constructed with adequate drainage and 
maintained to prevent wash-outs, flooding, and siltation from intruding on path.  Trail maintenance would 
include removing sediment and vegetation from ditches and streams, repairing and replacing culverts as 
needed, repairing gravel or pavement, and mowing. Emergency maintenance may be necessary if ditches 
or culverts are blocked with debris. Periodic and temporary increases in turbidity in local waterbodies 
during these maintenance activities are likely. These activities will likely require state or local permits and 
will comply with requirements and conditions set forth therein.  
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3.2.3.2 Rebuild Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
The construction impacts of the Rebuild Alternative would be similar to though less than those discussed 
above for the Redevelopment Alternative.  Under the Rebuild Alternative, only ground disturbance 
necessary to rebuild the trail would be necessary.  Temporary construction impacts would therefore be 
less than described for the Redevelopment Alternative.  No other construction activities would be 
undertaken.   

Operation Impacts 
No additional impervious surfaces would be generated under the Rebuild Alternative.   

Major drainage improvements would not be performed under the Rebuild Alternative.  As a result 
drainage problems associated with ponding next to the trail would continue.  The drainage system would 
continue to be maintained. 

3.2.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
There would be no construction impacts under the No Action Alternative, as no construction activities 
would take place. 

Operation Impacts 
The drainage system would continue to be maintained as the trail remains in operation.  Existing drainage 
system capacity and conveyance problems would not be addressed as part of the No Action Alternative 
and would therefore continue or worsen with increased future development.  Potential impacts due to 
drainage system maintenance could include temporary, short-term increases in turbidity and 
sedimentation during maintenance activities. 

3.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Suburban and urban development will continue to occur in the surrounding area.  This development will 
result in an increase in impervious surfaces that will impact streams and wetlands in the basins in which 
the development occurs.  The new impervious surfaces created under the Redevelopment Alternative 
would add incrementally to this impervious surface area.  However, current and future development in the 
general area of the trail corridor would comply with stormwater regulations that will help to minimize the 
impacts on local waterbodies.   

3.2.5 Mitigation Measures 

The following measures could be used to minimize the amount of runoff and sediment entering local 
waterbodies: 

• King County will consider the use of pervious pavement to reduce the amount of runoff from the 
trail. 

• Treat stormwater runoff from active construction sites prior to discharge as necessary to comply 
with the requirements of the Washington Administrative Code and/or the construction NPDES 
permit.   
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• Treat turbid or contaminated dewatering water prior to discharge as necessary to comply with the 
requirements of the Washington Administrative Code, the construction NPDES permit, and/or the 
local grading permit.   

• Mitigation for potential impacts associated with construction and maintenance activities would be 
specified during the permitting and design processes.  Likely mitigation would include timing of 
maintenance periods to minimize impacts to fish, installation of geotextile fabric in ditches with 
revegetation of disturbed earth, silt fencing, and removal of sediment and debris from the site. 

• During the permitting and design processes, develop a temporary sediment and erosion control 
(TESC) plan, a spill containment and countermeasures plan (SCCP), and a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) for the project.  These plans would outline the BMPs that would be 
used during construction activities. 

• Perform construction monitoring in accordance with Ecology’s standards. 

In addition to the mitigation measures listed above, all project components must comply with the King 
County Stormwater Design Manual, as adopted by the City of Lake Forest Park.  These requirements 
would be included in the construction NPDES permit for both the Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives. 

Habitat Enhancement 
The Redevelopment Alternative may require mitigation, such as local stream habitat enhancement, at 
Lyon Creek bridge.  These determinations would be made during the design and permitting phase of the 
project and in collaboration with permitting agencies.  All impacts to locally regulated sensitive areas 
would be mitigated onsite within the County-owned trail corridor.   

3.2.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to surface water resources have been identified for any of the 
proposed alternatives.  The types of impacts on surface waters typically considered to be significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts include activities such as: extensive floodplain fill, levees, dredging, stream 
relocation, or activities resulting in high pollutant loads.  None of these activities would occur with the 
proposed project under any alternative. 
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3.3 Wetlands 

3.3.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information in this section is summarized from the Sensitive Areas Study for the Burke-Gilman Trail 
Redevelopment (The Watershed Company, 2007), which contains additional detailed information on 
wetlands in the project area.  Wetlands boundaries were identified using the Washington State Wetlands 
Identification and Delineation Manual (Ecology, 1997).  

3.3.2 Affected Environment 

3.3.2.1 Regulatory Environment 

Wetlands are formally defined by the Federal Register, Washington State Shoreline Management Act, and 
Washington State Growth Management Act as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water 
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetland buffers 
are upland areas surrounding wetlands that provide protection to the biological, chemical, and hydrologic 
functions of the wetlands. 

Wetlands are regulated at the federal, state, and local levels. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW), and the City of Lake Forest Park are the primary regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over 
wetlands and wetland buffers in the trail corridor.  

Federal laws regulating wetlands include Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, which are 
implemented by Ecology and the Corps, respectively. WDFW regulates certain wetlands under the 
Washington State Hydraulic Code, which is intended to protect fish. The Washington State Shoreline 
Management Act, along with local shoreline master programs in each jurisdiction, regulates the shoreline 
of Lake Washington and several streams in the vicinity that have a mean annual flow of over 20 cubic 
feet per second (cfs).  

In Lake Forest Park, wetlands are regulated as sensitive areas under Title 16 of the City Municipal Code, 
Environmental Protection.  In order to differentiate between levels of wetland protection and the 
application of development standards, the City classifies wetlands into three categories: from Category 1 
(highest quality) to Category 3 (lowest quality).  These categories are based on size, vegetation classes 
present, the presence of threatened and endangered species, and other elements.  Wetland buffers have 
been established for each category of wetland (Table 3.3-1) and these buffer widths must be adhered to 
during development.   

Table 3.3-1.  Lake Forest Park Wetland Buffer Requirements. 

Wetland Type Standard Buffer Width 
(feet) 

Minimum Buffer Width with 
Enhancement (feet) 

Category 1 150 105 
Category 2 100 70 
Category 3 50 35 

Source: Lake Forest Park Municipal Code 16.16.320 
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3.3.2.2 Existing Wetlands within the Study Area 

Portions of eight wetlands were identified within the study area.  These wetlands are mapped on the plan 
sheets in Appendix A of this EIS. Only two of these wetlands, Wetlands 2 and 4, are relatively broad and 
distinct depressions and are located between the trail and the road.  The remaining six wetlands are 
trailside ditches which meet the criteria for a jurisdictional wetland.   

Wetland 2 is shrubby area located on the west side of the trail, south of Lyon Creek. The wetland 
vegetation consists of red-osier dogwood, Himalayan blackberry, Watson’s willow-herb, and horsetail.  In 
addition, a large weeping willow and several cottonwoods are present in and adjacent to the wetland. The 
buffer area surrounding the wetland is dominated by Lombardy poplar, blackberry, Robert’s geranium, 
reed canarygrass, and other grasses.   

Wetland 4 is a forested depression located on the west side of the trail, south of McAleer Creek. This 
wetland is dominated by large black cottonwoods, blackberry, reed canarygrass, English ivy, creeping 
buttercup, and Cooley’s hedge nettle. The wetland buffer is dominated by blackberry, grasses, dandelions, 
and young osoberry sprouts. 

Wetlands 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are trailside ditches associated with hillside seeps or stream flow.  The 
vegetation of these trailside ditch wetlands includes species associated with highly disturbed areas, such 
as Himalayan blackberry.  Wetland vegetation includes balsam poplar, reed canarygrass, creeping 
buttercup and red osier dogwood.   

Each wetland was rated based on the three wetland categories designated in the Lake Forest Park 
Municipal Code as well as the Department of Ecology rating system.  Table 3.3-2 provides a summary of 
these ratings for each wetland. 

Table 3.3-2.  Summary of Local and State Wetland Ratings 

Wetland Local Wetland Rating Dept. of Ecology Wetland Rating 
Wetland 1 Category 3 Category IV 

Wetland 2 Category 3 Category III 

Wetland 3 Category 3 Category IV 

Wetland 4 Category 2 Category IV 

Wetland 5 Category 3 Category IV 

Wetland 6 Category 3 Category IV 

Wetland 7 Category 3 Category IV 

Wetland 8 Category 3 Category IV 

Source: Watershed Company, 2007 
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3.3.3 Impacts  

3.3.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
Under the Redevelopment Alternative, construction may result in temporary impacts such as the clearing 
of wetland vegetation, changes in wetland hydrology due to dewatering, and an increase in sediment-
laden runoff due to earthwork.  All potential impacts to wetlands are subject to mitigation requirements 
imposed by federal, state, and local agencies.  Wetland mitigation ratios used for this project are the most 
conservative compensatory mitigation ratios required by these agencies.  For this project Washington 
State Department of Ecology mitigation ratios were used to calculate compensatory mitigation wetland 
enhancement areas (Table 3.3-3). Permits that are potentially required depending on final design and 
extent of wetland impact include a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a 401 
Water Quality Certification from Ecology, and a local critical areas permit from the City of Lake Forest 
Park. These construction impacts are discussed in more detail below. 

Removal and Disturbance of Vegetation. Wetland vegetation and habitat functions would be 
temporarily disturbed during construction where clearing is required to provide access, maneuver 
equipment, or install fences.   

Changes in Wetland Hydrology. Retaining walls would be required along some segments of the 
Redevelopment Alternative. In wetland areas, the depth of soil of sufficient bearing strength may be 
below the water table. In these areas, construction of wall footings could potentially require dewatering of 
the footing area, or it may require construction during the dry season. Temporary effects to wetlands 
located downslope from fill areas could result if dewatering for wall footings is required. Construction 
dewatering temporarily lowers the water table, removes moisture from the soil, and reduces the water 
available for plant uptake. Dewatering would occur for short periods during a single season. Given the 
broad tolerance of the wetland plant species found in wetlands near the trail, it is unlikely that short-term 
changes in soil moisture would eliminate or change wetland vegetation.  

Increased Sedimentation. During construction, exposed soil during earthwork operations could 
erode and potentially result in a localized increase in sediment-laden runoff to ditches and adjacent 
wetlands. The installation of split-rail fences in areas adjacent to wetlands could also cause localized 
sedimentation. Because of the temporary and localized nature of this activity, the potential change in 
sedimentation would not be expected to alter the vegetation structure or physical conditions in wetlands 
or result in changes in wetland functions. 
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 Table 3.3-3.  Summary of Wetland and Buffer Impacts and Proposed Mitigation. 

Wetland 

Wetland 
Fill Area  
(square 

feet) 

Wetland 
Enhanceme
nt Required 
(6:1 ratio) 

(square 
feet) 

On-site 
Wetland 

Mitigation 
Area   

(square 
feet) 

Wetland 
Buffer 
Impact 
Area  

(square 
feet) 

Wetland 
Buffer 

Mitigation 
Required  
(1:1 ratio) 

(square 
feet) 

On-site 
Wetland 
Buffer 

Mitigation 
Area   

(square 
feet) 

Wetland 1 598 3,588  4,553 4,553  

Wetland 2 N/A N/A 2,974 3,383 3,383 7,138 

Wetland 3 N/A N/A 735 189 189 4,046 

Wetland 4 N/A N/A 1,300 3,437 3,437 4,496 

Wetland 5 985 5,910  4,623 4,623  

Wetland 6 26 156  1,941 1,941 3,205 

Wetland 7 N/A N/A  949 949  

Wetland 8 560 3,360 1,087 1,821 1,821 1,946 

TOTAL 2,169 13,014 6,096 20,896 20,896 20,931 

Source: Watershed Company, 2007 

Operation Impacts 
Potential impacts include the long-term loss of wetland area and associated functions due to wetland fill, 
changes in wetland water quantity or quality, vegetation management in wetlands, loss of wetland and 
wetland buffers, and habitat fragmentation.   

Water Quantity and Hydrologic Conditions.  New impervious surfaces generated by the trail 
widening could potentially result in minor changes to the quantity and flow of water through wetlands 
adjacent to or downslope of the trail.  

Analysis of the effects of new impervious trail surface added under the Redevelopment Alternative 
determined that the potential increase in water quantity would be minimal, and that very small and widely 
dispersed changes to the runoff characteristics of the project area would occur as a result of the project.  
Drainage improvements planned along the trail would improve the collection of trail and hillside runoff. 
Existing culverts that have been identified as being under capacity would be upgraded as necessary to 
convey runoff (PACE Engineers, 2006).   

The existing drainage facilities along the trail corridor are maintained as part of the operation of the 
existing trail. This maintenance, including replacement or repair of culverts, would continue under the 
Redevelopment Alternative. These actions could result in limited temporary maintenance impacts to some 
riparian wetland vegetation. Measures discussed in the mitigation section would reduce the risk of 
sediments entering streams or wetlands during maintenance.  

Vegetation Management. The Burke-Gilman Trail within Lake Forest Park was built on an 
existing railroad embankment where adjacent vegetation has historically been managed to maintain a 
clear corridor. The wider footprint of the Redevelopment Alternative would result in vegetation 
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management activities in areas where such practices were not previously required. The impacts of 
vegetation management in wetlands would depend on the type of existing vegetation.  The removal or 
periodic mowing/trimming of this vegetation would not be expected to substantially alter wetland habitat 
characteristics nor wildlife use of the wetland or adjacent areas. 

Vegetation management within the existing wetlands would typically include periodic mowing to prevent 
tree establishment as necessary to maintain visibility. These wetlands are generally vegetated with reed 
canarygrass and Himalayan blackberry, and impacts would be minor. The removal and management of 
forested wetland vegetation would not be expected to substantially alter wetland habitat characteristics 
nor wildlife use of the wetland or adjacent areas. 

Wetland and Wetland Buffer Impacts. Under the Redevelopment Alternative, approximately 
2,169 square feet (0.05 acre) of wetland would be impacted by the placement of fill (Table 3.3-3).  
Approximately 20,869 square feet (0.5 acre) of wetland buffer would be impacted, resulting in the 
removal of primarily grassy and weedy vegetation along the existing trail. In many locations, buffer 
impacts are likely to occur along the slopes of the railbed embankment, specifically between the edge of 
the existing trail and the wetland edge. In most of these areas, the vegetation consists of species that are 
associated with disturbed areas, such as Himalayan blackberry; therefore, no substantial areas of native 
trees, shrubs, or wildlife habitat would be impacted. Modification of these buffers would not substantially 
alter wetlands and wetland functions. Impacted wetland buffers would be mitigated and replanted with the 
following species: 

• Shrubs – vine maple, red osier dogwood, black twinberry, osoberry, salmonberry, Scouler’s 
willow, and snowberry. 

• Emergents/ferns – lady fern, sword fern, and Cooley’s hedge nettle. 

Habitat Fragmentation. Wildlife use of wetlands and wetland buffers in the study area is limited 
because the existing available wildlife habitat is highly altered and fragmented by urban development. 
The former railbed, numerous city streets, and numerous residential driveways contribute to this 
fragmentation, as do the residentially developed parcels along the trail. As stated previously, the widened 
trail would bisect wetlands 1, 5, 6, and 8.  However, due to the location of these wetlands adjacent to the 
trail in previously disturbed areas, the habitat within these wetlands is not of high quality. Impacted 
wetlands would be mitigated according to Table 3.3-3. 

As indicated above, the wetland and wetland buffer areas impacted would be mitigated and replanted with 
native shrub and emergent/fern species.   

3.3.3.2 Rebuild Alternative  

Construction Impacts 
There would be no wetland impacts anticipated under the Rebuild Alternative. All construction would 
occur within the existing trail footprint. 

Operation Impacts 
Impacts to wetlands under the Rebuild Alternative from the operation of the trail would be limited to trail 
maintenance activities, as discussed above for the Redevelopment Alternative, with respect to vegetation 
management and drainage facility maintenance. 
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3.3.3.3 No Action Alternative 

There would be no construction impacts under the No Action Alternative, as no construction activities 
would take place.  Operational impacts would be limited to human and pet intrusion and the potential for 
maintenance activities to result in temporary impacts to wetlands in the form of water quality degradation 
or buffer intrusion.   

3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Changes in land use in the project area as well as the general vicinity have impacted wetlands and their 
buffers. The majority of those impacts at the project site were sustained when the railbed was originally 
constructed.   

The historical impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers are typical for urban areas in King County.  Land 
development has included filling wetlands, modifying stream channels, changing watershed hydrology, 
and loss of habitat.  Shorelines have been developed for both residential and recreational use.  Loss of 
wetland buffers has resulted in an overall decline in the functions of the wetlands and a reduction of 
habitat. 

Current and future development and redevelopment in the general area of the Burke-Gilman Trail would 
be required to comply with increasingly protective regulations addressing wetlands and wetland buffers.  
These regulations and substantial mitigation requirements would reduce the potential for further 
cumulative impacts in the form of wetland losses.  All substantial impacts to wetlands potentially 
resulting from the Redevelopment Alternative would be mitigated, and the project would not contribute to 
cumulative wetland impacts. 

3.3.5 Mitigation Measures 

The Burke-Gilman Trail project has been planned to follow the mitigation sequencing requirements of 
federal, state, and local regulations.  The planning for the project, specifically for the Redevelopment 
Alternative, has included steps to avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to wetlands as discussed 
further below. 

3.3.5.1 Strategies to Avoid and Minimize Wetland Impacts 

Avoidance and minimization of wetland and buffer impacts was a guiding principle in the preliminary 
design stage of this project.  All construction activities would be undertaken in a manner consistent with 
regulatory requirements. 

Under the Rebuild Alternative, all wetland impacts would be avoided as there would be no expansion of 
the trail associated with this alternative.  King County would continue to apply the following strategies to 
minimize wetland and buffer impacts during the design, permitting and construction phases for the 
Redevelopment Alternative: 

• Using retaining walls to narrow the trail section where wetlands are crossed; 

• Shifting alignments away from wetland areas; 

• Reducing the potential for human and pet intrusion; 

• Limiting earthwork to the dry season; and 

• Utilizing BMPs to reduce all impacts. 
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Some of the strategies that could be employed to avoid or reduce impacts, particularly under the 
Redevelopment Alternative, are discussed in more detail below.  The feasibility of these strategies would 
be evaluated further, in light of the project’s purpose and need, their overall practicability, and other 
design constraints during the final design and permitting phase of the project. 

Retaining Walls 
In some locations along the trail corridor, it may be possible to completely avoid or minimize wetland and 
buffer impacts through the incorporation of retaining walls into the design.  Standard fill slopes for the 
sides of the trail are designed with a ratio of two horizontal to one vertical, and achieving this slope can 
result in wide areas of fill.  By constructing retaining walls, the area of fill would be smaller.   

Reducing the Potential for Human and Pet Intrusion 
Fencing and signage can discourage intrusion by humans and pets into wetlands and their buffers.  
Regulations for trail use would continue to require that pets be leashed while on the trail.  Fencing could 
be used to keep trail users away from wetland areas.  Final design would indicate whether fencing is 
needed to ensure the protection of wetland areas. 

Utilizing Construction Best Management Practices 
BMPs would be employed during trail construction, maintenance, and operation to minimize temporary 
impacts to wetlands and buffers. The following BMPs are recommended during construction: 

• Use highly visible temporary construction fencing to delineate sensitive areas and vegetation and 
avoid accidental intrusion. 

• Design, implement, and maintain temporary erosion and sediment controls to eliminate or 
minimize potential effects from sedimentation.  

• Preserve and protect native plant species when installing fencing, signage, and other features. 
• Revegetate temporarily disturbed areas with appropriate species.  

3.3.5.2 Wetland Mitigation 

The  project has been designed to avoid and minimize wetland impacts.  However, approximately 2,169 
square feet (0.05 acre) of wetland fill would be necessary to accommodate the widened trail under the 
Redevelopment Alternative.  The agencies that regulate wetlands would require compensation for these 
fill impacts.  These agencies have established ratios for the acreage of mitigation required to compensate 
for each acre of fill within the different classes and categories of wetlands.  The requirements for both the 
City of Lake Forest Park as well as the Department of Ecology are discussed below. 

Lake Forest Park.  Chapter 16.16.340 of the Lake Forest Park Municipal Code contains wetland 
mitigation requirements.  This section states that restoration is required when a wetland or its buffer is 
altered, and that this restoration must conform to the following minimum requirements: 

1. The original wetland shape and form must be replicated, including its depth, width, length and 
gradients at the original location; 

2. The original soil types and configuration must be restored; 

3. The wetland edge and buffer configuration must be restored to original condition; 

4. The wetland edge and buffer must be replanted with native vegetation which recreates the 
original in terms of species, sizes, and densities; and 
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5. The original wetland functions must be restored, including but not limited to hydrologic and 
biologic functions. 

In addition, this chapter sets forth the required mitigation ratios for wetland replacement or enhancement.  
Category 1 wetlands must be mitigated on a 6:1 ratio basis; Category 2 wetlands must be mitigated on a 
3:1 ratio; and Category 3 wetlands on a 2:1 ratio. 

Department of Ecology.  Ecology requires the following mitigation ratios for wetland 
enhancement based on the category of wetland impacted (Ecology, 2006).   

• Category III Wetlands – 8:1 

• Category IV Wetlands – 6:1  

Only Category IV wetlands will be impacted by this project.  Therefore, a 6:1 mitigation ratio will be 
used for wetland enhancement (Table 3.3-3).  This 6:1 mitigation ratio is more conservative than the City 
mitigation requirement for Category 2 and 3 wetlands.   

Both onsite and offsite mitigation will be provided to compensate for wetland and buffer losses.  Wetland 
enhancement will be provided at a 6:1 mitigation ratio, with approximately 6,000 square feet of wetland 
enhancement provided onsite and 7,000 square feet provided offsite.  Buffer impacts will be mitigated 
with enhancement at a 1:1 ratio, mainly onsite.  Wetland and buffer enhancement will include invasive 
species removal and replanting with native shrub and tree species.  The addition of large woody debris 
and other habitat features may also be used to enhance these areas.  Given the disturbed conditions of the 
impacted wetlands and buffers, this enhancement is expected to provide higher overall habitat functions 
and higher quality breeding, cover, and dispersal areas for native species than are presently provided in 
the trail corridor. 

3.3.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Due to the small area of wetland impacts, the generally limited functions provided by the affected 
wetlands, and the regulatory requirements that provide for wetland mitigation, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts to wetland resources in the project area would result from the Redevelopment or Rebuild 
Alternatives 
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3.4 Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fish 

3.4.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information on vegetation, fish and wildlife resources within the trail corridor was obtained from site visits and 
from a review of existing information, including the following:   

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitats and Species database (WDFW, 
2007);  

• King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Water and Land Resources Division; 

• Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Limiting Factors Report for the Cedar-Sammamish Basin (WRIA 8) 
(Kerwin, 2001); 

• Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Near-Term Action Agenda for Salmon Habitat 
Conservation (WRIA 8 Technical Committee, 2002); and 

• Burke Gilman Trail Expansion Arborist Report (Northwest Arborvitae, 2005).   

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

3.4.2.1 Regulatory Environment 

Various federal, state, and city regulations address the protection of vegetation, wildlife, and fish in the overall 
project vicinity (see Table 3.4-1).   

Additional information on the lakes, streams, and drainage patterns in the study area can be found in Section 3.2, 
Surface Water Resources.   
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Table 3.4-1.  Federal, State, and Local Regulations Regarding Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fish 

Regulation Overseeing Agency Vegetation or Wildlife or Habitats 

Federal 
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) NOAA Fisheries; U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) 
All federally listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitats. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) All wildlife and fish. 
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act USFWS Most birds. 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act USFWS; WDFW All wildlife and fish. 
State 
Washington State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) 

King County All wildlife and fish. 

Washington State Endangered Species Act WDFW All state-listed threatened and endangered species. 
Washington State Fish and Game Code WDFW All state-listed Priority Habitats and Species. 
Shoreline Management Act Washington Department of Ecology All wildlife and fish. 
County and City 
King County Comprehensive Plan King County Designated fish habitat conservation areas; habitats for state- or federally-listed 

endangered, threatened, or sensitive species; habitat for species of local 
importance. 

City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Plan City of Lake Forest Park Sensitive areas (including streams, wetlands, and critical areas), and other 
environmental resources including forest canopy and fish and wildlife. 

City of Lake Forest Park Urban Wildlife Habitat 
Plan 

City of Lake Forest Park Urban wildlife habitat. 

City of Lake Forest Park Sensitive Areas 
Ordinance, Code Chapter 16.16 Environmental 
Protection 

City of Lake Forest Park Sensitive areas (including streams, wetlands, and critical areas) and development 
standards and mitigation requirements for each. 

City of Lake Forest Park , Code Chapter 16.14 
Tree Protection and Replacement 

City of Lake Forest Park Trees - tree removal permit required; minimum protection standards for retaining 
trees; tree replacement standards. 

City of Lake Forest Park, Code Chapter 
16.16.160 Vegetation Management Plan 

City of Lake Forest Park Vegetation - clearing limits specified. 

City of Lake Forest Park, Code Chapter 
16.16.380 Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 

City of Lake Forest Park Wildlife and associated habitats - identification of species of local importance, 
priority species, or endangered, threatened, sensitive, or candidate species; 
management recommendations; and establishment of buffers. 

City of Lake Forest Park, Code Chapter 16.24 
Drainage Plans – 16.24.300 Fish Passage 

City of Lake Forest Park Fish – All projects involving perennial streams must have adequate fish passage. 

City of Lake Forest Park, Code Chapter 16.24 
Drainage Plans – Article IV Stream Corridors 
and Sensitive Area Designations 

City of Lake Forest Park Wetlands, streams, wildlife habitat – Protection of these resources, including 
minimizing turbidity and pollution of wetlands and fish-bearing waters, and 
maintaining wildlife habitat. 

 



 

Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS  June 2008 
Chapter Three Page 3.4-3 Section 3.4 – Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fish 

3.4.2.2 Vegetation and Associated Wildlife 

The vegetation communities along the trail corridor vary from narrow strips of native forest and shrub 
habitats to slopes dominated by Himalayan blackberry, Japanese knotweed, and morning glory.  Native 
tree species include large black cottonwoods, alders, bigleaf maple, sycamore, black locust, and cedars.  
In many areas, the non-native species are out-competing the native species and dominate large areas along 
the trail. 

The understory vegetation along the western side of much of the trail is dominated by non-native species 
such as Himalayan blackberry, English ivy, and Japanese knotweed.  Horsetail, reed canarygrass, and 
ferns are found in wetter areas, along the drainage ditches running parallel to the trail.   

Segments of the trail, for example north of NE 165th Street and north of NE 170th Street on the east side, 
have a maintained grass right of way on the west side of the trail, approximately three feet in width.   

The trail crosses Lyon Creek south of State Route 104  (see Figure 3.3-2).  The creek at this bridge 
crossing has a riparian zone composed of species such as sycamore and blackberry.  The stream banks on 
the west side of the bridge are up to four feet in height and areas of the banks have been previously 
stabilized with concrete.  The stream banks on the east side of the bridge are approximately two feet in 
height.   

The trail crosses McAleer Creek adjacent to Blue Heron Park (see Figure 3.2-2).  The creek has a riparian 
zone composed of species such as willow, Douglas fir, and English ivy. 

Wildlife associated with the study area includes such species as American crow, European starling, house 
finch, house sparrow, American robin, black-capped chickadee, Bewick’s wren, song sparrow, bushit, and 
spotted towhee.  Waterfowl species identified in Lake Washington near the trail include mallard, 
bufflehead, greater scaup, common merganser, American coot, and western grebe.   

Mammals expected to utilize the habitats within the study area include such generalist species as moles, 
mice, rats, Virginia opossums, and eastern gray squirrels.  Small populations of mountain beaver may 
exist in and near the trail corridor in remnant forest and shrub patches, especially between the trail and 
Lake Washington.  Local residents have reported occasional sightings of mountain beaver. In most trail 
corridor areas, however, native vegetation areas preferred by mountain beaver for foraging are lacking 
and the substrates consist of compacted rail grade not conducive to mountain beaver burrowing.  
Burrowing animals prefer porous soils.   

Local residents have reported sighting of northwestern salamander, long-toed salamander, and Pacific 
treefrog along the trail corridor. Small populations of these and other amphibians, including red-legged 
frog, may exist in and near wetlands and streams along the Burke-Gilman Trail, though habitat for these 
species is limited by residential development and the compacted rail grade substrates located within the 
trail corridor.  In addition, moist cover beneath woody debris and large rocks that is important for these 
species is also lacking in the trail corridor.   

3.4.2.3 Water Bodies and Fish Use 

This section includes information and an analysis of fish resources in the study area, which includes Lake 
Washington, Lyon Creek, McAleer Creek, and three unnamed streams, which drain into Lake 
Washington.   
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Table 3.4-2 contains an overall summary of salmonid occurrence in the study area and their federal and 
state status.  Individual waterbodies are discussed below with respect to the salmonids present.   

Table 3.4-2.  Summary of Potential Fish Occurrence in the Study Area 

Species Anadromous Resident Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Waterbodies 
with Potential 
Occurrence 

Chinook salmon X  Threatened Candidate McAleer Creek, 
Lake 
Washington 

Coho salmon X  Species of 
Concern 

N/A Lyon Creek, 
McAleer Creek, 
Lake 
Washington  

Sockeye salmon X  N/A Candidate Lyon Creek, 
McAleer Creek, 
Lake 
Washington 

Coastal cutthroat trout X X N/A Priority Lyon Creek, 
McAleer Creek, 
Lake 
Washington 

Rainbow/steelhead 
trout 

 X N/A Candidate Lyon Creek, 
McAleer Creek, 
Lake 
Washington 

Bull trout X  Threatened Candidate Lake 
Washington 

Kokanee salmon  X N/A Priority Lake 
Washington 

Source: Kerwin, 2001 

Lyon Creek 

According to WDFW Priority Habitats and Species data, Lyon Creek supports sockeye, coho, and coastal 
cutthroat trout (WDFW, 2007).  Sockeye have known spawning areas designated throughout the stream, 
and sockeye also occur and migrate within Lake Washington.  However, salmonid habitat has been 
impacted by high storm flows that have resulted in degraded substrate and lack of spawning habitat (King 
County, 2008).  Coastal cutthroat trout occur throughout the stream and in Lake Washington.  In addition, 
rainbow trout have been observed in the stream (Kerwin, 2001).  Fish passage barriers are numerous 
through Lyon Creek.  In addition, the lack of large woody debris, which can provide channel complexity 
and can serve as habitat, coupled with the developed nature of the watershed, serve as limiting factors to 
the use of the stream by salmonids (Kerwin, 2001).   
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McAleer Creek 

According to WDFW Priority Habitats and Species data, McAleer Creek supports fall Chinook, coho, 
sockeye, and coastal cutthroat trout (WDFW, 2007). The Volunteer Salmon Watcher program 
documented the presence of Chinook and coho in McAleer Creek at river mile (RM) 0.79 in 2006 (King 
County, 2007).  Sockeye also migrate from Lake Washington to spawn within the stream.  Coastal 
cutthroat trout are found throughout the stream and into Lake Washington.  In addition to these species, 
rainbow trout have been observed in the stream.  Significant transport of suspended sediments, clearing 
and land use changes within the riparian areas of the stream, including high impervious area, and limited 
large woody debris recruitment, all serve as limiting factors to the utilization of the stream by salmonids 
(Kerwin, 2001).   

At the trail crossing of McAleer Creek, there is a concrete spillway associated with the stream on the west 
side of the bridge.   

Unnamed Streams and Bsche’tla Creek  

Streams 3, 4, and 5 and Bsche’tla Creek do not support any salmonid species. Streams 3, 4, and 5 are 
steep hillside drainages and are believed to be largely culverted through properties on the east side of the 
trail before they discharge to Lake Washington. Fish passage within the lower portions of these drainages 
downstream of the project area is unclear based on limited access from the trail right-of-way; however, it 
is unlikely that these streams support fish populations due to the historic development along the Lake 
Washington shoreline, presence of culverts, and gradient. WDFW SalmonScape mapping does not 
indicate the presence of any anadromous salmonid populations within these small Lake Washington 
tributaries (WDFW, 2008). Bsche’tla Creek flows through a buried culvert in the project area and will not 
be affected by the project. 

Lake Washington 

All species of salmon in the larger Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed migrate through, and 
rear in, Lake Washington (WRIA 8 Steering Committee, 2002).   

Nine salmonid species utilize Lake Washington habitats.  The five salmonid species that are regularly 
documented in the lake are sockeye, coho, Chinook, coastal cutthroat, and rainbow/steelhead trout 
(Kerwin, 2001).  Pink salmon and chum salmon were historically abundant in the Lake Washington 
system but are now considered to be extinct in the watershed (Kerwin, 2001).  Atlantic salmon and bull 
trout are rare and were likely to have been strays from other watersheds. 

There are several general habitat factors that have been identified as potential contributors to the decline 
in the abundance of salmonids and their habitats within Lake Washington.  These factors include 
(Kerwin, 2001): 

• Sediment quality; 

• Degradation of shoreline conditions; 

• Altered hydrology; 

• Invasive plants; 

• Poor water quality; and 

• Water quantity. 
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3.4.2.4 Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Species 

Plant Species with Federal Status 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (2005) has indicated that two federally designated sensitive plant 
species may occur in King County: marsh sandwort (Arenaria paludicola) and golden paintbrush 
(Castilleja levisecta).  Given the developed nature of the project study area, these species are not 
anticipated to be present. 

Plant Species with State Status 

The Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP) of the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources maintains a list of plant species considered to be threatened, endangered, or sensitive within 
Washington State.  According to the WNHP dataset from 2006, there are no rare plant species populations 
or endangered ecosystems within the trail corridor.   

Wildlife Species with Federal Status 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) identified five threatened or endangered wildlife species as 
potentially occurring in King County:  Canada lynx, gray wolf, grizzly bear, marbled murrelet, and 
northern spotted owl (USFWS, 2005).  The USFWS also identified two candidate species, the yellow-
billed cuckoo and the fisher, as potentially occurring in King County (USFWS, 2005).  However, these 
species have habitat requirements that are not met in this generally urban environment.   

The bald eagle is no longer listed as a federally threatened species (officially delisted August 8, 2007), but 
still receives protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Washington Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act.  Bald eagles generally perch, roost, and build nests in mature trees near water bodies and 
available prey, usually away from intense human activity.  The closest bald eagle nest to the trail corridor 
is located on the eastern side of Lake Washington in the Inglewood Wetlands, approximately 1 mile from 
the trail corridor.  Bald eagles have been noted perching in trees near the lake at Log Boom Park and at 
the Sheridan Beach Club. 

Wildlife Species with State or Local Status 

According to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species data, there 
are no state special status species within the trail corridor.   

Fish Species with Federal Status 

Fish with federal status under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) that are known to occur in the study 
area include the Puget Sound Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) Chinook salmon, the Puget 
Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU coho salmon, and the Puget Sound Distinct Population Segments (DPS) 
Steelhead.  The Puget Sound ESU Chinook salmon are considered threatened under the ESA in the State 
of Washington.  The Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia ESU coho salmon is a species of concern under the 
ESA.  The Puget Sound DPS steelhead is a threatened species under the ESA in Washington.  The 
Coastal/Puget Sound DPS bull trout is a threatened species under the ESA for Washington and is 
considered to have a rare occurrence in Lake Washington, and are assumed to be strays from other 
watersheds.   
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Fish Species with State Status 

State Priority Species include all state-listed endangered, threatened, sensitive, and candidate species and 
species of recreational, commercial or tribal importance that are considered vulnerable.  No state-listed 
sensitive, threatened, or endangered fish species occur within the study area; however, other fish species 
that are designated as candidate species may occur within the study area.  These species include coastal 
cutthroat trout, sockeye salmon, and Chinook salmon. 

3.4.3 Impacts 

3.4.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative  

Construction Impacts 

Vegetation.  Both temporary and permanent vegetation impacts would result from the clearing 
required for the construction of the widened trail.  The plans included in Appendix A illustrate this 
clearing area.  Clearing limits would vary and would generally occur within 11 feet of the trail centerline 
or to the limits of work as shown on the plans.  To the maximum extent practicable, the size of this 
construction impact area would be minimized and the area replanted after construction.  Temporary 
construction impacts to vegetation would also occur in some locations where retaining walls would be 
installed.  The exact width of these areas would depend on the construction method, local topography, and 
other potential site restrictions determined during final design. 

Low screening plant species (under 3-foot growth height) would be planted where vegetation is removed 
adjacent to the trail at driveways and intersections (in sightline distances).  These plantings may include 
barberry, rhododendron or similar species.  Medium screening species (up to 6-foot growth height) would 
be planted where vegetation, such as hedges, must be removed to accommodate the widened trail if not 
located within sightline distances.  These plantings may include compact strawberry tree, Nootka rose, 
snowberry, western hazel, bayberry, evergreen huckleberry, or similar species.  Where appropriate, 
vegetation that is removed to accommodate the widened trail would be replanted in-kind with non-
invasive species.  In all other areas, vegetation would be planted with the same or similar species as 
described above for low screening and medium screening plantings. 

Approximately 60 trees (a mix of native and non-native deciduous and evergreen trees) would be 
removed to accommodate the widened trail.  Trees would be removed throughout the length of the 
corridor; however, numerous trees would be removed from NE 170th Street and the Lyon Creek bridge, 
near Ballinger Way, and near the McAleer Creek bridge.  King County will attempt to retain as many 
trees as possible during the widening efforts, where the trees will not impact the trail stability.  Tree 
removal and replacement will be conducted in accordance with Chapter 16.14 of the City Municipal 
Code.  City code requires that a forested look, value, and function must be maintained after development 
or modification. In addition, all trees removed within 200 feet of McAleer Creek and Lyon Creek would 
be placed in the affected stream to provide habitat or made available for other habitat restoration activities 
in the basin. 

Wildlife Resources.  Widening the trail, paving, and retaining wall construction would involve 
noise and visual disturbance that could cause temporary displacement of sensitive wildlife to surrounding 
areas.  However, the period of construction in any given trail segment would be short, and most wildlife 
would be expected to return to their original areas of use following completion of construction.  It is not 
anticipated that any of the trees proposed for removal are those used for bald eagle perching; the majority 
of these trees are deciduous. 
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Due to the urbanized nature of the trail and its associated habitats, coupled with the fact that the wildlife 
species that are present are adapted to urban areas, the effects of construction on wildlife in the area are 
expected to be negligible.   

Though there may be impacts to individual animals during trail redevelopment construction, 
animal populations in these areas should continue to exist given the avoidance and minimization measures 
employed and compensatory mitigation provided.  The construction of new retaining walls and 
reconstruction of existing walls is necessary to stabilize soils along the trail and is not expected to cause 
further habitat fragmentation or to impede the movement of native animals that persist in this residential 
urban environment.   

Fish Resources.  The Redevelopment Alternative could result in temporary impacts on streams, 
particularly during bridge demolition and construction.  These potential impacts include instream 
sedimentation resulting from erosion and runoff; disturbance of fish due to instream work, stream 
diversions, and dewatering activities; changes in stream hydrology; spills of hazardous materials (e.g., oil 
and gasoline); displacement of fish due to construction noise; and disturbance or removal of riparian 
vegetation.  These impacts are discussed in more detail in the sections below. 

Instream Sedimentation.  The implementation of best management practices (BMPs) during 
construction activities can assist in reducing the risk of erosion, and in minimizing the potential for 
sediments, chemical contaminants, and other materials to enter local waterbodies during construction.  
Construction activities, in particular excavation, filling, and the construction of new retaining walls, could 
result in temporary habitat alteration or disruption due to erosion and sedimentation.  Sedimentation can 
result in the degradation of spawning habitat through a reduction in the suitability of spawning gravels. 
These effects are usually greatest in stream reaches inhabited by salmonids during critical spawning 
periods. Sedimentation of spawning gravels causes a reduction in the interstitial spaces between gravels 
that limits the flow of oxygen around deposited eggs and can reduce survival rates and lower productivity 
within the stream.   In addition, fine sediment blanketing the substrate and stream bottom can alter/reduce 
the benthic invertebrate species diversity, which provide a food source for rearing anadromous fish and 
adult and juvenile resident fish.   

Lyon Creek supports sockeye salmon, coho salmon, and coastal cutthroat trout. WDFW SalmonScape 
mapping indicates that sockeye salmon are known to spawn throughout much of Lyon Creek, including 
the project area, while coho salmon migrate through the project area to spawn and rear upstream of the 
project area (WDFW, 2008). It can be assumed that both resident and coastal sea-run cutthroat trout occur 
throughout the project area during some portion of their life history. McAleer Creek supports fall 
Chinook, coho, sockeye, and resident/sea-run coastal cutthroat trout. WDFW’s SalmonScape mapping 
indicates that McAleer Creek contains spawning habitat for Chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon both 
upstream and downstream of the project area (WDFW, 2008). The project area is also likely to provide 
juvenile rearing habitat. It can be assumed that both resident and coastal sea-run cutthroat trout occur 
throughout the project area during some portion of their life history.  

Thus, the construction activities that would occur closest to these streams (i.e., bridge demolition and 
construction at Lyon Creek, clearing, grading, new paving) have the greatest potential to affect salmonid 
populations due to instream sedimentation.   

Over the short-term, localized increases in turbidity and sedimentation are likely.  Over the long-term, if 
disturbed areas are not properly revegetated, they may become a source of chronic erosion and 
sedimentation. 
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Drainage Improvements.  The Redevelopment Alternative would include the construction of 
drainage structures, culvert extensions, and the replacement of an existing culvert.  Potential construction 
impacts from these activities would include increased short-term sedimentation, including an increase in 
bedload of fine materials, with the potential to impact fish habitat at downstream areas.  Adherence to 
project BMPs described in Section 3.1, Earth, would reduce this potential impact.   

The culvert conveying Stream 5 (unnamed stream) would be replaced under this alternative.  This is a 
steep hillside drainage and is unlikely to contain fish.  All instream work would be conducted in 
compliance with the conditions specified in the Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) permit. For any 
streams that are determined by WDFW to contain suitable fish habitat upstream and/or downstream of the 
trail, the culvert extensions and culvert replacements would likely be designed and constructed to be fully 
fish passable. The decisions regarding what type of culverts would be used would be finalized during the 
design and permitting phase of the project.  

Hazardous Material Spills and Construction Noise.  With any construction project, there is a 
potential for accidental spills of hazardous materials, such as gasoline and oil.  Control of hazardous 
materials is a standard provision in construction contracts and permits.  In the event fish are present in the 
stream at the time of construction, construction noise could result in short-term displacement of fish.  
Construction noise should not occur for more than a few days in the vicinity of the streams within the trail 
corridor.  For all instream work, the timing of the work would be specified in permits, which would 
typically eliminate the potential impact of noise because spawning fish would not be present during those 
work windows. 

Disturbance of Riparian Vegetation.  Some riparian areas may be temporarily disturbed, 
resulting in a corresponding interruption of the riparian functions.  Riparian areas provide functions such 
as shading and inputs of large woody debris.  Shading helps to regulate the stream temperature and large 
woody debris provides complex habitat features for fish to utilize.  Trail construction activities would take 
place immediately adjacent to McAleer Creek; Lyon Creek; and unnamed streams 4 and 5.  In addition, 
the bridge replacement at Lyon Creek would disturb the riparian area.  Where there are temporary 
disturbances or where riparian vegetation is removed, the disturbed area would be replanted with native 
vegetation. 

Lyon Creek Bridge Replacement.  In addition to the impacts above, the Redevelopment 
Alternative would include replacement of the Lyon Creek bridge.  The demolition of the existing bridge 
and the construction of the 60-foot by 12-foot pre-manufactured steel bridge with a concrete deck and 
associated retaining walls, would likely result in temporary water quality impacts, such as sedimentation 
and increased turbidity.  The existing bridge constricts the channel and impinges on the floodplain due to 
its short span and abutments at the water’s edge. Replacing the bridge with a longer span bridge will 
remove existing channel constrictions by spanning the floodplain. The new bridge abutments will be 
placed above the ordinary high water mark of Lyon Creek.  Instream work would abide by the same 
project BMPs discussed in Section 3.1, Earth, and would be fully compliant with the HPA permit.   

Operation Impacts 

Vegetation.  Permanent impacts to vegetation would result from trail widening.  Impacts would 
occur mainly to non-native ornamental shrubs.   

Because the study area is located in a largely urban environment, long-term trail use would not result in 
loss of plant species diversity or reduced plant structural diversity in the study area.  Trail maintenance 
would include removing hazard trees when necessary and trimming vegetation to maintain sight lines at 
intersections and crossings.  Vegetation may also be disturbed temporarily in maintaining the trail 
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drainage system.  These impacts would occur under both the Redevelopment and the Rebuild 
Alternatives.   

Table 3.4-3 provides a summary of the impacts to vegetation under the three alternatives. 

Table 3.4-3.  Summary of Impacts to Vegetation within Trail Corridor. 

Impacts 
Action Redevelopment 

Alternative 
Rebuild 

Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative 

Mitigation 

Trail widening Permanent removal of 
vegetation from trail 
alignment to 
accommodate the 
widened trail.  
Vegetation would be 
mostly non-native and 
composed of grasses or 
shrubs.  Approximately 
60 trees would be 
removed (mix of native 
and non-native deciduous 
and evergreen trees).   

N/A N/A Avoid removal of mature 
native trees where possible. 
 
Replant appropriate native 
vegetation. 
 
Mature trees removed from 
stream buffers would be placed 
in the stream channel 
downstream of the trail to 
provide habitat or made 
available for use at other 
restoration areas in the basin. 

Retaining wall 
construction 

Temporary reduction of 
vegetation near walls for 
construction access. 

N/A N/A Minimize disturbance area to 
greatest extent possible.  
Replant according to planting 
plan described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, or work with 
adjacent landowners to 
reestablish vegetation. 

Drainage 
Improvements  

Temporary disturbance to 
vegetation adjacent to 
drainage ditches and 
culverts. 

N/A N/A Use BMPs to reduce 
disturbance and revegetate 
disturbed areas with native 
species. 

Culvert 
maintenance 

Temporary disturbance to 
vegetation adjacent to 
culverts. 

Same as 
Redevelopment 
Alternative 

Similar to but less 
than 
Redevelopment 
Alternative 

Use BMPs to reduce 
disturbance and revegetate 
disturbed areas with native 
species. 

Sight Distance 
Improvements 

Removal and trimming 
of vegetation in sight line 
distances. 

Similar to 
Redevelopment 
Alternative. 

Periodic 
maintenance 
trimming. 

Replant according to planting 
plan described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, or work with 
adjacent landowners to 
reestablish vegetation. 

As shown in Table 3.4-3, the permanent impacts to vegetation would be greater under the Redevelopment 
Alternative than for the Rebuild Alternative due to the expansion in trail width.  These impacts, however, 
are not expected to be significant. 
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Wildlife Resources.  Long-term operation of the trail would result in two general types of 
potential impacts to wildlife: 1) habitat loss from permanent vegetation removal; and 2) disturbance.   

Impacts to native animals will be minimized by avoiding wetlands, streams, and their buffer and native 
forest areas to the extent possible.  Only two of the wetlands located along the trail are not contained in 
excavated ditches, these forested and scrub-shrub wetlands will be avoided.  An estimated 2,169 square 
feet of ditched wetlands will be filled and 33,215 square feet (0.76 acre) of wetland and stream buffer area 
will be permanently impacted by the redeveloped trail.  These buffers vary in quality from maintained 
grass areas and hedges to scattered native trees and shrubs.   

The Redevelopment Alternative would result in permanent removal of primarily non-native 
shrubs and trees which currently provide habitat for wildlife species that are adapted to the urban habitat 
types found along the trail.  Most of the 60 total trees to be removed during project construction are 
ornamental, non-native trees such as Lombardy poplar that provide limited habitat to native species.  Loss 
of this cover type would not result in substantial changes to the type or numbers of native wildlife species 
currently occupying the trail corridor.  As trail use continues to increase, disturbance effects on wildlife 
would also increase.  However, when considering the surrounding noise-generating activities, such as 
traffic, recreational uses on Lake Washington, lawnmowers, and the presence of residents and pets within 
the immediate project vicinity, increases in disturbance associated with the Redevelopment Alternative 
are expected to have only a minor effect on wildlife.  

Fish Resources.  The continued operation of the redeveloped trail would involve the following 
activities: 

• Creation of new impervious surfaces; 

• Permanent removal of riparian vegetation to allow for the widened trail; and  

• Ongoing trail use and maintenance. 

These activities could potentially result in impacts on fish-bearing streams in the form of loss of instream 
fish habitat, potential changes in hydrologic regimes, and the loss of riparian vegetation.  However, 
careful project design and the implementation of avoidance and mitigation strategies would minimize or 
eliminate negative effects on fish or aquatic habitat within the study area.   

Potential light impacts will be avoided because lighting will be provided only at trail crossings; no trail 
lighting will be provided at Lyon Creek or McAleer Creek.  The streams would not receive direct lighting 
and all lighting at nearby intersections will be shielded away from the streams. 

New Impervious Surface.  The Redevelopment Alternative would result in the generation of 
approximately 46,460 (1.07 acres) of new non-pollution-generating impervious surface as a result of trail 
widening.  Runoff from these areas would not contain the types of pollutants that are typically associated 
with the use of motorized vehicles, namely oil, metals, and other similar contaminants.  Although this 
new additional impervious surface has the potential to slightly increase peak flows and reduce base flows 
in ditches and streams within the trail corridor, the effects from these new surfaces on stream hydrology 
would be minimal.   

Removal of Riparian Vegetation.  Riparian buffer impacts are defined as the portion of the 
riparian buffer that would be permanently cleared of vegetation in order to accommodate the widened 
trail.  For the Redevelopment Alternative, the total area of buffer impacts along the entire trail alignment 
would be approximately 12,300 square feet (see also Table 3.2-2 in the Section 3.2 Surface Water).   
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Although clearing vegetation near streams could result in the loss of some instream cover, riparian 
functions such as providing large woody debris to the stream, contributing other organic matter to the 
stream, and regulating stream temperatures through shading would not be substantially affected.  In cases 
where impacts to riparian vegetation in the stream buffers are unavoidable, mitigation, such as 
enhancement of other riparian areas, would occur in accordance with the local Sensitive Areas Permit (see 
the mitigation section for further details). 

Trail Use.  In the absence of mitigation measures, increased human use of the trail and access to 
fish-bearing streams such as Lyon Creek and McAleer Creek could result in the erosion of trail shoulders; 
disturbance of spawning fish at stream crossings; trash and debris in the streams; and untreated pet waste 
entering the stream.  Design elements such as trail edge stabilization, signage, retaining walls, and 
fencing, coupled with general trail use regulations, would minimize these impacts.  

The proposed project is not intended to increase human activity along the trail; however, there is the 
potential for increased trail use over the long term as regional population grows and popularity of non-
motorized transportation increases.  There are insufficient data to indicate that increased use and human 
activity along the trail may disturb spawning salmonids. Other urban streams in Seattle (e.g. Pipers 
Creek) allow and encourage access to the stream to educate the public about the salmonid life cycle and 
their importance to our ecosystem and there has been no apparent disturbance to spawning activity as a 
result. As previously noted, no lighting will be provided adjacent to McAleer Creek or Lyon Creek and all 
lighting at intersections will be shielded away from streams. 

Trail Maintenance.  Maintaining the trail would require removing sediment and vegetation to prevent 
blockage at ditches, culverts, and underneath bridges.  While culvert and bridge maintenance typically 
improves streamflows and fish passage, it can also potentially disturb sediments and debris and release 
them downstream, which can result in fish impacts.  The removal of vegetation from ditches is not likely 
to reduce habitat complexity within receiving waters.  

3.4.3.2 Rebuild Alternative  

Construction Impacts 

Vegetation.  Impacts to vegetation associated with this alternative are expected to be minimal.  
Sight distance improvements would be limited to removing or trimming vegetation at intersections where 
it impairs visibility.   

Wildlife Resources.  Impacts to wildlife would be similar or reduced under this alternative due to 
shorter construction timeframe and fewer construction elements.   

Fish Resources.  Impacts to fish would be reduced under this alternative due to fewer 
construction elements.  The Rebuild Alternative only includes earth disturbance to rebuild the trail.  No 
drainage improvements or bridge replacement would occur that might increase potential for sedimentation 
in fish-bearing streams.   

Operation Impacts 

In general, operational impacts to vegetation, fish and wildlife resources are similar to those 
described for the Redevelopment Alternative, although to a lesser degree because of the reduced amount 
of construction and vegetation removal.   



 

Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS  June 2008 
Chapter Three Page 3.4-13 Section 3.4 – Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fish 

Vegetation.  Permanent impacts to vegetation would result from sight distance improvements at 
intersections. Impacts would occur mainly to non-native ornamental shrubs. New plantings in these areas 
would be primarily native species and would be similar to what would occur under the Redevelopment 
Alternative. All other operational impacts to vegetation under the Rebuild Alternative would be limited to 
those sustained during culvert maintenance activities; and vegetation removal for ongoing trail use, such 
as for safety, and maintenance of the open trail corridor. These impacts would also be similar to what 
would occur under the Redevelopment Alternative.   

Wildlife Resources.  The operational impacts to wildlife under the Rebuild Alternative would be 
limited to those sustained during the long-term maintenance of vegetation along the trail and general use 
of the trail in the form of noise and human activity.   

Fish Resources.  The operational impacts to fish resources under the Rebuild Alternative would 
be limited to those resulting from general trail maintenance activities, including removal of sediment and 
vegetation to prevent blockage of ditches and culverts, and general trail use and access to fish-bearing 
streams.  However, it is anticipated that the use of proper BMPs during drainage maintenance, and the use 
of signage and fencing would minimize and mitigate the general trail use impacts. 

3.4.3.3 No Action Alternative 

There would be no construction impacts under the No Action Alternative to vegetation, wildlife 
resources, or fish resources, as no construction activities would take place.  Operational impacts would be 
the same as those that currently occur on the trail. 

3.4.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Vegetation.  Cumulative effects to native vegetation have resulted from urbanization in the 
general project vicinity.  These effects are expected to continue with further development or 
redevelopment within the larger geographical area.  In general, current and future urbanization in the 
region could result in continued reductions in native forest vegetation in the watershed in favor of 
establishing urban vegetation.  While approximately 60 trees would be removed under the Redevelopment 
Alternative, these trees would be replaced with appropriate native deciduous and coniferous trees in the 
corridor at a 1:1 ratio or greater.  Therefore, the project is not expected to contribute to a reduction in 
overall forest vegetation types in the area. 

Rare and sensitive species that are generally intolerant to disturbance have been largely removed from the 
region due to past development.  Native plant species communities in urbanized areas are reduced in 
extent, occur in small fragmented patches, and are often replaced by non-native ornamental trees, shrubs, 
grasses, or fast growing weedy species that tolerate disturbance.  Many native Pacific Northwest 
overstory species are completely absent in portions of these urbanized environments.  Most of the 
vegetation that would be removed by the project is non-native.  Replacement vegetation would be native 
or near-native (similar to native, but originating from other regions) providing a small reduction in non-
native species in the area. Trees removed would only be replaced with native species.   

Wildlife Resources.  Due to the urban nature of the area, habitat loss and changes in habitat 
structure have already occurred and continue to occur.  Given the minimal habitat diversity found along 
the trail, the action alternatives would not add substantially to the cumulative effects of past, present, and 
future actions on wildlife resources.   

Fish Resources.  Overall, the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives would not add 
substantially to the cumulative effects of past, present, and future actions on fish resources and aquatic 
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habitat.  The form and function of the aquatic habitat and fisheries resources in the study area, including 
Lake Washington, have been affected by the past development and impervious surfaces in the watershed.   

Construction and ongoing maintenance and operation of the trail could lead to a slight alteration of stream 
hydrology and a temporary increase in localized sediment production in some portions of the stream 
located within the trail corridor.  However, this increased sedimentation is not likely to adversely affect 
local fish resources. 

3.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation is discussed generally for each resource type (i.e., vegetation, wildlife, and fish) and these 
discussions are followed by a matrix (Table 3.4-4) which outlines the mitigation measures that can be 
undertaken for each specific resource. 

Vegetation.  During construction for the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives, impacts to 
vegetation would be avoided and minimized wherever possible.  Where temporary disturbance cannot be 
avoided, vegetation would be restored following construction.  Refer to Section 3.4.3.1 and the plan 
sheets in Appendix A for further details.  Vegetation removal and replanting would be conducted in 
accordance with applicable local requirements.  Trees would be replaced with appropriate native 
deciduous and coniferous trees at a 1:1 ratio or greater, in accordance with the City of Lake Forest Park’s 
tree removal ordinance. Trees removed near salmonid-bearing streams would be placed in streams 
downstream of the trail to provide habitat for salmonids or made available for use in other 
restoration/mitigation efforts in the basin. 

Wildlife Resources.  Mitigation sequencing: avoidance, minimization, and compensatory 
mitigation is being implemented to minimize negative short and long term impacts to native habitats and 
species in the trail corridor.  A few fragmented patches of native habitat including wetland and stream 
habitat areas are found in the predominantly developed trail corridor and were avoided to the extent 
possible.  Unavoidable impacts to sensitive habitat areas such as wetlands, streams, and their buffers will 
be mitigated.  Onsite and offsite habitat enhancement including invasive species removal and native 
plantings is expected to increase habitat functions and features for providing shelter, food, nest sites for 
native birds, mammals, and amphibians in and near (but offsite) the trail corridor.  The addition of large 
woody debris and other habitat features may also be used to enhance wetland, stream, and buffer areas.    

Fish Resources.  Strategies to avoid and minimize stream and buffer impacts are incorporated 
into the design.  Unavoidable impacts will be mitigated in accordance with regulations, guidance, and 
consultations with local, state, and federal resource protection agencies.  The design and regulation 
process would ensure that adverse impacts would be mitigated so that no significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts would result.  Most of the mitigation measures discussed in Table 3.4-4 could be applied to both 
the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives, although the amount of mitigation needed varies by 
alternative, depending on the magnitude of the impacts (e.g., amount of riparian clearing).  Potential 
mitigation could also include placement of signage educating the public to maintain distance between 
them and spawning salmon and to stay on trail at stream crossings.  

3.4.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

None of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, would result in significant, unavoidable, 
long-term adverse impacts to vegetation, wildlife, or fish resources.  Most short-term, construction-related 
impacts can be mitigated.  Long-term operational impacts from trail use are also not expected to be 
significant and can be mitigated through the use of the mitigation measures described above. 
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Table 3.4-4.  Mitigation Measures for Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fish Resources 

Resource Local Regulatory Requirement  
(if applicable) Other Mitigation Measures 

Vegetation LFP Municipal Code (16.16.160) – vegetation management 
plan: must identify the proposed clearing limits and any areas 
where a sensitive area or buffer is proposed to be disturbed.  
Clearing limits must be marked within the field. 
LFP Municipal Code (16.14.040) - tree removal permit must 
be obtained prior to the removal of any significant tree.  
16.14.080 Tree Replacement - a removal permit must require a 
tree protection and replacement plan.   

• Fences would limit access to sensitive areas, as well as to some other areas with native vegetation.  
This fencing would reduce the risk of trampling impacts from humans and pets. 

Wildlife 
Resources 

 • Birds are most sensitive to disturbance during the early part of the nesting season.  Because 
noise disturbance can cause some birds to abandon their nests, use of noise-producing 
equipment where the trail passes near park areas during the early part of the nesting season 
(February to May) will be avoided.   

Fish 
Resources 

LFP Municipal Code (16.16.370) – Replacement or 
enhancement is required when a stream or buffer is altered 
pursuant to an approved development proposal.  No net 
loss of stream functions on the site, and no impact on 
stream functions above or below the site due to permitted 
alterations is allowable.  Any restoration must be in 
keeping with the standard required buffers.   

Erosion Control: 
• BMPs would be implemented to control erosion and protect water quality in compliance with 

WAC and/or the construction NPDES permit. 
• Precautions would be taken when laying asphalt around stream crossings and while installing 

temporary fences to prevent silt, asphalt, or concrete from entering stream channels. 
• Trail shoulders would be stabilized where needed in areas adjacent to streams prior to trail 

surfacing to prevent erosion and sloughing. 
• Additional measures see Sections 3.1 and 3.2 
Protection of Fish during Stream Diversions: 
• Dewatering to be conducted during the driest time of the year. 
• Diversions of streams around instream work areas (e.g., during culvert extensions or 

replacements) would be designed to minimize sedimentation and ensure fish removal. 
• Screening of work area to remove fish prior to dewatering and to prevent recolonization prior 

to completing construction. 
• Instream work would occur over the shortest period possible. 
Construction Timing: 
• Construction activities in or near fish bearing stream crossings to be completed during 

summer low-flow periods to the extent practical, and outside of the fish-spawning period. 
• All work windows to be established in consultation with WDFW (as listed within the HPA 

permits) and with USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. 
Education: 

• Potential mitigation could also include placement of signage educating the public to 
maintain distance between them and spawning salmon and to stay on trail at stream 
crossings. 
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3.5 Land Use and Shorelines 

3.5.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information was compiled from a variety of sources, including King County and local government 
sources.  Information on existing conditions was verified through site visits. 

3.5.2 Affected Environment 

3.5.2.1 Current Land Use 

The trail passes through the City of Lake Forest Park. Single-family residential use is the predominant 
land use along the trail.  The majority of the area adjacent to the trail is zoned single-family residential 
(RS 7,200) (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005a).  Private beaches, community parks, and undeveloped 
properties are located among the single-family residences.  A small pocket of commercial businesses are 
located near the trail at Bothell Way NE and 41st Avenue NE.  The Lake Forest Park Towne Centre is 
located on the west side of Bothell Way NE, opposite the trail, at Ballinger Way NE.  The complex 
includes the public library, post office, police department, town hall, and approximately 30 shops and 
small businesses.  It is also home to Shoreline Community College’s Lake Forest Park satellite campus.  

3.5.2.2 Local Comprehensive Plans, Land Use, and Shorelines 

City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Plan 
A goal of the land use element included in the City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Plan is to 
“coordinate the concurrency of new development with the adequate provision of transportation 
facilities[…] capital facilities […] and recreation facilities.”   

The transportation policies included in the City’s Comprehensive Plan encourage “non-motorized travel 
by establishing and implementing non-motorized improvements, such as bicycle route signage and trail 
development.”  The City’s Comprehensive Plan also states that, when possible, the differing needs of 
non-motorized commuter travel and recreational travel should be considered when planning a non-
motorized facility.   

A goal of the recreation element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan is “to coordinate with the 
Transportation Committee in promoting the establishment and maintenance of a safe, interconnected 
system of trails throughout the city, recognizing the important recreational and transportation roles played 
by regional and local bicycle and pedestrian trail systems.”  Another goal of the recreation element is to 
“maintain a high standard for the development and maintenance of the City’s parks for both active and 
passive use” (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005b). 

City of Lake Forest Park Land Use 
The land use designation for the trail is Recreation/Open Space (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005c).  Land 
uses adjacent to the proposed trail are single family residential, recreation/open space, and neighborhood 
business. 
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City of Lake Forest Park Zoning 
The zoning on the trail is single-family residential (RS 7,200) (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005a). 
Permitted uses in this zone include single-family dwellings, accessory buildings and structures, and day 
care facilities. Uses not specifically identified as permitted, including multi-use trails, are regulated as 
conditional uses. 

In November 2006, the City Council adopted an ordinance (Ordinance 951) to enact a new conditional 
use permit (CUP) requirement for “multi-use and multipurpose trail facilities.”  The ordinance put 
conditions on development and reserved the right to deny permits to redevelop the trail.  The ordinance 
was adopted because some City officials and property owners were concerned about liability and safety 
related to the heavily used trail.  

King County and the Cascade Bicycle Club appealed Ordinance 951 to the Central Puget Sound Growth 
Management Hearings Board.  The ordinance would have set conditions on the trail that would make it 
impractical for King County to improve the trail to meet current and future demand and would have 
impeded the ability to meet federal, state, and county standards.  

In its decision on July 23, 2007, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board 
determined the Burke-Gilman Trail to be a regional essential public facility and that Ordinance 951 
precluded siting of an essential public facility (CPSGMHB, 2007).  The Growth Management Act (GMA) 
defines the term “essential public facilities” to include “those facilities that are typically difficult to site” 
(RCW 36.70A.200(1)).  It also concluded that the City failed to comply with SEPA when it adopted the 
ordinance, and that it did not meet the requirements of the GMA.  The decision remands Ordinance 951 
and requires the City to take action to amend it consistent with GMA.   

City of Lake Forest Park Shoreline Regulations 
The City of Lake Forest Park has unofficially adopted King County’s Shoreline Master Program.  King 
County’s Shoreline Master Program establishes goals and policies, designates shoreline environments, 
and sets shoreline standards and uses.  The trail is located within the regulated shoreline of Lake 
Washington and is designated Urban. Recreational uses are permitted in this environmental designation.  
The City reviews development within Shoreline areas for consistency with the policies and procedures of 
the 1978 version of the King County Shoreline Master Program.  The City is in the process of updating 
their Shoreline Master Program, which is expected to be adopted in late 2008.  

3.5.3 Impacts 

3.5.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Construction of the trail would result in short-term direct impacts to adjacent land uses, such as noise and 
dust from construction equipment and disruption of local traffic.  These impacts would cease once 
construction is completed, and would not significantly modify land uses.  

Operation Impacts 
The trail and its proposed use under the Redevelopment Alternative is consistent with the current 
Recreation/Open Space designation of the site and with the specific goals for trails included in the 
Recreation/Open Space Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005c). 
Supporting goals and policies are also found in the land use, capital facilities, and transportation elements 
of the City of Lake Forest Park Comprehensive Plan. The trail supports policies to promote nonmotorized 
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transportation and to provide adequate provision of transportation facilities, capital facilities, and 
recreation facilities necessary to support existing and future development.  

Many neighbors have raised concerns about potential quality of life impacts such as loss of privacy and 
increased potential for crime and trespass with a redeveloped trail.  These issues are discussed in Section 
3.12, Socioeconomics.  

As described above, Ordinance 951 has been remanded. As such, amendments to Lake Forest Park 
Municipal Code (LFPMC) Section 18.54.047, Multi-use or Multi-purpose Trails, are now invalid.  The 
valid portion of Section 18.54.047 provides that a multi-use or multi-purpose trail facility may be altered 
as a conditional use in any land zone of the City subject to other requirements under LFPMC Chapter 
18.54, Conditional Uses. King County is addressing specific criteria in LFPMC 18.54.030 through a 
permit application and review process with the City of Lake Forest Park.   

All improvements would occur within the King County’s existing right of way; no land acquisition would 
be required and therefore no impacts to adjacent land uses or zoning designations would occur.  Because 
the trail has been in use for more than 30 years, the impacts to surrounding land uses are not expected to 
be substantially different that those that currently occur.  

The redeveloped trail could create a continued and possible increased potential of disruption for adjacent 
residents who find the presence of trail users distracting. The presence of the trail users would disturb 
some people more than others; this concern has been expressed by homeowners adjacent to the trail at 
public meetings and during the scoping process.  Trail usage is anticipated to increase in the future as the 
general population and popularity of alternative forms of transportation continues to grow, which could 
increase disruption to adjacent residents and result in quality of life concerns to some trailside residents.  
There may be a more immediate increase in trail usage if people not currently using the trail start using it 
because of the improvements to trail quality and safety.   

The removal of mature vegetation and fencing to improve visibility/sight distance at crossings and the 
replacement of vegetation and fencing to allow for the widening of the trail could reduce the perception of 
privacy of adjacent residents. The reduction in privacy would be temporary for some once the replaced 
vegetation grows to sufficient screening size. For others, where vegetation is removed or replaced with 
lower growing plants to improve visibility/sight distance improvements at crossings, the reduction in 
privacy would be long term.   

Trail redevelopment is allowed by the County’s shoreline regulations.  A Shoreline Substantial 
Development Permit would be needed because the project would be located within 200 feet of the 
shoreline, and the project would exceed $5,000 in cost. 

3.5.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Construction of the Rebuild Alternative would result in temporary construction impacts as described for 
the Redevelopment Alternative.  These impacts would be over a shorter construction period because of 
the fewer construction elements associated with the Rebuild Alternative.  

Operation Impacts 
Development criteria for the non-motorized transportation network include distinguishing between non-
motorized commuter travel and recreational travel and considering the differing needs of the two types of 
travel when planning the non-motorized facility.  The Rebuild Alternative would not be fully consistent 



 

June 2008 Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS 
Section 3.5 – Land Use Page 3.5-4 Chapter Three 

with this policy.  Current trail width is insufficient to support current and future use levels and would 
continue to create potential for conflicts between trail users.  

As described above for the Redevelopment Alternative, the Rebuild Alternative would also not require 
land acquisition and therefore would not impact adjacent land uses or zoning designations.  

3.5.3.3 No Action Alternative 

3.5.3.4 Construction Impacts 

No construction activities related to redeveloping or rebuilding the trail would result.  The County would 
continue to perform periodic maintenance along the trail.   

3.5.3.5 Operation Impacts 

Policies included in the City’s Comprehensive Plan promote the development of safe multi-use paths 
through and throughout the city.  The No Action Alternative would not be fully consistent with this policy 
as it would not address needed traffic control signage changes and other trail improvements.  The City’s 
Comprehensive Plan specifies that the City must provide additional housing units to meet housing targets 
under the GMA.  Growth in the city, coupled with additional population growth in neighboring 
jurisdictions, will result in additional pressure on the trail and other regional recreational and 
transportation facilities.  The trail’s existing size, alignment, and signage through the city do not meet 
current trail design criteria and are insufficient to support current and future use levels.   

3.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Increased population growth in the region may lead to traffic, parking, access and circulation problems.  
To a great extent these impacts are already anticipated and addressed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
that plans for and accommodates growth.  The City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for suitable land uses in 
areas supported by transportation facilities.  The local plan also allows for increased multi-use 
transportation, capital, and recreation facilities to serve future growth. 

When considered in combination with population growth, the proposed redevelopment project would not 
add to adverse cumulative impacts in the corridor or vicinity but instead would continue to provide an 
option for nonmotorized transportation and recreational use.   

3.5.5 Mitigation Measures 

Few negative land use or shoreline impacts would result from the proposed redevelopment project.  
Impacts would be associated primarily with temporary construction activity.  The following mitigation 
measures could be used to address the impacts on land use and shorelines resulting from the 
Redevelopment or Rebuild Alternatives.  

• Plan and construct the trail in accordance with adopted land use plans and policies.  

• Work closely with affected neighborhoods to minimize land use impacts during construction by 
notifying residents and businesses of the construction schedule.  

• Maintain access to residential areas in the vicinity of the corridor during construction.  

Mitigation measures to address quality of life issues are discussed in Section 3.12, Socioeconomics, and 
Section 3.11, Transportation.  
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3.5.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse land use impacts are anticipated from the construction or operation of 
the Redevelopment or Rebuild Alternatives. 
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3.6 Recreation 
This section describes existing parks and trails in the project vicinity, regional and local recreation plans 
and trail user conflicts.  Potential impacts of the project alternatives are discussed for each action 
alternative and the No Action Alternative.  Mitigation measures are identified.   

3.6.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information was compiled from King County, state, and local government sources, geographic 
information systems (GIS), and field visits. The evaluation included trails, developed parks, and private 
open spaces.   

3.6.2 Affected Environment 

3.6.2.1 Current Use of Trail  
The approximately 2-mile long section of the Burke-Gilman Trail is currently used as a non-motorized 
transportation and recreational trail.  User counts and surveys have been conducted for the Burke-Gilman 
Trail, along with the Sammamish River Trail, every five years from 1980 to 2005 by William E.  Moritz 
with the University of Washington (Moritz, 1995; Moritz, 2003; Moritz, 2005). Use of these trails has 
increased over the years since the trails opened.  The most notable increases in usage have occurred as the 
undeveloped gap in the trail system between the Burke-Gilman and Sammamish River Trails was 
developed in two phases between 1985 and 1993.  Overall the results for the Lake Forest Park section of 
the Burke-Gilman Trail show a 240 percent increase in weekday trail use from 1980 to 2005 (much of 
that increase occurring between the years 1980 and 1985) and a 99 percent increase in weekday trail use 
from 1980 to 2005. Weekend trail use varied from survey-to-survey, but trail user counts between 1980 
and 2005 did not follow the same upward trend as the weekday trail counts (see Table 3.6-1). 

Table 3.6-1.  Burke-Gilman Trail Survey (Lake Forest Park Section) 

Year Bikes % Pedestrians % Other % Total Users 
One Saturday (in May) 

1980 1824 84% 315 14% 42 2% 2181 

1985 1675 83% 311 15% 40 2% 2026 

1990 2485 85% 438 15% 0 0% 2923 

1995 2531 85% 315 11% 118 4% 2964 

2000 1493 79% 348 18% 56 3% 1897 

2005 1773 82% 361 17% 30 2% 2164 1 

One Tuesday (in May) 

1980 366 66% 173 31% 19 3% 558 

1985 858 71% 332 27% 18 1% 1208 

1990 617 60% 417 40% 2 <1% 1036 

1995 1240 75% 353 21% 52 3% 1645 

2000 816 70% 300 26% 49 4% 1166 

2005 1027 77% 295 22% 17 1% 1339 

Source: William E. Moritz Burke-Gilman/Sammamish River Trails Surveys Summary Report 2005. 
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1 The weather changed late in the day and rain started by 5pm. Counts continued until 7PM but traffic was noticeably down. 

According to the most recent user survey in 2005, weekend cyclists on the Burke-Gilman and 
Sammamish River Trails made up approximately 72 percent of the users, while pedestrians made up 
approximately 25 percent.  Use is primarily recreational on weekends.  Bicyclists average between 11 and 
18 miles per trip and pedestrians average between 4 and 5 miles per trip (Moritz, 2005).  King County 
hired The Transpo Group, a traffic engineering and transportation planning firm, to collect trail volume 
data along the Burke-Gilman Trail within the trail corridor.  In June 2004, data were collected at NE 
147th Street.  The number of trail users passing the data collection site on a Wednesday was 1,262.  Of 
these trail users, 78 percent were bicyclists and 17 percent were pedestrians.  The number of trail users 
passing the same location on a Saturday in June 2004 was 1,496, of which 79 percent were bicyclists and 
13 percent were pedestrians (The Transpo Group, 2005). 

King County Code Section 7.12.480 establishes the general hours of operation for all facilities in the 
County's regional park system as dawn to dusk. King County understands that people who use the trail for 
commuting have been constrained by such hours of operation, and trail usage has been noted by local 
residents after dusk on some occasions. Although it has the authority to tailor specific hours of operation 
for each facility within its regional system, including trails, King County presently has no plan to alter the 
hours of operation on the Burke-Gilman Trail. However, it could propose to do so in the future if demand 
warrants. 

3.6.2.2 Adjacent Recreational Facilities   

Sheridan Beach Club 
The Sheridan Beach Club is a private homeowners club for residents of the Sheridan Beach and Sheridan 
Heights communities.  It is located near the intersection of the Burke-Gilman Trail and NE 165th Street 
(see Figure 1-1).  The waterfront property is approximately 0.74 acre in size.  The club contains a heated 
swimming pool, beach access for swimming, a playground, tables and chairs, a pickleball court, and a 
boating pier (City of Lake Forest Park, 1994; City of Lake Forest Park, 2005). 

Bellou Haven Beachfront 
The Bellou Haven Beachfront property is a private homeowners property located at NE 157th Place.  

Lake Forest Park Cove LLC 

The Lake Forest Park Cove LLC is a private homeowners property located north of 14732 Edgewater 
Lane NE, between NE 147th and 151st Street. The property contains approximately 185 feet of waterfront 
adjacent to the County right of way and is developed with a dock, storage shed, and landscaping. 

Lake Forest Park Civic Club 
The Lake Forest Park Civic Club is also a private homeowners club located east of the Burke-Gilman 
Trail and Ballinger Way NE intersection (see Figure 1-1).  The waterfront property is approximately 1.5 
acres in size.  The club contains a playground, restrooms, beach access for swimming, boat launch and 
pier, cooking facilities, and a clubhouse.  Lyon Creek runs north through the property to Lyon Creek 
Waterfront Property, described below (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005; Lake Forest Park Civic Club, 
2007).   

Lyon Creek Waterfront Property 
Immediately north of the Lake Forest Park Civic Club is the Lyon Creek Waterfront Property (see Figure 
1-1).  This waterfront preserve is a passive public park located where Lyon Creek enters Lake 
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Washington.  A grant from the King Conservation District enabled the City to purchase the 0.75-acre 
property.  The former home site was then restored with the installation of 5,000 native plants.  The 
preserve has trails, picnic tables, benches, and a public pier (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005). 

Log Boom Park (Tracy Owen Station Park) 
Log Boom Park is located immediately beyond the western boundary of the redevelopment alternative in 
the City of Kenmore.  The public park is approximately 4.2 acres in size and is located along Lake 
Washington.  Recently, the first phase of improvements recommended in the Final Master Plan: Tracy 
Owen Station at Log Boom Park (City of Kenmore, 2005) was completed.  The improvements included 
construction of a new play area, installation of an interpretive structure, and pedestrian and landscape 
enhancements to the park entrance.  In addition to the new facilities, the park includes picnic tables and 
benches, cooking facilities, beach access for swimming, and daytime moorage.   

Phase 2 improvements recommended in the master plan are currently in the planning phase and are 
proposed to be constructed by 2010.  Phase 2 improvements would include expansion of the current beach 
along the waterfront, installation of a log boom to protect the swimming area, installation of artwork, 
relocation of the restroom facilities closer to the playground and parking area, improved pedestrian access 
to the shoreline via a raised boardwalk, additional landscaping, and wetland restoration and other 
environmental enhancements.  In addition, the King County Wastewater Treatment Division may be 
upgrading the existing pump station at the park.  At that time, the portion of the Burke-Gilman Trail 
located in the park could be temporarily relocated and upgraded during construction.   

3.6.2.3 Relevant Recreation Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

King County 
As early as 1971, planning documents for King County and incorporated jurisdictions identified the 
Burke-Gilman Trail as a future regional trail facility.  The trail has since been featured in numerous King 
County documents as an important recreational facility and transportation corridor (King County, 1996, 
1994, 1993, 1992, 1975).  The document that specifically identifies the proposed redevelopment 
alternative for the trail is the King County Regional Trail Inventory and Implementation Guidelines 
(2004a).   

King County’s Comprehensive Plan (2006) includes a Parks, Open Space, and Cultural Resources 
element.  This element contains the following policies which relate to trails:  

• King County shall be a regional leader in the provision of a regional open space system of parks, 
trails, natural areas, working resource lands, and flood hazard reduction lands.  The regional 
network of open spaces provides benefits to all county residents including: recreation facilities, 
conservation of natural and working resource lands, flood hazard protection and related programs, 
and services.  Preservation will include wildlife corridors and riparian habitat, as well as open 
space areas separating urban and rural areas. 

• King County shall provide regional parks and recreational facilities that serve users from many 
neighborhoods and communities.  Regional parks include unique sites and facilities that should be 
equitably distributed. 

The Transportation element in the County’s Comprehensive Plan also contains policies that relate to 
trails, as included below.   

• Efforts should be made to improve nonmotorized transportation countywide to increase safety, 
public health, mobility and convenience for nonmotorized modes of travel.  These efforts should 
emphasize the ability of nonmotorized modes to extend the efficiency of regional transit, promote 
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personal mobility in a range of land use areas and expand the transportation alternatives available 
to the public to form a complete or connected network. 

• The essential maintenance, preservation, safety and operations costs of the transportation system 
should be funded prior to other costs for capital improvements so that existing investment is 
protected and current mobility is not degraded. 

King County’s Open Space System: Parks, Trails, Natural Areas and Working Resource Lands (2004b) 
provides recommendations on implementing policies listed in the Comprehensive Plan.  Some of those 
recommendations relate to trails, as included below:  

• Regional trails should be planned and designed to accommodate all users on alignments and 
surfaces appropriate to their use. 

• King County will develop and maintain a schedule for major maintenance and rehabilitation of 
park sites and facilities to insure safe public use and to reduce lifecycle costs. 

City of Lake Forest Park 
The City of Lake Forest Park has set forth recommendations and an action plan for its Parks and 
Recreation Department in its Comprehensive Park, Recreation and Open Space (PRO) Plan) (City of 
Lake Forest Park, 1994).  The Recreation and Open Space element in City of Lake Forest Park 
Comprehensive Plan (2005) serves as the most current update to the PRO plan.  The PRO plan 
recommends that bicycle and pedestrian trails should be extended throughout Lake Forest Park.  The 
purpose of the trail system would be to provide safe travel routes that connect neighborhoods.  The trail 
system could also provide linkages to the Burke-Gilman Trail and become a part of the regional trail 
system.   

As part of developing the PRO plan, the City undertook a public participation process and community 
survey.  One hundred and six city residents were surveyed.  In response to a question about the priorities 
for future park development, safe walking and jogging trails ranked as the highest in importance out of 6 
potential priorities.  Preserved “forest” feeling ranked second in importance with 93 responses and safe 
biking ranked third in importance with 84 responses.  The Burke-Gilman Trail was cited by 55 percent of 
the survey respondents as being the most often or occasionally used recreation area in the city.  Survey 
respondents also indicated that the most popular recreational activity was walking and jogging and the 
second most popular was biking. 

The 1994 PRO plan established standards for park and recreational facilities.  Walking, hiking and 
jogging trails were given a higher priority than biking trails.  Walking, hiking and jogging trails were 
recommended to be provided at a frequency of 1.1 miles per 1,000 residents and bicycling trails at 0.7 
mile per 1,000 residents.  As an added criterion, the PRO plan also recommended that the community trail 
system be linked to regional trails.   

The City is currently developing a new PRO plan called the Legacy Project which will provide a 100-year 
vision for the City’s Green Infrastructure.  Green Infrastructure refers to a term used in Seattle 2100, an 
open space plan currently being developed by a group of citizens, community groups, and the University 
of Washington.  Green Infrastructure is considered to be a “comprehensive network of parks, civic spaces, 
streets, trails, shorelines, and urban forests that will bind neighborhoods to one another, create ecological 
conduits from the city’s ridgelines to its shorelines, and ensure a wealth of green spaces for all citizens to 
enjoy” (Open Space Seattle, 2006).  The Legacy Project is anticipated to be completed in 2008.   

3.6.2.4 Conflicts Between Trail Users   
During the scoping process, people expressed concerns about conflicts between cyclists and pedestrian 
trail users on the Burke-Gilman Trail.  Scoping comments are discussed in more detail in Table 2-1 in 
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Chapter 2.  Accidents that occur on multi-use trails result from various factors, as reported in existing 
studies.  These include overcrowded trails, reckless and irresponsible behavior by cyclists and/or 
pedestrians, poor user preparation or judgment, and unsafe trail conditions (Craig and Wake, 1993; Moore 
et al., 1992; Moore, 1994; Dolesh, 2004).   

Of the existing trails within the King County trails system, the Burke-Gilman and Sammamish River 
Trails are the most highly utilized multi-use paved trails.  Surveys of trails users on the Burke-Gilman and 
Sammamish River Trails in 1995 and 2000 indicated that the most common accidents on these trails are 
falls and riding into a fixed object (Moritz, 1995, 2003).  The 2000 survey asked 2,585 trail users to 
choose five serious safety problems along the trails from a list of ten.  Inattentive walkers (1,647 
respondents) was considered the most serious safety problem followed by intersections (1,517 
respondents), speeding cyclists (1,432 respondents), failure to warn other trail users (1,285 respondents) 
and animals (1,020 respondents) (Moritz, 2003). 

Both trail users and nearby residents have expressed concerns about speeding bicyclists on the trail.  Such 
behavior is perceived to be dangerous to pedestrians and other trail users.  The posted speed limit on the 
Burke-Gilman Trail in Lake Forest Park is 10 miles per hour.  However, King County Code (KCC) 
requires a maximum speed limit of 15 mph on trails (KCC 7.12.295).  To ensure consistency with the 
county code, the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives would change the posted speed limit from 10 
mph to 15 mph.  The Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) appointed by King County discussed the 
appropriate speed limit for the trail.  In response to trailside homeowners’ concerns about trail speed for 
cyclists, 2 of the 13 CAG members felt that the speed limit on the trail should remain at 10 mph.  Most 
members of the CAG disagreed since they believed the typical cyclist speed of 10-15 mph is not 
dangerous or threatening to other trail users (CAG, 2006). 

Data on bicycle speeds were collected by The Transpo Group (2005) along the Burke-Gilman Trail south 
of NE 151st Street in the City of Lake Forest Park.  In June 2004, bicycle speeds were measured from a 
random sampling of 500 bicyclists.  Eighty-four percent of the measured bicyclists were traveling over 
the posted speed limit of 10 mph.  Average bicycle speeds were measured at 13.6 mph.  See Section 3.11, 
Transportation for more information. 

King County strives to provide separated modes of use to reduce trail user conflicts and promote safety 
and a positive trail experience.  When trails generate volumes of over 2,000 users per day, or are 
estimated to do so, the King County Regional Trail Inventory and Implementation Guidelines (2004a) 
recommends a paved surface at least as wide as that recommended in the current American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines (1999) for shared-use trails.  The King 
County Guidelines also recommend a separated pedestrian facility to the greatest extent possible along the 
length of the trail (King County, 2004a).  The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
recommends a 12-foot-wide paved surface trail with minimum 2-foot shoulders and 1-foot clear zones for 
multi-use and shared-use trails (AASHTO, 1999).   

Since the AASHTO guidelines were published, a number of communities and advocate groups have 
called for a paved surface of 14 feet, or separating uses by separating facilities.  According to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) (2004), trail design should also consider new devices such as 
recumbent bicycles, kick scooters, and inline skates.  Such devices may require design standards that are 
different than what is currently used.  Sprinkle Consulting, Inc was hired by the National Cooperative 
Highway Research Program (NCHRP), a research agency sponsored by AASHTO, to issue 
recommendations for the AASHTO bicycle guidelines update.  Sprinkle Consulting reviewed the USDOT 
article on devices new to trails and recommended that additional travel modes besides bicycles be 
incorporated in the new AASHTO guide.   
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3.6.3 Impacts 

3.6.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Trail users along the Burke-Gilman Trail would be impacted by temporary detours and possible trail 
closures during the 5-to 6-month construction period.  Due to the length of the trail, construction 
sequencing and timing, the trail would likely be constructed in segments and be completed within one or 
two construction seasons (see Chapter 2).  The contractor would determine how to most efficiently 
construct the project in order to be cost effective and to minimize disruption to trail users and the 
neighborhood.  To minimize disruption to trail users, the County could require the construction contractor 
to limit trail closure durations, provide access through the construction zone, or provide detours around 
the construction zone.  As described in Chapter 2, it is the County’s goal to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible.  At locations where there are no safe alternatives, it is 
the County’s goal to avoid shutting the trail down by providing safe passage through the construction 
corridor.  There may be locations and points during construction when access through the construction 
corridor cannot be provided.  In these instances, the County will require the Contractor to limit trail 
closure periods.  Advance notice and signage would be provided.   

Impacts would also occur during construction if fugitive dust, odors from paving operations, noise, or 
construction light and glare affect users of the trail, private clubs, and public parks located along the trail.  
Residents along the corridor would also likely experience some disruption to recreational activities within 
their yards and on their patio or decks.  Construction activities expected to generate the most noise 
include asphalt cutting and back up warning devices for construction equipment.  Construction equipment 
moving down the trail within the corridor would create a potential hazard for people and animals crossing 
or using the corridor.  However, because of the short duration of construction and the safety measures 
proposed (see Chapter 2), no substantial impacts are expected.   

Construction impacts to trail users would be similar to the SR-522 improvement project in the City of 
Kenmore.  The project includes roadway and pedestrian improvements along SR-522 and construction of 
a pedestrian tunnel on the Burke-Gilman Trail at 73rd Avenue NE.  During the summer of 2007, the trail 
was closed between 68th Avenue NE and 83rd Place NE.  Trail users were detoured to NE 175th Street, a 
local residential street.   

Operation Impacts 
 Impacts to Existing Recreational Uses.  Trail amenities would be improved by replacing 
deteriorated trail furniture with new benches, drinking fountains, bike racks, and trash receptacles.  The 
removal of mature vegetation and fencing to improve visibility/sight distance at crossings and the 
replacement of vegetation and fencing to allow for the widening of the trail could reduce the perception of 
privacy of adjacent passive recreation activities for some individuals.  The increase in disruption would be 
temporary for some once the replaced vegetation grows to sufficient screening size.  The vegetation 
cleared for the visibility/sight distance at crossings would not be replaced and may therefore result in long 
term disruption for some adjacent residents.   

The redeveloped trail could create a continued and possible increased potential of disruption for people 
who find the presence of trail users distracting.  The presence of the trail users would disturb some people 
more than others; a concern expressed by homeowners adjacent to the trail at public meetings and during 
the scoping process.  Trail usage is anticipated to increase in the future as the general population and 
popularity of alternative forms of transportation continues to grow, which could increase disruption to 
adjacent residents.  There may be a more immediate increase in trail usage if people not currently using 
the trail start using it because of the improvements to quality and safety.   
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The Redevelopment Alternative is not expected to negatively affect other recreational opportunities in the 
area.  Visitors to the public and private parks in the area may notice increased traffic on the trail, but this 
is not expected to be a negative impact.   

Consistency with Recreation Plans.  Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the widened Burke-
Gilman Trail would create a safer walking and bicycle path which is consistent with the Lake Forest Park 
Comprehensive Plan policy to promote the development and maintenance of safe walking and bicycle 
paths through and throughout the city (see Section 3.5, Land Use and Shorelines for additional policies on 
trails).  As the population of Lake Forest Park and the surrounding area continues to grow, demand for 
trails is expected to increase.  The Redevelopment Alternative is also compatible with the intent of the 
King County’s Comprehensive Plan which calls for expanding non-motorized transportation networks.   

Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues.  By design, multi-use trails accommodate a variety of 
trail users.  Trail user conflicts can result in disruption and negative effects on trail user experiences, as 
well as potential safety issues.  User conflicts occur when there is competition or perceived 
incompatibility of use by different types of users.  The different speeds of travel between pedestrians and 
cyclists, and other wheeled trail users, is a common type of user conflict.  Accidents that occur on multi-
use trails result from such factors as reckless and irresponsible behavior, poor user preparation or 
judgment, and unsafe trail conditions (Moore et al., 1992; Moore, 1994).  The potential for conflicts 
between trail users and vehicles is evaluated in Section 3.11, Transportation. 

Complaints were received during the scoping process from residents living next to the Burke-Gilman 
Trail regarding speeding bicyclists and how they endanger pedestrians and other trail users.  Potential 
conflicts between trail users have increased as the use of the trail increased.  There is a wide range of 
speeds among trail users, who include competitive bikers, recreational bikers, families with children on 
tricycles or small bicycles, runners, walkers, and people with children in strollers.  Similar concerns and 
complaints relating to speeding bicyclists have been recorded in the past for the Burke-Gilman Trail (City 
of Seattle, 1987; Moore, 1994) and for other trails in the United States (Craig and Wake, 1993; Moore et 
al., 1992).   

Because the trail is a multi-use facility (for walkers, joggers, and cyclists), reconstructing the asphalt trail 
would benefit some users and could be perceived as a negative impact by others.  Pavement irregularities 
and root heave would be removed, sight distances would be improved, and traffic signage would be 
changed, which would improve safety on the trail. Several trailside residents have expressed concern that 
redevelopment of the trail may encourage some bicyclists to travel at higher speeds. Proposed 
improvement include a more consistent surface, improved sight distances, and consistent traffic signage, 
but whether increased speeds will result is speculative. Planning studies on the Burke-Gilman Trail have 
found that the average speed of bicyclists sampled was 13.6 mph, below the 15 mph maximum specified 
by King County Code (The Transpo Group, 2005). Average cyclist speeds on this trail are consistent with 
the other trails in the regional system.  There is no evidence that the poor condition of the trail surface 
currently affects average speeds. 

To help minimize some of the potential conflicts, the Redevelopment Alternative would be developed to 
provide the greatest amount of separation between trail users based on current King County guidelines 
(King County, 2004a). The trail would be 18 feet wide to provide adequate space for multiple-users to 
avoid conflicts.  Beginning on the west side of the trail and moving east, it is proposed to include a 1-foot 
trail edge, a 3-foot soft-shoulder pedestrian trail, a 12-foot paved trail, a 1-foot soft-shoulder pedestrian 
trail, and a 1-foot trail edge (see Chapter 2).  Faster modes of travel (bicycling and rollerblading) would 
occur on the paved section of the trail, and slower modes of travel (pedestrian) would generally occur on 
the soft-shoulder section of the trail.  The trail would narrow to 12 feet at the McAleer Creek Bridge.  
However, a separated soft shoulder would be added on the east side of the trail between NE 165th Street 
and the bridge.  Providing 12-feet of pavement accommodates the projected volume of users and provides 
predictability for the higher speed bicycle use. The wider shoulder and separated soft-surface trail 
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provides better separation of different trail uses and thus improves trail safety. This alternative meets 
current King County and AASHTO guidelines for ideal trail widths on multi-use trails (King County, 
2004a). 

Bollards would be replaced at all trail/roadway crossings. The placement of removable bollards provide 
access for maintenance and emergency vehicles, but block the trail from use by other motor vehicles.  
Many bicyclists have argued against the use of bollards stating that there is ample evidence that bollards 
are hazardous to trail users, especially to bicyclists when it is dark and the trail surface is slippery.  They 
have also stated that the second most common accident to cyclists is colliding with an obstacle, such as a 
bollard.  Efforts to minimize this potential hazard include: using reflectorized bollards; providing 
predictable placement at each crossing; providing warning striping around the central/removable bollard; 
and minimizing the number of times bollards are used as well as the number used at each location.  King 
County has agreed to research the potential for other means to reduce hazards associated with bollards, 
including use of “padded” bollards or other design methods. Bollards and their associated spacing would 
be based on King County standard details and layout, which are consistent with the recommendations for 
“barrier posts” in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.  See Section 3.11, 
Transportation for further discussion.   

3.6.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 
Generally, impacts to recreation under the Rebuild Alternative would be similar to those described for the 
Redevelopment Alternative. The discussion below is focused on the differences between the two 
alternatives.   

Construction Impacts 
Impacts to recreation users under the Rebuild Alternative would be similar to those described for the 
Redevelopment Alternative. While construction activities that generate the most noise (asphalt cutting 
and construction equipment backup audio warnings) would occur under this alternative, overall activity 
would be less intensive. The duration of construction activity would be for 2 to 3 months and would occur 
over one construction season. 

Operation Impacts 
Impacts to Existing Recreational Uses.  Impacts to existing recreational uses near the trail 

would be similar to those described under the Redevelopment Alternative.   

Consistency with Recreation Plans.  The Rebuild Alternative would not be consistent with 
adopted plans and policies for providing safe walking and bicycle paths in the City of Lake Forest Park.  
The increase in trail users over time would not be accommodated in a safe and effective manner under the 
Rebuild Alternative.  The Rebuild Alternative is also not consistent with the King County Regional Trail 
Inventory and Implementation Guidelines (2004a) which specifically calls for redevelopment of the 
Burke-Gilman Trail to better separate different modes of use. 

Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues.  There would be a continued potential for accidents 
between trail users.  Because of the narrow width, the lack of trail user separation, and the projected 
increase in trail user volumes, this alternative would potentially result in more trail user conflicts than 
under the Redevelopment Alternative.  Similar to the Redevelopment Alternative, trailside residents have 
expressed concern that resurfacing the pavement and changing traffic control may encourage bicyclists’ 
to travel at higher speeds.  Higher speeds without a wide enough facility to accommodate different trail 
users would create more potential user conflicts and safety problems than the Redevelopment Alternative. 
However, the other improvements included under the Rebuild Alternative (i.e., improved condition of the 
trail surface, sight distance improvements, and traffic control signage changes) would provide a safer trail 
than under the No Action Alternative.   
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3.6.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
There would be limited construction activities, associated with spot repairs and typical maintenance 
activities; and therefore no construction-related impacts to existing recreational users, associated with the 
No Action Alternative.   

Operation Impacts 
Impacts to Existing Recreational Uses.  The No Action Alternative is similar to the Rebuild 

Alternative in that the increase in trail users would create an increased potential of disruption for adjacent 
recreational users who find the presence of trail users distracting.   

Consistency with Recreation Plans.  Similar to the Rebuild Alternative, the No Action 
Alternative would not be consistent with adopted plans and policies for providing safe walking and 
bicycle paths in the City of Lake Forest Park and for accommodating the increase in trail users in a safe 
manner.  Based on the estimated amount of trail users, this alternative is not consistent with AASHTO 
guidelines and the King County Regional Trail Inventory and Implementation Guidelines for shared-use 
trails.  It is also inconsistent with King County policies to improve non-motorized transportation facilities 
and to accommodate all regional trail users. 

Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues.  There would be a continued potential for accidents 
between trail users, and incidents or accidents between trail users and residents.  Because of the narrower 
width, the lack of trail user separation, and the projected increase in trail user volumes, this alternative 
would potentially result in more trail user conflicts.  As the trail continues to deteriorate, safety concerns 
would likely increase.  Conflicts between trail users and vehicles at trail crossings would likely continue 
or increase as trail volumes increase in the future. 

3.6.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Under the No Action Alternative the increase in trail volumes would not be accommodated on the Burke-
Gilman Trail.  This may lead trail users to utilize other regional trails or the roadway system.  Without 
appropriate planning, safety and congestion issues could arise on SR-522 or other regional trails.   

Construction for the SR-522 improvement project located in the City of Kenmore began in the summer of 
2007 and would continue through 2009.  The construction timing of both the Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives could coincide with the SR-522 project.  Burke-Gilman Trail users could be impacted by 
detours and possible trail closures in both Kenmore and Lake Forest Park city limits.   

While still in the early planning stages, King County Wastewater Treatment Division may be 
redeveloping the Burke-Gilman Trail at Log Boom Park in Kenmore to a similar design standard as part 
of the renovation and expansion of their Log Boom Park Regulator Station.  The City of Seattle is also 
planning to undertake redevelopment of the trail south of the proposed project.  These trail redevelopment 
projects are expected to achieve a similar design standard as the proposed project. 
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3.6.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.6.5.1 Existing Recreational Uses 
The following mitigation measures could be used to minimize impacts on existing recreational activities: 

• Notify all adjacent residents about the proposed construction schedule. 
• Limit the hours of trail operation to daylight hours only for safety. 
• Utilize construction best management practices (BMPs) such as wetting and covering disturbed 

soils, washing tires and undercarriages of vehicles, and shutting off idling equipment to control 
fugitive dust and vehicle emissions. 

• Replant landscaping where possible to provide visual screens and/or restore trail edge plantings in 
accordance with the planting plan described in Chapter 2, Alternatives. 

• Replace fences where possible in accordance with the fencing scheme described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives. 

3.6.5.2 Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues 
The following mitigation measures could be used to minimize trail user conflicts and enhance safety: 

• Redevelop the trail to meet applicable current design standards for curves and sight distance, 
based on a design speed for the fastest users, cyclists. 

• Install fencing in areas where the trail poses potential safety hazards such as falling off a retaining 
wall or down a slope. 

• Along areas of the trail adjacent to roads, residential driveways, or parking areas, install a 
guardrail or approved equivalent to separate the trail from areas used by vehicles (except on a 
case-by-case basis where line of sight distance would be impaired). 

• Trim vegetation to maintain vertical and horizontal clearances from the trail for the safety of trail 
users.   

• Install signage indicating limits of the trail right-of-way, trail etiquette, and maximum allowed 
speeds. 

• Provide brochures, flyers and other printed materials at nearby trailheads, bicycle shops, and 
bicycle non-profit organizations on trail etiquette and trail rules.  Work with retail stores to mail 
printed materials to recent purchasers of cycling equipment. 

• Organize presentations on trail etiquette and trail rules at bicycle non-profit organizations, 
elementary schools, and retailers.   

• Provide educational kits on appropriate trail behavior to elementary schools. 
• Place advertisements in local newspapers and magazines on trail etiquette and trail rules.  
• Utilize volunteer efforts through King County’s Trails Ambassador Program. 
• Create a neighborhood program of volunteers to enforce trail rules.   

3.6.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse recreation impacts are anticipated from the construction or operation 
of any of the Burke-Gilman Trail alternatives.   
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3.7 Aesthetics and Visual Quality 
This section describes the existing visual context of the Burke-Gilman Trail. 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

3.7.1.1 Existing Landscape Character and Viewshed 
The landscape character of the project vicinity vegetated hills sloping down to the shore of Lake 
Washington.  The native vegetation was historically a Douglas fir-dominated forest; however, the area is 
now mostly developed with single-family homes.  Native vegetation has been reduced to small pockets 
and vegetated corridors along stream; however, the area retains a visual character of a forested 
community because many large trees remain, and because many of the residences have mature 
landscaping.  Scenic views across Lake Washington from the residences on the shoreline and on the 
hillsides are a significant part of the visual character.  Views of Lake Washington from the trail corridor 
are limited.  Tall, dense vegetation and fencing largely line the existing trail.  This vegetation blocks 
views of the Lake in some locations.  Trees provide a canopy for the trail for the majority of the project 
length. 

3.7.1.2 Visual Simulation 
A visual simulation to illustrate “before and after” conditions along the trail is shown on Figure 3.7-1. A 
photograph was taken of the trail view at a location north of NE 153rd Street and used as the base for the 
computer-generated simulation. The primary purpose of the simulation is to illustrate the effect of 
widening the trail. The view was selected to illustrate a typical trail section. 

3.7.1.3 Visual Quality 
Numerous roads and residential driveways traverse the trail corridor. The trail’s elevation relative to that 
of houses is generally consistent along the trail length. In general, the hillside topography slopes toward 
Lake Washington so the trail is above the level of houses to the east and lower than the level of houses to 
the west.  

The homes in this area are of various ages and sizes. Newer homes (less than 20 years old) are generally 
larger and fill the lot with minimum setbacks. Additional features adjacent to or within the King County 
right of way include retaining walls, wood and chain-link fences, paved parking and driveway areas, 
hedges and other landscaping,  

Residents and trail users are the primary viewers in the area. Both groups are likely to be sensitive to 
visual quality because of the views toward Lake Washington. In most cases, the trail is not visible from 
the residences to the east because it runs behind and above their homes, or is substantially blocked by 
vegetation or fences. In many cases, the trail is visible to residences on hillsides to the west as the trail is 
at a lower elevation.  

For trail users, use of the right of way for residential purposes (e.g., dense landscaping and fencing) has 
reduced the available views of the trail and the lake.  There are currently limited opportunities to view the 
lake from the trail due to the tall vegetation and fences.  





Simulations for Environmental Impact Statement are for 
study purposes only and all dimensions are approximate.

Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project EIS . 207286

Figure 3-7.1
Typical Trail Section Looking South of NE 153rd Street

King County, Washington

SOURCE: ESA Adolfson, 2007.
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3.7.2 Impacts 

3.7.2.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Visual impacts due to construction would include the presence of small- to medium-sized equipment, 
excavation of soil, and storage of construction materials for short time periods.  These impacts would be 
temporary since all construction equipment and materials would be removed when the project is 
completed.  

Construction of retaining walls would occur in some areas as a result of widening the trail; however, 
construction of the walls are not expected to generate additional impacts beyond those mentioned above.  
There would be limited visibility of the walls for most residents. 

Within the corridor, approximately 60 trees would be removed to accommodate the widened trail.  A 
reduction of trees along the trail would reduce the canopy cover in some areas, and provide for a more 
open feel to the trail in some areas.  Trees would be removed throughout the length of the corridor; 
however, numerous trees would be removed from NE 170th Street and the Lyon Creek bridge, near 
Ballinger Way, and near the McAleer Creek bridge.  King County will attempt to retain as many trees as 
possible during the widening efforts, where the trees will not impact the trail stability.  Tree removal 
would be conducted in accordance with LFP Municipal Code 16.14. Trees would be replaced at a 1:1 or 
greater ratio with more appropriate species in more appropriate locations within the County-owned 
corridor.  For further discussion related to tree removal, refer to Section 3.4, Vegetation and Wildlife. 

Operation Impacts 
Operation impacts would result from removal of vegetation (native vegetation, weeds, residential gardens, 
and landscaping) and/or structures (fences, retaining walls) in the County-owned corridor. Removal of 
vegetation or structures would be necessary in select areas to accommodate the wider trail and to improve 
sight distances near crossings.  Some private residences have evergreen hedges and fencing for screening 
in the County-owned corridor that would need to be removed to accommodate the widened trail. Where 
vegetation or fencing is removed to accommodate the wider trail, new vegetation or fencing would be 
installed near the outer edge of the widened trail.  The increased visibility or loss of mature landscaping 
would change the visual character, at least temporarily until newly planted vegetation matures, which will 
likely be perceived as a negative impact to some residents. Views of the Lake from the trail would be 
opened up south of NE 151st Street at the site of an undeveloped lot. Where possible, the County would 
attempt to provide other views of the Lake from the trail.  

Vegetation will be replanted according to the Planting Plan depicted in Appendix A.  Depending upon 
location, plants would be replanted according to a “low screening”, or “medium screening” as described 
in Section 3.4.3.1.  Lower screening would be placed near intersections with roadways or driveways, or 
other locations that need improved sight distances.  Medium screening would be placed further back from 
the trail, outside of sight distance triangles, in locations where tall hedges or other vegetation was 
removed to accommodate the widened trail or improve sight distances.  

Comments were received from area residents regarding the removal of trees along the trail to maintain 
their views. King County has also received several letters and comments from residents in the past 
regarding trees and hedge vegetation within the corridor; some requesting that specific hedges be 
retained, others requesting the County remove or top trees to retain or open up views. Landscaping 
practices have changed substantially since the original landscape plan for the Burke-Gilman Trail was 
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created in 1975. King County Facilities Management Division now considers topping of trees and closely 
planted, tall-growing evergreen trees for screening in a view corridor inappropriate.  Because this is a trail 
redevelopment project, vegetation would be removed only as needed to accommodate the widened trail or 
to improve sight distances associated with trail crossings. When replanting vegetation that is removed, the 
County would select species that are appropriate to the site and in appropriate locations within the 
County-owned corridor. 

Where there is existing fencing that must be removed to accommodate the widened trail, fencing would 
be replaced where it does not conflict with the trail alignment or sight distance triangles.  As described in 
Section 2.5.1.5, where existing chain-link fencing is removed to accommodate the widened trail, black-
coated chain-link fencing would be placed.  Where existing wood fencing is removed, equivalent wood 
fencing would be replaced.  All fencing would be placed no closer than 1 foot from the outside edge of 
the widened trail shoulder to maintain a 1-foot clear zone.  In general, there would be an overall reduction 
in the amount of fencing along this section of the trail as a result of the improved sight distance triangles 
at intersections.   

New light fixtures would be installed along the trail at crossings. These fixtures would be mounted on low 
12-to 14-foot (pedestrian-scale) poles selected specifically for trails. The luminaires would include cut-
offs to focus the light downward to reduce light pollution and glare into the neighborhoods and would be 
placed in a staggered position at intersections. 

3.7.2.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Visual impacts due to construction would include the presence of small- to medium-sized equipment, 
excavation of soil, and storage of construction materials for short periods. These impacts would be 
temporary since all construction equipment and materials would be removed when the project was 
completed 

Construction impacts would be less for this alternative than for the Redevelopment Alternative because 
construction would only involve repaving the existing trail, thus resulting in shorter construction duration. 

Operation Impacts 
Reconstructing of the trail under the Rebuild Alternative would not result in visual changes to the trail 
corridor. Removal of vegetation for sight distance improvements would alter the visual character in some 
areas, but these changes are not expected to be substantial.  Tree removal would not occur as a result of 
implementation of this alternative. Trees that are determined to be a safety hazard would continue to be 
removed as part of routine trail maintenance.    

3.7.2.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction  
There would be no construction impacts for this alternative, other than from periodic spot maintenance 
activities. 

Operation  
There would be no visual impacts along the trail alignment under the No Action Alternative; the visual 
context would remain as it currently is.  Vegetation trimming would continue to occur for maintenance 
purposes. Trees that are determined to be a safety hazard would continue to be removed as part of routine 
trail maintenance.    
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3.7.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Tree removal associated with the Redevelopment Alternative would contribute to the overall trend toward 
urbanization.  No cumulative visual impacts are anticipated as a result of the Rebuild, or No Action 
Alternatives.  

3.7.4 Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation concepts would be developed to identify design solutions that are site-appropriate and that 
reflect the preferences and requirements of community members, trail users, property owners, and other 
stakeholders. General concepts to be considered include: 

• Reinstall appropriate landscaping where possible to provide visual screens and/or restore trail 
edge plantings, and without obstructing sight distance triangles. 

• Choose retaining wall materials that are site-appropriate. 

• Conduct regular vegetation maintenance to preserve sight distance triangles.  

3.7.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse visual impacts would occur for the Redevelopment, Rebuild, or No 
Action Alternatives.  
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3.8 Utilities and Public Services 
This section discusses existing public services and utilities in the project vicinity, potential impacts 
related to construction and operation, and potential mitigation measures.  

3.8.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information was collected from various utility and public service providers based largely upon 
information published on the individual utility websites, and site visits. 

3.8.2 Affected Environment 

3.8.2.1 Utilities 
Currently, four water districts provide water service to Lake Forest Park, three of which provide service to 
the project area.  At the south end of the Burke-Gilman Trail, water service is provided by the Seattle 
Water District.  From approximately NE 160th Street to NE 170th Street, water service is provided by the 
Shoreline Water District.  From roughly NE 170th Street to the northern city limits, water service is 
provided by the Lake Forest Park Water District.  Northshore Utility District is the forth water district 
within the city, and provides water to the northeastern portion of the city (City of Lake Forest Park, 
2007). 

Two sewer districts provide wastewater service to the City of Lake Forest Park.  For the majority of the 
city, wastewater service is provided by the Lake Forest Park Sewer System.  In the northeastern portion of 
the city, including the north end of the trail, wastewater service is provided by Northshore Utility District 
(City of Lake Forest Park, 2007). 

Solid waste collection service (garbage, recycling, and yard waste) is provided by Allied Waste and 
Rabanco.  Electrical service within the city is provided by Seattle City Light.  Natural gas is provided by 
Puget Sound Energy.  Qwest provides telephone service to the city, and Comcast provides television 
cable service to the area (City of Lake Forest Park, 2007). 

3.8.2.2 Public Services 
The Shoreline School District serves the communities of Shoreline and Lake Forest Park.  The public 
school district provides pre-K through 12th grade, with numerous elementary schools, two middle schools, 
and two high schools (Shoreline School District, 2007). 

Fire protection is provided by the Northshore Fire Department, which serves the cities of Kenmore and 
Lake Forest Park.  The Lake Forest Park Police Department is located near the Towne Centre, on 
Ballinger Way NE (City of Lake Forest Park, 2007). 

The Lake Forest Park Towne Centre serves as the community hub, and main commercial center.  The 
Towne Centre contains a branch of the King County library system, a branch campus of Shoreline 
Community College, a post office substation, and the Third Place Commons.  The Third Place Commons 
is a community gathering place that contains meeting facilities, restaurants, and a bookstore. 
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3.8.3 Impacts 

3.8.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Utilities 
Construction Impacts.  The greatest potential for disruption of utilities during construction 

would result from excavation for retaining walls and grading. Some grading would occur to widen the 
trail, and some minor excavation would be needed to install fence posts, signposts, and bollards. All 
underground utilities would be located prior to construction activities that more than superficially disturb 
the soils.  Underground water and sewer lines would not be relocated as a result of trail upgrades; 
however, some casements along the trail may need to be lowered.  Disruptions to utilities are not 
anticipated as a result of construction activities. 

Operation Impacts.  Operation of the Redevelopment Alternative would not impact any utility 
levels of service.  

Public Services 
Construction Impacts. Access to properties for all emergency response services would be 

maintained during construction of the trail. A number of methods could be used to provide access to 
individual properties during construction (e.g., construction sequencing, diversions, temporary crossings). 
These are described in detail in Chapter 2, Alternatives. Access to some residences could be delayed 
during construction as a result of construction-related traffic, but this would be minimized through the use 
of proper traffic control and signage (see Chapter 2 and Section 3.11, Transportation). Construction 
activity at individual roadway and driveway crossings is anticipated to last for one to two weeks.  
Construction haul routes would likely include SR-522.  It is not anticipated that the construction traffic 
would impact transit routes or stops along SR-522. 

During construction, school buses traveling in the trail vicinity may experience occasional delays 
resulting from truck traffic and use of traffic control devices and flaggers. As stated in Section 3.11, 
Transportation, impacts to traffic flow during construction are not expected to be substantial. 
Construction of the Redevelopment Alternative is not likely to require detour routing of school buses.  
King County would work with the Shoreline School District to minimize construction delays on school 
buses. 

During construction, impacts to traffic may result in minor, temporary delays for mail and newspaper 
delivery to homes along the trail.  

Operation Impacts. Impacts to fire, police, and emergency medical response services from 
operation of the Redevelopment Alternative would not be expected. No substantial increases in demand 
for law enforcement or emergency services are anticipated as a result of the trail redevelopment.  

In the event of an accident, emergency medical response vehicles would access the trail via a cross street 
or residential driveway. Vehicular access onto the trail itself is provided by removable bollards at a 
number of locations along the trail corridor. Emergency response providers serving the area have been 
provided with maps of all vehicular access locations and keys to the removable bollards. For additional 
discussion on trail user and public safety, see Section 3.6, Recreation.  

Operation of the trail under this alternative would not impact mail and newspaper delivery services in the 
area, nor would it impact area schools. 
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3.8.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 
Impacts associated with the Rebuild Alternative would be similar to those described above for the 
Redevelopment Alternative.  Because the duration of construction would be less, potential impacts to 
utilities would be less.  Operational impacts to utilities and public services associated with the Rebuild 
Alternative would be the same as those described for the Redevelopment Alternative. 

3.8.3.3 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the trail would remain unchanged from current conditions.  This 
alternative would not result in any disruption, operation, or relocation of any public facility or utility 
service. 

3.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts related to public services and utilities serving Lake Forest Park are anticipated to 
result from ongoing population growth and urbanization in these communities. Growth and increased 
urbanization are anticipated to result in increased demand for all public services and utility service 
capacity. However, implementation of any of the alternatives would not measurably contribute to this 
demand. 

3.8.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.8.5.1 Public Services Mitigation Measures 
King County could implement the following mitigation measures related to police, fire/medic, and 
ambulance services: 

• Limit trail use to daylight hours for safety. King County regulates trails as linear parks; trails are 
subject to usage restrictions per King County Code Section 7.12.480.  

• Implement Trail Ambassador Program. 
• Provide updated maps of all trail access points and master keys to locked bollards and removable 

posts to all emergency service agencies serving the corridor. 

3.8.5.2 Utilities Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures related to utilities within and across the corridor could include: 

• Close coordination with utility providers to identify and physically locate utilities prior to the 
initiation of any construction activity. 

• King County would cooperate with utility providers to collocate utilities within the trail if 
appropriate or feasible.  

• Notification of property owners prior to the initiation of any construction activity to obtain input 
on the locations of utility connections that may not be documented. 

• Notification of property owners in advance of breaks in service to affected utilities. 

3.8.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to public services or utilities are anticipated from the 
construction or operation of any of the alternatives. 
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3.9 Noise  
This section describes local noise regulations and noise sources in the project vicinity. Potential impacts 
of the project alternatives are discussed for each action alternative and the No Action Alternative. 
Mitigation measures are identified.   

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

3.9.1.1 Regulatory Overview 

The City of Lake Forest Park regulates nuisance noises and limits the level of sound emitted beyond the 
property line. These regulations provide a range of controls over noise sources associated with both trail 
construction and use, and are summarized below. 

The City of Lake Forest Park regulates noise sources through their Municipal Code Chapter 8.24. 
Temporary construction sites and noises created by powered equipment (lawnmowers, powered hand 
tools, chainsaws) during the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, and 9:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. 
on weekends and holidays are not permitted. The Noise Control chapter also restricts “sound that is a 
public nuisance” and defines such noises as: 

• “frequent, repetitive, or continuous noise made by any animal which unreasonably disturbs, or 
interferes with the peace, comfort, and repose of property owners or possessors” 

• “frequent, repetitive, or continuous noise made by any horn or siren attached to a motor vehicle” 
• “frequent, repetitive, or continuous noise made by starting, operating, repair, rebuilding or testing 

of any motor vehicle, motorcycle, off-highway vehicle, or internal combustion engine” 
• “the making of any loud or raucous noise which unreasonably interferes with the use of any 

school, church, hospital, sanitarium, or nursing or convalescent facility” 
• “the creation by use of a musical instrument, whistle, sound amplifier, stereo, juke box, radio, 

television, tape player, or other device capable of loud raucous noises which emanate frequently, 
repetitively or continuously” 

• “the creation of frequent, repetitive, or continuous noise in connection with the starting, 
operating, or repair of heating, air-conditioning or other machinery” 

The Noise Control chapter further states that “noise-producing equipment shall be baffled, shielded, 
enclosed or placed on the property so as to insure that the decibel (dBA – A-weighted) level does not 
exceed 55 by day or 45 by night at the property line.” A dBA level of 55 is approximately the noise level 
of light traffic 100 feet away and is perceived as a moderate level of sound. A dBA level of 45 is 
considered a faint sound and is the amount of noise typically heard in a quiet home.  
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3.9.1.2 Existing Noise Sources 

The most prominent noise source in the vicinity of the Burke-Gilman Trail is traffic noise from SR-522 
(Bothell Way NE), a high volume roadway adjacent to the trail. Other noise sources include the sound of 
float planes taking off and landing from Kenmore Air Harbor. Noise sources associated with the use of 
the Burke-Gilman Trail include bicycles traveling on pavement, occasional bicycle warning device 
sounds (e.g., bells), foot traffic on pavement and un-amplified human voices. Trail maintenance has 
involved occasional vehicular use of the trail (at slow speeds) and vegetation management (e.g., mowing 
in some areas and vegetation trimming). These occasional maintenance activities generate noise audible at 
nearby locations similar to existing neighborhood yard maintenance noise that occurs along the majority 
of the trail. 

Along areas of the Burke-Gilman Trail near Bothell Way NE it is highly likely that noise from sources 
associated with trail use is largely obscured by noise from nearby traffic. In portions of the trail corridor 
that are shielded from the roadway ambient noise, levels are likely to be lower. In these areas, noise 
generated by users of the Burke-Gilman Trail could at times be noticeable to nearby residents. However, 
it is unlikely that noise generated by permitted trail uses would approach or exceed any of the City of 
Lake Forest Park noise criteria because such uses do not generate much noise. As a result, overall trail use 
noise is likely to be a minor source in the overall acoustic environment.  

3.9.2 Impacts 

3.9.2.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts  

With the implementation of effective means to control noise from construction, no substantial noise 
impacts related to redeveloping the Burke-Gilman Trail are anticipated. Even with effective noise controls 
(see mitigation in Section 3.10.5, below), some construction activities could cause substantial but short-
term changes in the existing acoustic environment near areas of active construction. Construction noise 
would be short-term, and regulated by the timing restrictions imposed by the City of Lake Forest Park. 
Construction of the trail is expected to occur only on weekdays, during daylight hours. 

Construction would include use of equipment such as excavators, graders, compactors, trucks, and pavers. 
Portions of the trail construction would also require cutting pavement and demolition and reconstruction 
of the Lyon Creek bridge. Such construction requires equipment that can generate relatively high sound 
levels which could impact nearby locations. Because portions of the trail pass within 50 feet of existing 
homes, construction noise, backup audio warnings on construction equipment, and use of pavement 
cutters, could disrupt activities at nearby homes. Any such impacts would be short-term and temporary at 
most locations because construction activities near most receivers would be limited in duration. The total 
duration of construction would be 5 to 6 months. With the exception of construction traffic along roads 
and potentially prolonged activity in and around staging areas, construction in individual parts of the trail 
corridor might not last more than a few weeks. Construction noise could nonetheless be considered 
intrusive by some listeners unless measures are used to control the level of construction equipment noise 
experienced at nearby sensitive receivers. 

Operation Impacts  

No noise impacts would be expected to result from the redeveloped Burke-Gilman Trail. While the 
number of trail users would increase over time, the noises associated with trail users are minimal and are 
not expected to create an impact. Removal of existing vegetation in selected areas along the trail might 
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result in an increased awareness of the trail users for some trailside residents since dense vegetation might 
be providing for minor noise reduction.  

3.9.2.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 

Under the Rebuild Alternative the construction impacts described for the Redevelopment Alternative 
would be less since the construction duration would be for only 2 to 3 months and would not involve the 
reconstruction of Lyon Creek bridge or widening of the trail. However, asphalt cutting and backup audio 
warnings for construction equipment would still be a part of construction activity.  

Operation Impacts 

The minimal impacts associated with trail usage are the same as those identified for the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  

3.9.2.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction Impacts 

There would be no construction activities, and therefore no construction-related noise, associated with the 
No Action Alternative. 

Operation Impacts 

The minimal impacts associated with trail usage are the same as those identified for the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  

3.9.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Construction activities that could occur in the general project area vicinity at the same time of this project 
would increase the potential for cumulative noise impacts. No specific projects have been identified 
within the immediate vicinity of the trail; however, development and redevelopment is occurring 
throughout the general area.  

3.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction noise is exempt from compliance with City of Lake Forest Park noise regulations. However, 
potential construction noise impacts could be minimized or avoided by using a number of simple methods 
designed to reduce noise generation at the source, and/or techniques to control the transmission of 
construction noise to off-site receiving locations. Construction contractors can minimize construction 
noise by turning off idle equipment, limiting noise from backup audio warnings by minimizing vehicles 
driving in reverse or by using non-audible backup warning devices, using engine intake silencers and 
properly sized and functioning exhaust mufflers, and by locating stationary equipment and construction 
staging areas as far as possible from the nearest off-site receivers. In the event noisy equipment must be 
placed approximately within 200 feet of off-site receivers, the use of portable noise barriers could help 
control noise transmission and reduce the potential for construction noise impacts. 

Because no substantial noise impacts are expected to occur from operation of the Burke-Gilman Trail, 
noise mitigation would not be warranted for trail use. 
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3.9.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  

Because construction noise would be temporary and limited to daytime hours and operational impacts are 
not expected, no significant unavoidable noise impacts are anticipated.  
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3.10 Historical, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources 
This section describes historical, cultural, and archaeological resource regulations at the federal, state and 
local level and investigates the prevalence of such resources in the project vicinity. Potential impacts of 
the project alternatives are discussed for each action alternative and the No Action Alternative. Mitigation 
measures are identified.   

3.10.1 Studies and Coordination 

This discussion is based largely upon a cultural resources report entitled Cultural Resources 
Investigations for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment: King County, Washington (BOAS, Inc., 2007).  
This report evaluated the 50-foot-wide King County right-of-way corridor along the entire length of the 
Burke-Gilman Trail that is proposed for redevelopment.  

The cultural resources report reviewed archaeological site forms, historic property records and 
ethnographic data to determine whether archaeological resources might be present in the project area. 
Archaeological site forms and survey reports at the Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (DAHP) and historic property documents filed with the King County Historic 
Preservation Program were reviewed. Indian Claims Commission documents were examined for 
ethnographic information. These documents include specialist reports and commission findings 
assembled in the 1950s and published in 1974.  

In addition to the literature search, a site visit was conducted in February 2005 to examine the project area 
for archaeological sites and cultural resources. The entire land surface of the project area was examined. 
Areas of surface and subsurface exposure were scrutinized, although there were portions on the east side 
of the trail that were not accessible due to fences and dense shrubbery. 

3.10.2 Affected Environment 

Information about recorded archaeological and historic sites within 1 mile of the trail corridor is 
summarized below.   

3.10.2.1 Regulatory Environment 

Cultural resources are protected at the federal, state, and local levels.  Cultural resources are defined as 
buildings, objects, sites, or structures that are of historic, cultural, archaeological, scientific, and/or 
architectural significance.   

Federal Regulations  
Federal laws that may apply include the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (PL 
101-601), which regulates the inadvertent discovery of Native American human remains on federal or 
tribal land; the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 USC 470aa-470mm), which regulates 
excavation of sites on federal lands; and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC §§ 1996, 
1996a), which affirms the right of Native Americans to access their sacred places. 
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State Regulations  
The DAHP and the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Chapter 27.53 require properties that are 
determined to be historically and/or culturally significant to be accorded heightened levels of 
consideration or protection. Properties that possess historical, architectural, or archaeological significance 
are eligible to be listed on the Washington Heritage Register maintained by DAHP. The cultural resources 
report was prepared in part to determine if there were any significant resources as defined by the DAHP. 
Indian Graves and Records are also protected by state laws as required under RCW Chapter 27.44. 

The State Environmental Policy Act (RCW Chapter 197-11) requires that state and local agencies 
evaluate and mitigate the impacts of their actions on cultural resources. SEPA requires that significant 
properties, including properties listed in or eligible for the Washington Heritage Register, must be given 
consideration when actions have the potential to affect them.  

Local Regulations  
The King County Historic Preservation Program (HPP) administers incentive programs, conducts 
environmental review, maintains King County’s historic resource inventory and archaeological sensitivity 
model, and manages the King County Landmark Program. The King County HPP also reviews 
development proposals located on or adjacent to historic resources listed in the King County Historic 
Resources Inventory (HRI). The HRI includes districts, objects, cultural landscapes, and other historic 
sites in addition to archaeological sites, historic buildings, and historic structures.  

The City of Lake Forest Park Municipal Code adopts by reference SEPA provisions as outlined above. 
The City Comprehensive Plan (City of Lake Forest Park, 2005) establishes the policy to “support the 
preservation of the City’s rich history by implementing ordinances, interlocal agreements and 
administrative procedures as appropriate to assure identification, protection and preservation of its 
historic landmarks, landmark sites and districts, balance landmark designation programs, and inclusion in 
the county, state and federal registers of historic places, with sensitivity to other city objectives and to the 
varied needs of its citizens.”  

3.10.2.2 Existing Archaeological and Historic Resources  

Native American History  
The project area is within the aboriginal territory of the Native American group called tuobeda’bš who 
lived at the mouth of McAleer Creek in Lake Forest Park from 1792 to 1903. This group was one of at 
least seven Native American groups that lived along Lake Washington (formerly called Lake Dawamish). 
Groups living along the lake were collectively known as Xa’u’bšm (Lakes People or Lake Duwamish 
people). Up until 1903, the Snohomish Tribe also had a winter village situated on land in the Lake Forest 
Park/Kenmore area (Stein, 1998). In 1903, the influx of loggers and settlers disrupted the tuobeda’bš 
group and caused them to move elsewhere. (Barnes, 2007; Boas, Inc., 2007)   

Several ethnographic place names are associated with the shores of the lake and may be located near and 
possibly along the Burke-Gilman Trail in King County. “Ethnographic place names” refer to areas 
occupied or used by native peoples, such as villages, encampments, and traditional use areas. The 
ethnographic place names are listed below: 

Bstcεtla “rock,” for an enormous boulder on the lake shore 

S3a’tsutsid “mouth of s3a’tsu” 

S3a’tsu “face,” for McAleer lake 

Sta3kE3l “a certain small bird,” for a small creek [possibly Lyon Creek] 
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Sta’tabEb “lots of people talking,” a spot where a sawmill stands at the north end of Lake 
Washington [now Log Boom Park] 

TcEtca’L a small creek 

Ts3Ebt-a3ltu “elderberry’s house” (ts3abt “elderberry”), for level flat at the mouth of Swamp 
Creek 

TuLq3a’b various translated, for Swamp Creek. Lq!ab means “the bark of a dog.” Another 
informant said that the present term means “the other side of something,” like the opposite 
surface of a log.  

Lake Forest Park History 
Residential development in Lake Forest Park did not begin until the early 1900s. Prior to that time the 
main activity that took place in the area was logging the old growth forest. Most of the logging that 
occurred was along Lake Washington with smaller logging operations dispersed throughout Lake Forest 
Park. By 1910, most of the area was cleared allowing for residential development. Ole Hanson and A. H. 
Reid, major landowners at the time, platted Lake Forest Park and sold vacant lots to people for home 
building. When the Montlake Cut was developed in 1916-1917, Lake Washington water level was 
lowered by 9 feet. This created marketable property on the east side of the Northern Pacific Railway 
Company rail line. Logging cleared out the land, and both sides of the railroad right-of-way were 
eventually platted for housing and commercial lots. After World War II, as was common throughout the 
United States, suburban growth exploded in Lake Forest Park. Fearing urban sprawl, residents 
incorporated in 1961 and created the City of Lake Forest Park (Stein, 1998). 

Burke-Gilman Trail History 
The Burke-Gilman Trail corridor was first purchased in 1886 by Judge Thomas Burke and Mr. D. H. 
Gilman to provide rail service to the undeveloped north end of Lake Washington. Tracks were laid down 
in 1887 and 1888 and rail service ran for the next 84 years. The Seattle, Lakeshore and Eastern Railroad 
Company managed the rail line until 1895 when it conveyed its western division to the Seattle and 
International Railway Company. The rail line changed hands again in 1901 to the Northern Pacific 
Railway Company. At that time, the line was mainly used to move coal to the University of Washington’s 
power plant. Rail service was stopped in 1972 once the university converted its boilers to gas. By that 
time the Northern Pacific Railway Company had became Burlington Northern. Burlington Northern 
abandoned the rail line in 1971. King County then purchased all property rights via a quitclaim deed in 
1974. The rail line was then converted to the Burke-Gilman Trail in 1978.  

Cultural Resources 
No prehistoric or historic cultural materials were observed in the project area (BOAS, Inc., 2007). The 
entire project area is located on existing trail, railroad grade, and disturbed soils. According to DAHP site 
records no archaeological sites have been documented within the project area. There is a historical 
residence located within 1 mile of the project area which will not be impacted by the proposed project. 

3.10.3 Impacts 

The impacts of the alternatives are discussed below. No historic or cultural materials were identified in 
the project area (BOAS, Inc., 2007). Depending on the topography and proximity to water bodies, there is 
potential that unknown resources may be uncovered during construction activities. Areas near Lake 
Washington, McAleer Creek and Lyon Creek are likely to have been used by Native American people.  
Working near such areas in soils that are previously undisturbed may increase the probability of finding 
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historic or cultural resources.  However, since most of the area along the trail has previously disturbed 
soils impacts to resources are not anticipated. 

If cultural resources are identified during construction activities for the Redevelopment or Rebuild 
Alternatives, work will halt in the immediate area and the appropriate City of Lake Forest Park 
department, King County Historic Preservation Program, and the Washington State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation will be contacted.  

3.10.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Trail Widening. Potential for impacts to cultural and historic resources range from low to 

moderate probability, depending on the location of construction activities. Replacing the existing 
asphalted portion of the trail has low potential of disturbing unknown cultural and historic resources since 
work will occur on the existing railbed in previously disturbed soils. Widening the trail to the east will 
have a lower risk of disturbing cultural and historic resources than widening the trail to the west because 
side cast construction was used to develop the former rail line. This involved cutting into the slope to the 
west side of the railbed and placing fill onto the east side of the railbed.  

Bridge Replacement. Potential for impacts to cultural and historic resources range from 
relatively moderate to high probability depending on the installation method. Installing deep foundation 
support for the construction of the Lyon Creek bridge, will have a relatively higher potential to disrupt 
cultural resources since it involves the removal of native soils. Driven piles will have a moderate potential 
of impacting cultural or historic resources since the pre-fabricated pile will be driven into the ground 
through native soils. An archaeologist contracted by King County would review bridge replacement plans 
and proposed construction techniques to determine what mitigation measures are warranted. Appropriate 
mitigation may include monitoring or testing soils.  

Retaining Walls. Potential for impacts to cultural and historic resources would range from 
relatively moderate to high depending on the location and construction methods used for retaining walls. 
The use of heavy equipment will increase the potential impact from these activities in previously 
undisturbed areas. The use of imported fill would have low to no impact on buried cultural resources, 
while earthmoving of intact soil, such as over-excavation to reach load-bearing soils, would increase the 
likelihood of disturbing unknown cultural resources.  

Fencing and Bollards. Potential for impacts associated with replacement of fencing and bollards 
would depend on the location and type of installation. Direct drive installation of chain-link fence posts 
would have minimal potential to disrupt cultural resources, while excavation for split-rail or guardrail 
fence posts could disturb cultural resources in previously undisturbed areas. Installing bollards in the area 
of the existing rail bed would have a low potential to disturb cultural resources. 

Drainage Improvements. If excavation into the native soil occurs during installation of a new 
culvert or excavation below existing culvert gravels, such as for replacement or resizing of a culvert, there 
is a potential that unknown cultural resources may be disturbed.  

Traffic Control and Signage. Potential for impacts to cultural and historic resources are 
expected to be low because traffic control measures would consist predominantly of installing signage. 
Ground-disturbing activities into native soils would increase the probability of impacting cultural 
resources. 
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Vegetation Management. There is a low to moderate potential for disturbing cultural or historic 
resources during vegetation management depending on the management measures utilized. Spraying, 
mowing, or hand removal of vegetation has low potential to disturb cultural resources, while grubbing or 
other mechanical means increase the likelihood of disturbing archaeological deposits. 

Operation Impacts 
Trail Use and General Maintenance. Potential for impacts to cultural and historic resources 

from use and general maintenance of the trail are expected to be low. Once the trail is redeveloped, trail 
use would continue as it currently occurs.  Trail users would be required to stay on the trail. Measures 
such as fencing and signage would be used to ensure that they comply, minimizing potential impacts to 
cultural resources. 

Vegetation Management. Potential impacts associated with ongoing vegetation management are 
the same as those identified for construction impacts.   

Culvert Maintenance. Impacts resulting from culvert maintenance would range from low to 
moderate depending on the maintenance measures. General maintenance of culverts, such as sediment 
removal, has low potential to disturb unknown cultural resources.  

3.10.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
 Trail Rebuilding. Potential for impacts to historic and cultural resources are expected to be low 
for rebuilding the trail because work will occur on the existing railbed in previously disturbed soils.  

Sight Distance Improvements. There is a low to moderate potential for disturbing cultural or 
historic resources during vegetation removal depending on the management measures utilized. Spraying, 
mowing, or hand removal of vegetation has low potential to disturb cultural resources, while grubbing or 
other mechanical means increase the likelihood of disturbing archaeological deposits. Most, but not all of 
these areas have been previously disturbed. 

Traffic Control and Signage. Potential impacts associated with traffic control and signage are 
the same as those identified for the Redevelopment Alternative.  

Operation Impacts 
Potential impacts associated with trail usage are the same as those identified for the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  

3.10.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
There would be no construction activities, and therefore no construction-related impacts on historic and 
cultural resources, associated with the No Action Alternative. 

Operation Impacts 
Potential impacts associated with trail usage are the same as those identified for the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  



 

June 2008 Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS 
Section 3.10 – Historic Page 3.10-6 Chapter Three 

3.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Excavation into native soils as a result of ongoing development in the area will increase the potential for 
impacts to cultural resources. No specific projects have been identified within the immediate vicinity of 
the trail, however, development and redevelopment is occurring throughout the area.  

3.10.5 Mitigation Measures 

The King County Historic Preservation Program and King County tribal coordinator will coordinate with 
an archaeologist, contracted by King County, and area tribes, including the Snohomish, Muckleshoot, and 
Tulalip Tribes, to ensure construction activities that have potential to disturb unknown historic and 
cultural resources are monitored and appropriate mitigation measures are developed. Potential mitigation 
measures are discussed below for each construction element.  

3.10.5.1 Redevelopment Alternatives 

Trail Widening 
An archaeologist would be consulted for monitoring or testing depending on the locations proposed. 

Bridge Replacement  
An archaeologist would review plans for the bridge replacement at Lyon Creek to determine what 
mitigation measures are warranted. To mitigate potential disturbance of unknown buried archaeological 
deposits, archaeological testing may be required prior to any construction activity at the Lyon Creek 
bridge. Depending on the outcome of the archaeological testing and the installation methods proposed, 
additional archaeological fieldwork may be necessary.  

Retaining Walls 
An archaeologist would review all plans for proposed retaining wall construction to determine what 
mitigation measures are warranted. Depending on the location and wall type, mitigation may include 
archaeological testing prior to construction or monitoring during construction. Monitoring will necessitate 
work stoppage in the immediate area if archaeological deposits are discovered. Additional subsequent 
archaeological fieldwork may be necessary as well, depending on the results of initial investigations.  

Fencing and Bollards 
An archaeologist would be consulted regarding the placement of fencing and bollards outside of the 
existing railbed to determine the most appropriate installation method and avoid disturbing buried cultural 
deposits in identified high risk areas. Appropriate mitigation may include monitoring or testing depending 
on the location and installation methods proposed.  

Drainage Improvements 
An archaeologist and tribal representatives would be consulted to monitor drainage improvements when 
excavating into native soils. It is important to note that the tribes generally consider culverts to have 
potential cultural resources associated with them, and have specifically requested that tribal 
representatives monitor any excavations in these areas. 

Traffic Control and Signage  
No mitigation measures are required.  
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Vegetation Management 
An archaeologist would be consulted regarding vegetation management that involves disturbing native 
soils.  

Trail Use and General Maintenance 
Install signage indicating limits of the trail right of way and maintain or replace fences wherever possible 
to discourage trail users from going beyond the railbed.  

3.10.5.2 Rebuild Alternative and No Action Alternative 

To mitigate potential disturbance of unknown cultural resources, an archaeological monitor would be 
present at all ground-disturbing activities that involve excavation into native soils. No additional 
mitigation measures would be required. 

3.10.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Significant unavoidable adverse impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated as a result of 
redevelopment or rebuild of the Burke-Gilman Trail. However, inadvertent loss, damage, or alteration to 
cultural resources is possible with any construction project. The anticipated impacts would be largely 
avoided and/or reduced by proposed mitigation measures. 
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3.11 Transportation 

3.11.1 Studies and Coordination 

Transportation information used to characterize the affected environment, potential impacts, and 
mitigation measures was obtained by reviewing the following resources and documents: 

• Burke-Gilman Trail Crossing Plan (The Transpo Group, 2005); and 

• Burke-Gilman Trail Crossing Treatment Recommendations at Burke-Gilman Trail and NE 165th 
Street Intersection System (Draft) (Transportation Engineering Northwest, LLC, 2006). 

Information in these documents was obtained from existing printed documentation, published traffic 
control standards, and through discussions with King County and City of Lake Forest Park staff. This 
information was supplemented by site visits to the project area conducted in 2004. Published trail user 
data compiled in 1995 and 2000 for the Burke-Gilman/Sammamish River Trail were also reviewed for 
trail usage and time-of-day usage patterns. 

3.11.2 Affected Environment 

3.11.2.1 Trails 

The Burke-Gilman Trail is identified as a core component of the King County’s Regional Trails Plan 
(King County, 1992), which established a network of multi-purpose trails connecting communities inside 
and outside of the County. It is also a core component of King County’s Nonmotorized Transportation 
Plan (King County, 1993), which outlines a system of facilities for non-motorized transportation within 
and without road rights of way. The trail is also designated as an important regional non-motorized 
transportation corridor in “Destination 2030,” a regional transportation plan managed by state and federal 
law and adopted by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC, 2003).  

In a recent ruling, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board found that regional 
multi-purpose or multi-use trails like the Burke-Gilman Trail constitute Essential Public Facilities (EPFs) 
under the GMA (CPSGMHB, 2007).  

3.11.2.2 Roadways 

Major roadways in the project vicinity are shown on Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1. Roadways crossing the trail 
include: NE 147th Street, NE 151st Street, NE 157th Street, NE 165th Street, NE 170th Street, Ballinger 
Way NE, and Beach Drive NE. Numerous private driveways also cross the trail. 

The key intersections in the project area are described below and shown on Figure 1-1.  

3.11.2.3 Crossings 

Intersection 1 (NE147th Street/Edgewater Lane) 
Intersection 1 is located where NE 147th Street crosses the trail. Edgewater Lane (a private road) is 
parallel to, and located immediately to the east of the trail in this area. This crossing provides driveway 
access to approximately 40 homes located along Edgewater Lane. This intersection currently includes 
stop control signage for both directions of trail traffic.  
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Intersection 2 (NE 151st Street/Residential Driveways) 
NE 151st Street splits into two separate driveways as it crosses the trail. The southern driveway provides 
vehicle access to one home and the northern driveway provides vehicle access to two homes. 

While treated as one intersection, this intersection consists of two distinct crossing points. The driveway 
east of the trail at the southern crossing is characterized by a steep grade, sloping down towards Lake 
Washington. This grade combined with ivy covered fence that abuts the driveway opening, limits 
approaching and entering sight-distance to un-safe levels for vehicles exiting the driveway. The northern 
driveway is aligned so that crossing vehicles must cross the trail at an angle that creates sight-distance 
limitations and requires vehicles to be in the trail intersection longer than would be typical at a 90-degree 
crossing. This intersection currently includes stop control signage for both directions of trail traffic. 

Intersection 4-7 (Residential Access Drives North of NE 153rd Street) 
Intersections 4-7 are a cluster of residential access drives located between intersections at NE 153rd Street 
and NE 157th Street. These four intersections occur within a distance of less than 410 feet. These four 
crossing provide vehicle access to a total of 11 homes located east of the trail. This intersection currently 
includes stop control signage for both directions of trail traffic at Intersections 4 and 5, and stop control 
signage southbound at Intersection 7 and northbound at Intersection 6.  

Intersection 8 (NE 157th Street/Residential Access Drive) 
Intersection 8 provides driveway access to four homes located directly east of the trail. This intersection 
includes yield signs for both directions of trail traffic.  

Intersection 9 (NE 165th Street/Beach Drive NE) 
Intersection 9 occurs where NE 165th Street crosses the trail and intersects with Beach Drive NE. Beach 
Dr NE is parallel to, and located immediately to the east of the trail in this area. This crossing is one of 
two access roads to the Sheridan Beach neighborhood. All-way stop control is currently in place for all 
vehicles approaching this intersection. 

Intersection 10 (Bothell Way NE/NE 170th Street) 
The trail crossing for Intersection 10 occurs as part of the signalized intersection located at Bothell Way 
NE and NE 170th Street. The trail crosses NE 170th Street on the east side of Bothell Way. This 
intersection includes signalized control for all vehicle and non-motorized approaches.  

Intersection 11 (Bothell Way NE/Ballinger Way NE-Beach Drive NE) 
The trail crossing for Intersection 11 occurs as part of the signalized intersection located at Bothell Way 
and Ballinger Way NE/Beach Drive NE. The trail crosses Beach Drive NE on the east side of Bothell 
Way. This intersection includes signalized control for all vehicle and non-motorized approaches. 

3.11.2.4 Trail Volumes and Composition 

King County characterized trail volumes from two locations along the trail from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM on 
Tuesday, June 2; Thursday, June 3; and Saturday, June 5, 2004. All of the trail users were counted and 
categorized as bicyclists, pedestrians, skaters, and others. Over three-quarters of trail users were 
bicyclists. Pedestrian users accounted for 13 to 17 percent of trail users (The Transpo Group, 2005). Table 
3.11-1 summarizes the findings. 
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Table 3.11-1.  Trail Use Volumes and Composition 

Burke-Gilman Trail at NE 147th Street (Edgewater Lane) 

 Wed, June 2 2004 Thurs, June 3 2004 Sat, June 5, 2004 

12 Hour Total 1,262 1,361 1,496 

% Pedestrians 16.56% 16.31% 12.57% 

% Bicycles 77.65% 80.16% 79.14% 

% Skaters 1.74% 0.59% 0.67% 

% Other 4.04% 2.94% 7.62% 

Peak Hour 4:30 to 5:30 PM 5:45 to 6:45 PM 11:45 AM to 12:45 PM 

Total Peak Hour Volume 209 226 196 

% During Peak 17% 17% 13% 

Burke-Gilman Trail at NE 165th Street (Beach Drive NE) 

 Wed, June 2 2004 Thurs, June 3 2004 Sat, June 5, 2004 

12 Hour Total 1,283 1,364 1,418 

% Pedestrians 14.50% 13.86% 15.94% 

% Bicycles 82.77% 85.19% 82.65% 

% Skaters 1.95% 0.95% 1.41% 

% Other 0.78% 0.00% 0.00% 

Peak Hour 4:30 to 5:30 PM 5:45 to 6:45 PM 11:45 AM to 12:45 PM 

Total Peak Hour Volume 210 237 196 

% During Peak 16% 17% 14% 

Source:  The Transpo Group (2005) 

3.11.2.5 Bicycle Stop Compliance and Travel Speeds 

Observations were made of bicyclists’ compliance with stop signs posted at the intersections in the 
locations where the counts were collected. The compliance observed was very low. Though many 
bicycles were observed to slow down in advance of these intersections, less than 3 percent of the bicycles 
came to a full stop before proceeding through the intersection.  

Bicycle speeds were measured on a random sampling of a total of 500 bicyclists over the three-day 
period. The data indicated that: 

• 84 percent of the bicyclists were traveling over the posted speed limit of 10 miles per hour (mph). 
• The average bicycle speed was 13.6 mph. 
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• The speed at which 85 percent of the bicyclists were at or under the posted speed limit was 17 
mph. 15 percent of the bicyclists travel at a higher speed. 

• Bicycle travel speed ranged from 5 to 21 mph. 

3.11.2.6 Roadway Volumes 

Roadway volumes for motor vehicles crossing the trail at residential driveways and residential access 
drives were derived from Institute of Transportation Engineers trip general calculations of “single-family 
detached housing.”  

In Lake Forest Park, the trail has substantially more traffic volume than the driveways or neighborhood 
streets that cross it. The data collected on trail usage indicated that, over a 12 hour period, the trail served 
from 980 to 1,184 bicyclists. In comparison, study area intersections 1 through 8 serve between 1 and 39 
homes, with a high-end estimate of 390 vehicle crossings at any one intersection. Trail volumes were 
nearly three times as high as the estimated vehicle crossings. Trail users may rarely encounter vehicles 
crossing at these intersections and driveways. According to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD), compliance with trail stop or yield signs in such situations is not likely (FHWA, 
2003). The data on bicyclists’ compliance with posted stop signs on the trail at these intersections confirm 
this assumption. 

3.11.2.7 Accident History 

Accident records were provided by the City of Lake Forest Park Police Department for the period of 
January 2000 to May 2005. Accident records include vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle accidents.  
According to these records, no reports for accidents on the Burke-Gilman Trail were filed during this 
period. There was one vehicle/bicycle accident report at Beach Drive NE where a bicyclist did not stop at 
a stop sign. No other vehicle/bicycle accidents or pedestrian/vehicle accident reports on the Burke-Gilman 
Trail or cross streets in the vicinity immediately adjacent to the trail were found to be on file. However, 
there is anecdotal evidence that there have been at least a few accidents where bicycles and vehicles have 
collided. Accidents likely occur that do not get reported.  Information obtained from the Northshore Fire 
Department Battalion indicated that there are approximately 3 accidents per year severe enough to 
warrant a call for an aid car; less severe accidents may not get reported. While there has been anecdotal 
information about minor accidents, and “near misses” as reported by neighbors and trail users, no official 
records of those incidents were found in Police Department or County Health records. 

3.11.2.8 Current Signage 

When the trail was originally designed and constructed, bicycles and pedestrians were stopped at all street 
intersections along the trail. Private crossings of the trail were not considered street intersections and were 
not signed or controlled, as the trail was granted right of way. Any controls at private driveways or 
multiple private driveways may have had either stop or yield controls installed for cars, depending on 
sight lines. The subsequent placement of stop control at several private driveways years after construction 
of the trail is contrary to current standard engineering practice and was not a part of the trail’s original 
design and construction. No record of an engineering study related to this subsequent placing of stop 
signs has been located.  

3.11.2.9 Trail Design Standards 

Under state law, the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is responsible for 
providing a uniform system of signing paths and trails, including those of cities, towns, and counties 
(RCW 47.32.060). WSDOT has adopted an engineering design manual that includes bicycle facility 
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design requirements. The WSDOT Design Manual (2006) specifies that multi-use paths should be signed 
consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and has adopted and adapted 
the MUTCD (WAC 468-95-010). The MUTCD is the national standard for designing, applying, and 
planning traffic control devices installed on any street, highway, or bicycle trail open to public travel. The 
basic principles that should be observed when designing any type of traffic control are defined by the 
MUTCD:  

“to be effective, a traffic control device should meet five basic requirements: fulfill a 
need, command attention, convey a clear simple meaning, command respect from road 
users and give adequate time for proper response.” 

The MUTCD also provides guidance on the importance of uniformity:  

“uniformity of devices simplifies the task of the road user because it aids recognition and 
understanding, thereby reducing perception/reaction time. Uniformity means treating 
similar situations in a similar way. A standard device used where it is not appropriate is 
as objectionable as a nonstandard device; in fact, this might be worse, because such 
misuse might result in disrespect at those locations where the device is needed and 
appropriate.” 

The MUTCD further provides guidelines for determining the appropriate traffic control (regulatory) signs 
to use at intersections: 

• Regulatory signs should be used conservatively because these signs, if used in excess, tend to lose 
their effectiveness. 

• Stop signs should not be used for speed control. 
• Stop signs should be installed in a manner that minimizes the number of vehicles having to stop. 
• In most cases, the street carrying the lowest volume of traffic should be stopped, if stop control is 

warranted. 

Federal Highway Administration regulations establish design and construction criteria for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects receiving federal funds. The regulations specify that the AASHTO Guide for 
Development of New Bicycle Facilities or equivalent accepted guidelines be used as standards for the 
construction and design of bicycle routes (23 CFR 652.13(a)).  The AASHTO Guide specifies that traffic 
control devices, including signage on roadways and bicycle paths, should be provided in accordance with 
the MUTCD.   

3.11.3 Impacts 

3.11.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Approximately 2,300 cubic yards of export/haul, 4,700 cubic yards of import materials, and 2,300 cubic 
yards of paving materials would be needed to build the entire Redevelopment Alternative. Approximately 
930 round trip truck trips would be generated (700 bringing materials in and 230 bringing materials out). 
If these trips were spread out over 5 to 6 months, approximately 10 round trip truck trips per day would 
be generated assuming no hauling on weekends. As described in Chapter 2, the contractor would 
determine the most efficient way to construct the project and the number of truck trips would largely be 
dependent on the schedule for a particular construction element. Trucks would access the trail primarily 



 

June 2008 Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS 
Section 3.11 – Transportation Page 3.11-6 Chapter Three 

from public streets. Access points would be determined jointly by King County and the contractor 
depending on construction needs.  

Traffic flow and public access could temporarily be disrupted during construction; however, traffic 
control measures and other BMPs would be employed to minimize the impact.  

Trail users would experience temporary disruptions during the construction period. At times, the trail 
could be closed for short periods of time or trail users would be directed onto detour routes around the 
construction zone. If a detour is used, the impact to trail users would be similar to the SR-522 
improvement project in the City of Kenmore. The project includes roadway and pedestrian improvements 
along SR-522 and construction of a pedestrian tunnel on the Burke-Gilman Trail at 73rd Avenue NE. 
During the summer of 2007, the trail was closed between 68th Avenue NE and 83rd Place NE. Trail users 
were detoured to NE 175th Street, a local residential street.  

The approach to trail construction and related temporary traffic control measures would depend on the 
surrounding conditions. As described in Chapter 2, the following three types of temporary traffic control 
would be used: 

1. Temporary Detours and Trail Closures. It is the County’s goal to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible. At locations where there are no safe alternatives, 
it is the County’s goal to avoid shutting the trail down by providing safe passage through the 
construction corridor. Advanced notice and signage would be provided. 

2. Driveway Crossings. Access through driveways and roads would be maintained during 
construction. Vehicle and pedestrian access to homes along the trail would be maintained through 
use of traffic control devices and traffic control personnel. Construction activities would be 
temporary and would be minimized through proper traffic control. Signage, and homeowner 
notification. Construction at driveway and road crossings would typically last from one to two 
weeks per crossing. 

3. Construction along Roadways. This type of traffic control would occur where the trail approaches 
and is adjacent to the roadway. The road shoulder would be closed, construction fencing and 
traffic control devices would be placed, and in some situations the adjacent roadway might be 
temporarily restriped. Along with the traffic control devices, flaggers would guide oncoming 
traffic through and around the work zone. 

Operation Impacts 
Trail Volumes. Based on trail user counts conducted in 2004, daily bicycle volumes on the trail 

range from approximately 1,000 to 1,200 bicyclists and are expected to increase as population growth 
continues. Earlier trail user counts conducted in 1990, 1995, and 2000, showed daily bicycle volumes 
ranged from approximately 1,500 to 2,500, approximately 79 to 85 percent of total trail traffic (Moritz, 
1995; Moritz, 2004). Trail usage on the redeveloped trail is expected to be similar to current usage.  The 
redeveloped trail would be wider and would accommodate the number of current and future trail users in 
a safer manner by providing increased separation between bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Parking.  Data on trail user vehicle use was obtained from the Sheridan Beach area of the trail in 
years 1995 and 2000. Approximately 23 percent of trail users drove to the trail from outside the 
immediate area (Moritz, 1995; Moritz, 2004). This would be expected to remain at approximately the 
same percentage with the redeveloped trail. 

Of the trail users that drive from outside the immediate area and park at the trail, some are found to park 
at or near Log Boom Park, at or near NE 165th , and at various locations both north and south of SR-522, 
including on local streets. Public parking is prohibited along driveways. Parking demand may increase as 
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use and popularity of the trail increases in the future and is expected to result in dispersed use of city 
streets and parking areas as currently occurs.  

Sight Distance.  According to existing guidelines, sight distance improvements and signage 
changes would decrease the potential for conflicts between trail users and vehicles at intersections with 
local access roads and driveways, compared to the existing trail (AASHTO, 1999; FHWA, 2003).  

Sight distance is a principal consideration for path design. Stopping sight distance, which is the distance 
required for a vehicle or bicycle to react to the unexpected, is most important at intersection locations 
where stop or yield signs on the trail would not be present. Based on the Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO, 1999), a 127-foot minimum stopping sight distance would be required for a 
bicycle traveling at a design speed of 20 mph (posted speed limit would be 15 mph). For vehicles 
approaching the uncontrolled intersections, 19 feet of stopping sight distance would also be required, 
based on A Policy of Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 2001). 

At NE 165th Street, a pedestrian crossing of the Burke-Gilman Trail on each side of 165th is proposed. 
Research was conducted for traffic engineering guidance and “right of way” for this crossing. Sources 
reviewed included the Burke-Gilman Trail Crossing Plan (The Transpo Group, 2005), the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA, 2003), the Pedestrian Facilities Guidebook (WSDOT, 1997), 
the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 132N-156-430, Pedestrian Right of Way, and other national 
reference documents on planning and guidance of pedestrian/bicycle facility design.  It was determined 
that the operator of a vehicle (in this case a non-motorized vehicle or bicycle) should yield the right of 
way, slowing down or stopping if need be, to any pedestrian crossing any street, roadway, fire lane, or 
pathway with or without a marked crosswalk. At this location, standard pedestrian crossing signs would 
be installed across the trail and other signage would be provided at the trail approaches. Trail pedestrian 
yield signs would be placed at the approaches to NE 165th Street. Motor vehicles on NE 165th Street 
would stop for trail traffic (Figure 2-9, Trail/NE 165th - Signage) as at other crossings. 

Sight distance observations were conducted along the entire length of the trail corridor to identify the 
locations where sight distance concerns exist. Sight distance deficiencies were identified based on 
information provided in the published guidelines mentioned above. Obstructions to meeting sight distance 
standards at crossings within the study area include: vertical limitations of driveways and roads on steep 
grades; horizontal curves in roadways and the trail; and the presence of trees, foliage, utility poles, fences, 
and other objects at the crossings.  Local residents have expressed concerns about sight distance issues at 
the intersection of the trail with Ballinger Way NE.  King County will work to establish adequate sight 
distance at that intersection, balancing the need to expand the crosswalk to accommodate trail users with 
the need for motorists to adequately establish line-of-sight for turning movements. 

Trail Speed.  The posted speed limit of 15 mph is consistent with the County’s Regional Trail 
System. King County has adopted speed limits based on currently applicable regulations, trail conditions, 
consistency with King County policies, and other factors. Bicycle travel at speeds in excess of 15 miles 
per hour (mph) is not reasonable or prudent, and is a violation of King County Code, Section 7.12.295. 
King County Code section 7.12.295(A) specifies that “no person shall travel on a trail at a speed greater 
than is reasonable and prudent under the circumstances and having regard to the actual and potential 
hazards then existing.” It requires that speed be controlled as necessary to avoid colliding with others who 
are complying with the law and exercising reasonable care. It further states that travel at speeds in excess 
of 15 mph constitutes a prima facie presumption that the person violated the code. In King County Code 
section 7.12.295(H) (2), the Model Trail User Code of Conduct specifies that “[e]very user shall exercise 
due care and caution to avoid colliding with any other trail users.” Trail users who choose to exceed the 
posted speed limit on the trail do so at their own risk as do those who ride in a careless or reckless 
manner. Under King County Code section 7.12.650 and .670, those who are caught exceeding the trail’s 
speed limit or violating the model code could be fined up to $500, or lose their park or recreational 
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facility use privileges, or both. Several trailside residents have expressed concern that redevelopment of 
the trail may encourage some bicyclists to travel at higher speeds. Proposed improvement include a more 
consistent surface, improved sight distances, and consistent traffic signage, but whether increased speeds 
will result is speculative. Planning studies on the Burke-Gilman Trail have found that the average speed 
of bicyclists sampled was 13.6 mph, below the 15 mph maximum specified by King County Code (The 
Transpo Group, 2005). Average cyclist speeds on this trail are consistent with the other trails in the 
regional system.  There is no evidence that the poor condition of the trail surface currently affects average 
speeds (a greater concern is the potential for “spot” surface failures to cause accidents). After applying a 
safety factor, the design speed for the Redevelopment Alternative would be 20 mph, which is also the 
minimum design speed recommended by AASHTO for a shared use path. The design speed helps 
determine the horizontal geometry (minimum turn radius) of the trail, the distance needed for a trail user 
(bicyclist) to come to a complete stop, and thus the sight distances necessary when approaching an 
intersection. 

A frequently cited concern in this segment of the Burke-Gilman Trail is the speed of some cyclists and the 
potential for speed-related vehicle/bicycle accidents. To the degree possible, design and signage would be 
used to modify trail user behavior. The overall design of the trail is intended to mitigate current trail use 
challenges. With the incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle 
speeds are expected to be less erratic and more consistent. Trail design features meeting or exceeding 
nationally recognized AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the proposed redeveloped trail 
alternative. These measures are intended to reduce risk, improve conditions at crossings, and to increase 
comfort for trail users.   Although not directly related to trail design or the proposal being evaluated in 
this document, the enforcement of posted trail speeds has been an issue of concern for many trailside 
residents. King County would continue to explore ways to influence trail user behavior, including the use 
of volunteer efforts through King County’s Trails Ambassador Program. 

Traffic Control.  Within the City of Seattle and elsewhere along the Burke-Gilman Trail, where 
minor “local access” roads intersect the trail, the trail is treated as the major crossing. While stop control 
is not provided to motorized or non-motorized vehicles at every location where trail and roadway cross, 
even where adequate sight distance may not be available, in locations where there is a safety concern, 
motor vehicles are typically stopped or must yield to crossing bike traffic. This is consistent with the most 
recent guidance of the MUTCD. 

Trail signing plans were developed to be consistent with the most recent guidance related to traffic control 
on major and minor crossings. Figures 2-4 through 2-11 (in Chapter 2) show the trail signing plans that 
would be implemented for improving vehicular and non-motorized safety, depending traffic volumes and 
on the ability to achieve required sight distances. The trail signing plans, corresponding locations, and 
potential impacts associated with each crossing type are summarized in Table 3.11-2. 
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Table 3.11-2.  Potential Impacts Associated with Different Trail Crossing Types 

Crossing 
Type Corresponding Locations 

Traffic 
Control/Signing 

Plan 
Potential Impacts 

Local 
Residential 
Access 

NE 147th Street 
NE 151st Street/Residential Driveways 
Residential Access Drives North of NE 153rd 
Street 
NE 157th Street/Residential Access Drive 

Remove stop and yield 
signs for trail users. 
Place yield signs for 
vehicles. 

Minimal potential impacts if 
clearly signed, including 
advance warnings, and if 
vehicles obey signs. 

Neighborhood 
Access  

NE 165th Street/Beach Dr NE Remove stop sign for 
trail users and replace 
with yield to pedestrian 
signs. Place stop signs 
for vehicles. 

Minimal potential for 
impacts if clearly signed and 
trail users and vehicles obey 
signs. 

Signalized 
Intersection 
Crossing  

Bothell Way NE/NE 170th Street 
Bothell Way NE/Ballinger Way NE – Beach 
Dr NE 

No changes.  No change – minimal 
potential for impact if trail 
users obey signals. 

a Crossings would be designed so that vehicles can safely stop or yield. These include locations where steep grades currently 
exist. 

As shown in Table 3.11-2, the potential for safety impacts would be minimized through clear signing.  It 
is likely that motorized vehicles may require longer to cross the trail under the new traffic control signage 
plan, which could create an inconvenience for drivers. There may also be a period of adjustment for 
drivers of motor vehicles in the area after the traffic control signage is changed. As trail usage increases 
over time, delays for vehicles crossing the trail may also increase. 

Vehicle Access.  Bollards would be replaced at all trail/roadway crossings. The placement of 
removable bollards provide access for maintenance and emergency vehicles, but block the trail from use 
by other motor vehicles. King County staff estimates maintenance inspections would occur 20 times per 
month.  Access for all public service vehicles would continue to be via public streets.  

Many bicyclists have argued against the use of bollards stating that there is ample evidence that bollards 
are hazardous to trail users, especially to bicyclists when it is dark and the trail surface is slippery. They 
have also stated that the second most common accident to cyclists is colliding with an obstacle, such as a 
bollard. King County recognizes that, as with any impediment in the trail, bollards can be a potential 
safety hazard. King County also recognizes that bollards are desired to keep motorized vehicles from 
entering the trail for the safety of trail users. Efforts to minimize this potential hazard include: providing 
predictable placement at each crossing; providing warning striping around the central/removable bollard; 
and minimizing the number of times bollards are used as well as the number used at each location.  King 
County has agreed to conduct research to determine if other means of hazard reduction have been 
effectively used elsewhere, for consideration of use on the Burke Gilman Trail. Bollards and their 
associated spacing would be based on King County standard details and layout, which are consistent with 
the recommendations for “barrier posts” in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle 
Facilities. Installation of bollards in accordance with these standards, which state that bollards should be 
located no closer than 5 feet on center to allow the flow of traffic around it and that bollards should be 
colored for easy visibility with reflectorized paint or tape, would minimize the potential hazard.  
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3.11.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Approximately 1,800 cubic yards of export/haul, 2,500 cubic yards of import materials, and 1,200 cubic 
yards of paving materials would be needed under the Rebuild Alternative. Approximately 600 round trip 
truck trips would be generated (700 bringing materials in and 230 bringing materials out), approximately 
330 fewer truck trips than required for the Redevelopment Alternative. If these trips were spread out over 
2 to 3 months, approximately 9 round trip truck trips per day would be generated assuming no hauling on 
weekends. As described in Chapter 2, the contractor would determine the most efficient way to construct 
the project and the number of truck trips would largely be dependent on the schedule for a particular 
construction element. 

Trucks would access the trail primarily from public streets. Access points would be determined jointly by 
King County and the contractor depending on construction needs. To the extent possible, staging area for 
materials would be provided within the County right of way.  

Traffic flow and public access could temporarily be disrupted during construction; however, traffic 
control measures and other BMPs would be employed to minimize the impact. Temporary traffic control 
measures would be as described in Chapter 2.  

Operation Impacts 
The Rebuild Alternative would provide some of the safety improvements described above for the 
Redevelopment Alternative, but would not include trail widening. As such, the ability of the trail to 
accommodate future use levels would remain unchanged from current conditions. In the long-term, the 
trail could become congested and could become less attractive to trail users, potentially discouraging their 
use of the trail as a non-motorized transportation corridor.   

Parking demand and impacts, sight distance improvements, traffic control improvements, trail speed, and 
vehicle access would the same as described for the Redevelopment Alternative. Trail user safety would be 
lower than for the Redevelopment Alternative because there would be less room and separation for the 
range of trail users. However, the other improvements under the Rebuild Alternative (i.e., improved 
condition of trail surface, sight distance improvements, and traffic control signage changes) would 
provide a safer trail than under the No Action Alternative.  

3.11.3.3 No Action 
The trail is reaching its capacity to serve the existing regional population and trail users; it will become 
more inadequate over time as more people move to the city and other nearby jurisdictions. Existing safety 
issues related to inadequate sight distances and non-standard traffic control signage will persist and likely 
worsen. In the long-term, trail conditions and capacity could be a deterrent to use, which could impact 
traffic congestion on the roads and SR-522 in particular. 

3.11.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 

To reduce the potential for cumulative construction impacts, efforts would be made to coordinate 
construction schedules with city, county, and state sponsored projects in the vicinity.  

Construction for the SR-522 improvement project located in the City of Kenmore began in the summer of 
2007 and will continue through 2009. The construction timing of both the Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives could coincide with the SR-522 project. Burke-Gilman Trail users could be impacted by 
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detours and possible trail closures in both Kenmore and Lake Forest Park city limits during the time there 
is concurrent construction.  

While still in the early planning stages, King County Wastewater Treatment Division may be 
redeveloping the Burke-Gilman Trail at Log Boom Park in Kenmore to a similar design standard as part 
of the renovation and expansion of their Log Boom Park Regulator Station. City of Seattle is also 
planning to undertake redevelopment of the trail south of the proposed project. These trail redevelopment 
projects are expected to achieve a similar design standard as the proposed project. 

Increased population growth in the region may lead to traffic, parking, access and circulation problems. 
As described in Section 3.5, Land Use and Shorelines, to a great extent these impacts are already 
anticipated and addressed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that plans for and accommodates growth.  
When considered in combination with population growth, the proposed project would not add to adverse 
transportation cumulative impacts but instead would continue to provide an option for non-motorized 
transportation use.   

Impact on Climate Change 
By promoting use of non-motorized transportation, expansion of the Burke Gilman Trail will help to 
reduce contributions to climate change from motorized vehicles. 

3.11.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.11.4.1 Construction Traffic and Detours 

For both the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives, some standard construction safety measures can be 
taken, such as installation of advanced warning signs, highly visible construction barriers, and the use of 
flaggers. In addition, a public information program regarding hours of construction or parking impacts 
could be instituted. Truck traffic would be required to use public roads or property to access the County-
owned right of way, unless otherwise negotiated. Any impacts to roadways by truck traffic would be 
mitigated according to haul route agreements (e.g., restoration of road surface). 

The contractor would determine how to most efficiently construct the project in order to be cost effective 
and to minimize disruption to trail users and the neighborhood. To minimize disruption to trail users, the 
County could require the construction contractor to limit trail closure durations, provide access through 
the construction zone, or provide detours around the construction zone.  As described in Chapter 2, it's 
the County’s goal to provide safe alternative detour routes around construction areas where possible. At 
locations where there are no safe alternatives, it is the County’s goal to avoid shutting the trail down by 
providing safe passage through the construction corridor. There may be locations and times during 
construction when access through the construction corridor cannot be provided. In these instances, the 
County will require the Contractor to limit the trail closure periods.  Advanced notice and signage would 
be provided. 

3.11.4.2 Parking for Trail Users  

Parking demand is likely to increase incrementally as the use of the trail continues to increase. Trail users 
access the facility from locations throughout the region. User trips originate from varied parking locations 
(e.g., home, school, office, etc.). Redevelopment of the trail is not be expected to generate substantial new 
parking demand in Lake Forest Park because the redevelopment would be limited to safety and user 
enhancement only. Increases in use of the trail system throughout the region and the demand for parking 
would be expected to occur with or without the proposed project. In addition, proposed improvements 
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will enhance a facility that is already used as an alternative to vehicle use, thereby reducing overall 
regional parking demand.  

3.11.4.3 Driveway/Roadway Crossings 

Traffic control signage would be changed at crossings for both the Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives as described above and in Chapter 2, Alternatives, to be consistent with currently accepted 
standards and practices. Informational and regulatory signs would also be installed and sight distances 
would be improved. In general, vegetation growth would be monitored and managed near all trail 
crossings to maximize sight distances for trail users and vehicles as described in Chapter 2, Alternatives. 
In addition, accident records would be monitored and problem areas addressed. 

3.11.4.4 Access Pathways and Stairways 

Access pathways and stairways that intersect the trail on County-owned right-of-way will be replaced in-
kind, to reduce risk and increase comfort for pedestrian access across the trail. 

3.11.4.5 Vehicle Access 

As described above, bollards would be installed at all trail crossings pursuant to AASHTO and King 
County Regional Trails Standards, but are controversial. The placement of removable bollards would 
provide access for maintenance and emergency vehicles, but block the trail from use by other motor 
vehicles.  

3.11.4.6 Trail Speed  

To the degree possible, design and signage would be used to modify trail user behavior. King County 
would continue to explore ways to influence trail user behavior, including the use of volunteer efforts 
through King County’s Trails Ambassador Program. 

3.11.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

There are concerns among many residents near the trail about the proposed traffic control signage 
changes and the potential for increased vehicle/bicycle conflicts at intersections. Existing research leading 
to the development of recognized standards indicate that the signage change will result in a safer 
condition. No significant unavoidable transportation-related adverse impacts would occur. Anticipated 
impacts would be largely eliminated or reduced by proposed mitigation measures.  
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3.12 Socioeconomic Resources 
While not required under SEPA, socioeconomic issues are included to address comments received during 
the SEPA scoping process regarding impacts to the social environment, including personal safety and 
security and potential for impact to quality of life and property values. Potential impacts of the project 
alternatives are discussed for each action alternative and the No Action Alternative. Mitigation measures 
are identified.   

3.12.1 Studies and Coordination 

Information used to characterize the affected environment was compiled from a variety of sources including 
the King County Assessor’s Office, local and regional government organizations, and recent studies and 
reports.  

3.12.2 Affected Environment 

3.12.2.1 Personal Safety and Security 
During the scoping process, several individuals expressed concerns about security (see Table 2-1).  
Literature on previously established trails and other information sources were consulted to assess trends in 
public safety and security concerns related to crime on other trails. Individuals expressed concern about 
the potential for increased crime along the trail corridor. 

For discussion of public safety risks related to trail user conflicts, see Section 3.6, Recreation. Public 
safety issues related to automobile and intersection accidents are discussed in Section 3.11, 
Transportation. Personal safety and security issues relating to potential increased crime risk are discussed 
below.  

Existing Local Crime Statistics 
Table 3.12-1 provides crime data for the City of Lake Forest Park and for King County. The crime rate 
for the city is generally lower than for King County, which includes incorporated as well as 
unincorporated areas. These numbers suggest that residents in Lake Forest Park are at a lower risk of 
experiencing a violent crime or property crime than King County residents in general. 

Table 3.12-1. Crime Data for Lake Forest Park (2006) 

Crime Population Violent1 

(Total) 

Violent  
(Rate per 

1,000) 

Property2 
(Total) 

Property
(Rate per 

1,000) 

Lake Forest Park 12,770 8 0.6 331 25.9 

King County 1,854,825 7,636 4.2 95,558 51.5 

Source: Crime in Washington: 2006 Annual Report (Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs, 2006) 
1  Violent crimes include murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. 
2   Property crimes include arson, burglary, larceny (theft), and vehicle theft. 

To establish a baseline for crimes and incidents reported by residents along the Burke-Gilman Trail, crime 
data from October 2005 to August 2007 was obtained from the Lake Forest Park Police Department. 
During this period, a total of 45 crimes and incidents were reported adjacent to the Burke-Gilman Trail. 
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The three most common types of reports were for vehicle prowls (16 incidents), burglaries (9 incidents) 
and malicious mischief (8 incidents), with the other 14 of the 45 reports consisting of thefts, motor 
vehicle thefts and suspicious activity. In general, the crime rate along the trail is lower than other parts of 
the city, except in the area of vehicle prowls (Freeman, personal communication, 2007).  

Published Reports and Existing Trail Crime Statistics 
Several studies have characterized and evaluated the effects of rail-trails on surrounding communities. 
Overall, the results indicate that typical concerns associated with proposed trail facilities (e.g., increase in 
crime and vandalism) have not materialized in any substantial way, although isolated incidents have 
occurred (City of Seattle, 1987; The Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995; Feeney, 1997; 
Tracy and Morris, 1998; Indiana University, 2001; Greer, 2001). 

Information on existing crime related to trails in the region is limited. Crimes and calls for service are not 
necessarily tracked by the local police departments according to where the crime occurred, and database 
queries are sometimes inconclusive about crime type or location. Of existing trails in the area, only crime 
and incident data specific to the 3-mile portion of the Burke-Gilman Trail on the University of 
Washington campus were available. Although this information is not directly comparable to the proposed 
redevelopment of the Burke-Gilman Trail since it is located within a very densely populated and highly 
used university campus, it is representative of activities that could take place along an urban trail. The 
section of the Burke-Gilman Trail within the University of Washington is used heavily as a commuting 
route to the University and serves an average of 2,000 to 3,000 users per day depending on season, 
weather, and day of the week. The University of Washington segment is also located in a much higher 
density setting than the single-family residential area located along the Burke-Gilman Trail in the City of 
Lake Forest Park. Several thousand students and other residents are housed in the vicinity of the Burke-
Gilman Trail; the trail passes directly through and adjacent to several dormitories.  

The University of Washington Police provided incident report data for the University of Washington’s 
section of the Burke-Gilman Trail for 2003 through 2007. During this period, a total of 81 crimes and 
incidents were reported on this section of the Burke-Gilman Trail. The three most common types of 
reports were for vandalism (16 incidents), bicycle thefts (9 incidents and 2 attempts), and found property 
(11 incidents), with the other 43 of the 81 reports consisting of accidents, harassment, warrant service 
(suspects apprehended), traffic violations, drugs, sex offenses, burglary, trespass, information/suspicious 
circumstances or persons, DUI, assault, reckless endangerment, dangerous weapons, threats, lost property, 
or obstructing. These data are for reported incidents only. Since incident reports are not always classified 
as located on the Burke-Gilman Trail, more crimes or incidents might have occurred than indicated here 
(Carroll, personal communication, 2007).  

3.12.2.2 Property Values 
Several trailside residents have expressed the concern that the redeveloped trail will lower their quality of 
life and their property values. Many of the existing residences along the trail are large residences with 
views of the lake. These homes would generally be considered above average in value for the overall 
North King County area. 

Specific interviews were not conducted for this EIS, but review of studies of rail-trails (trails developed 
on former railway rights-of-way) showed that a large percentage of trail neighbors view trail development 
as having either no effect or a positive effect on the value of their property and the ability to sell it (The 
Murphy’s Realtors, 2006; Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis, 2003; Vogt et al, 2002; 
Indiana University, 2001; Greer, 2001; NARPO, 1997; Feeney, 1997; The Conservation Fund and 
Colorado State Parks, 1995; PFK Consulting, 1994; Moore et al., 1992; Miller-Murphy, 1992; and City of 
Seattle, 1987). In general, study results indicate that the trails seem to be viewed as desirable quality of 
life enhancements that, despite occasional problems, make homes and property more desirable and 
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improve the quality of neighborhood life. There are likely conflicting views among individual property 
owners, and other factors may affect property values and/or quality of neighborhood perceptions.  

3.12.3 Impacts  

3.12.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Construction equipment and trucks would access the trail corridor from public streets. Potential access 
streets include NE Bothell Way, NE 170th Street, Beach Drive NE, NE 165th Street, NE 151st Street, and 
NE 147th Street. The operation of construction equipment and trucks on these streets could cause 
temporary traffic, noise, and other disruptions to neighborhoods affected. Construction equipment would 
create a potential hazard for people and animals crossing a construction area to access their homes. 
Individuals would have to remain alert to the presence of equipment and construction activity and monitor 
the whereabouts and activities of children, the hard-of-hearing, and pets within and near the construction 
area. Construction-related impacts would be temporary and would be minimized through proper traffic 
control, signage and homeowner notification.  

Operation Impacts 
Personal safety and security.  Several trailside residents have expressed the concern about 

potential liability if they hit a cyclist at an intersection.  Residents have expressed concern that this risk 
would be higher under the proposed signage associated with the Redevelopment Alternative. With 
adherence to the traffic control signage, accidents are expected to be held to a minimum and liability 
would be accessed on a case-by-case basis. With the traffic control signage changes, drivers that currently 
are given the right of way would need to stop for trail traffic. This change may present an inconvenience 
for some drivers, because on some occasions it would increase the amount of time for vehicles to cross 
the trail.  As trail usage increases over time, delays for vehicles crossing the trail may also increase. See 
Section 3.11, Transportation, for additional discussion.  The proposed signage improvements are being 
implemented to improve safety for all trail users. 

Some residents adjacent to the Burke-Gilman Trail perceive the potential for increased security issues 
such as trespassing on private property. Some residents also expressed concerns that the redeveloped trail 
would increase the use of the trail by transients and homeless people with the potential for increased 
trespass. Occasional incidents of trespass or other examples of security issues could occur on properties 
adjacent to the trail, but these are not expected to increase from existing conditions. King County’s 
experience with other trails suggests that the risk of increased trespass is likely to be counterbalanced by 
the increased public presence on the trail. The model trail user code of conduct in the King County Code 
(KCC) addresses these issues [KCC section 7.12.295(H)(9)] by stating that “[t]rail users should respect 
private lands adjacent to county trails and stay on trails to avoid trespassing on or interfering with 
adjacent private property.” Under KCC sections 7.12.650 and 7.12.670, anyone caught violating the code 
of conduct may be subject to a fine of up to $500, and loss of park or recreation facility use privileges. 
With the incorporation of adequate public safety mitigation measures (see mitigation in Section 3.12.9, 
below), public safety impacts are not expected to substantially increase over current conditions. However, 
individually affected residents would likely view any increase in crime as being problematic. Residents’ 
perception of safety issues would likely change over time if the threats they anticipate to their safety do 
not materialize.  

Some trailside residents have also expressed concerns about the lack of restroom facilities along the trail 
segment, and have provided anecdotal descriptions of inappropriate use of the corridor and adjacent 
property by some trail users. This segment of the trail is located immediately south of public restroom 
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facilities located at Log Boom Park and approximately 2.8 miles north of public restroom facilities 
available at Matthews Beach Park and accessible from the trail. This distance between restroom locations 
is consistent with other existing King County trails in the region.  Increased public presence on the trail 
may deter public urination and defecation on private property.  As with any indecent exposure, violations 
should be reported to the City of Lake Forest Park police department. 

Property values.  As demonstrated in the studies described earlier, a large percentage of trail 
neighbors view trail development as having either no effect or a positive effect on their property values 
and on the salability of their property (The Murphy’s Realtors, 2006; Indiana University Purdue 
University Indianapolis, 2003; Vogt, et al, 2002; Indiana University, 2001; Greer, 2001; NARPO, 1997; 
Feeney, 1997; The Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995; PFK Consulting, 1994; Moore et 
al., 1992; Miller-Murphy, 1992; and City of Seattle, 1987). Some buyers may consider the trail an 
intrusion of privacy, while others may be attracted by the proximity to the trail for recreational and 
transportation uses. No effect on property values is expected since this alternative involves redeveloping 
an existing trail within an existing King County right-of-way. The trail has been operational in this area 
for more than 30 years. Many of the existing residents have moved into the area subsequent to 
development of the trail. There are a number of other factors that influence the value of any given 
property including employment patterns, market demand, development patterns, individual buyer 
preferences, and infrastructure improvements. These factors are both local and region-wide and are not 
related to adjacency to a recreational trail.  

3.12.3.2 Rebuild Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
Construction-related safety and security impacts would be similar to those discussed for the 
Redevelopment Alternative. The impact to affected neighborhoods would be 2 to 4 months less than for 
the Redevelopment Alternative since the construction activity is limited to resurfacing, traffic control 
signage, and vegetation management for sight visibility.   

Operation Impacts 
Long-term impacts for the Rebuild Alternative would be similar to the Redevelopment Alternative.  

3.12.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Construction Impacts 
The No Action Alternative would not require any construction and thus would not result in any short-term 
safety and security impacts.  

Operation Impacts 
Operation of the trail would continue as is. There would be no additional impacts under the No Action 
Alternative. Public safety impacts relating to pedestrian/bicycle conflicts would likely increase as trail 
ridership increases and trail conditions deteriorate. These impacts are discussed in the Recreation section. 

3.12.4 Cumulative Impacts  

Cumulative impacts related to safety and security are not anticipated.  
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3.12.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.12.5.1 Safety and Security Mitigation Measures 
King County could implement the following mitigation measures related to safety and security, which 
have proven effective in providing reasonable public safety in other King County parks: 

• Implement trail patrols by volunteer trail ranger programs (e.g., King County Trails Ambassador 
Program) particularly in the period immediately following trail redevelopment, particularly in the 
period immediately following trail redevelopment. 

• Monitor crime rates in the area; coordinate with the Lake Forest Park Police Department if crime 
rates increase. 

• Maintain the trail in a safe and clean manner including regular vegetation pruning per identified 
standards. 

• Provide master keys to open locked bollards to all emergency service agencies serving the 
corridor. 

• Replace fencing where appropriate as described in Chapter 2, Alternatives.  
• Provide guardrail to separate vehicles from trail users where the trail is immediately adjacent to a 

driveway. 
• To avoid the possibility for personal injury, the trail design includes fencing along steep slopes.  
• Provide signage and enforcement of trail rules and etiquette. 
• Provide signage along the corridor to educate trail users about the limits of public right of way 

and to warn against trespass onto private property. 
• Limit speed for bicyclists per King County’s Trail Use Ordinance 8518, which establishes a 

speed limit of 15 mph for all trails. 
• Notify adjacent property owners of the construction schedule. 

3.12.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No significant unavoidable adverse socioeconomic impacts are anticipated from the construction or 
operation of any of the Burke-Gilman Trail alternatives.   
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Chapter 5  Distribution List 

To foster good lines of communication, enhance interagency coordination, acknowledge that this EIS is a 
public document, and involve the public, agencies, and Tribes in implementing SEPA procedures, the EIS 
is being sent to the entities below. 

Tribes 
Muckleshoot Tribe 

Snoqualmie Tribe 

Tulalip Tribe 

Duwamish Tribe 

State/Regional 
Washington State Department of Ecology, Environmental Review Section 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Northwest Regional Office 

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

Washington State Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development 

Washington State Department of Transportation  

Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

Local  
City of Lake Forest Park, Parks Department 

City of Lake Forest Park, Planning Department 

City of Lake Forest Park, Public Works Department 

City of Lake Forest Park, Mayor’s Office  

City of Lake Forest Park, Parks and Recreation Department 

King County Department of Development and Environmental Services 

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

King County Water and Land Resources 

King County Department of Transportation, Roads Services Division 

Libraries 
Lake Forest Park Library 

Seattle Library, Lake City Branch 

Kenmore Library 
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Citizen’s Advisory Group  
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Dean Peterson 

Stuart Strand 

Gary Elmer 

Mark Withers 

Jeff Weissman 

Kate Comtois 

Jon Skamser 

Sandy Koppenol 

Alison Starling 

Mark Gibbons 

Michelle LeMoine 

Ed Sterner 
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Figure A-1
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-2
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.

FI
LE

 N
A

M
E

: A
-0

2.
ai

C
R

E
AT

E
D

 B
Y:

 J
A

B
 /

 D
AT

E
 L

A
S

T 
U

P
D

AT
E

D
: 0

6/
05

/0
8

The information included on this map has been compiled from a variety 
of sources and is subject to change without notice. King County makes 
no representations or warranties, express or implied, as to accuracy, 
completeness, timeliness, or rights to the use of such information. King 
County shall not be liable to any general, special, indirect, incidental, or 
consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost 
profits resulting from the use or misuse of the information contained on 
this map. Any sale of this map or information on this map is prohibited 
except by written permission of King County.

Plan Sheets
Final EIS

June 2008

Capital Planning and Development Section 
Parks CIP Unit 
Facilities Management Division, DES 
201 South Jackson Street, Room 700 
Seattle, WA 98104



 



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment . 207286

Figure A-3
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-4
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-5
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-6
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-7
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-8
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-9
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-10
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-11
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-12
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-13
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-14
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-15
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-16
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-17
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-18
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Figure A-19
Redevelopment Alternative

SOURCE: MacLeod Reckord, 2008.
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter B-1 – Cascade Bicycle Club 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. The County recognizes that while some trail users are concerned about the safety of 
bollards, the proposed use of bollards is consistent with the more than 175 miles of trail in the 
King County regional trail system.  The County believes that bollards offer trail users protection 
from intruding vehicles and serve to “calm” (slow) and channelize bicycle traffic.  In the 
Redevelopment Alternative, bollards will be used in a consistent, predictable manner at each 
crossing in accordance with AASHTO guidelines, so that trail users will anticipate them at each 
crossing.  Several other elements will ensure their visibility: advance signage warning of each 
crossing, textured warning strips or “alert bars” 30 feet in advance of the bollards, and pavement 
markings to channelize bicyclists to either side of the bollards. The bollards themselves will be 
reflectorized, and will be placed with generous clearance between them. 
 



1

-----Original Message-----
From: Ginger Holser [mailto:holsegh@DFW.WA.GOV]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 7:06 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke-Gillman Trail Redevelopment Draft EIS Comments

Maggie,

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced document and offers the 
following comments at this time.  Other comments may be offered as the project progresses.

Table 1-1, page 1-8, Drainage, Fish and Stream Impacts, Rebuild Alternative, states that no new drainage structures or 
conveyance improvements are planned.

Under either the rebuild or redevelopment alternatives, undersized culverts will need to be brought up to modern 
standards.

Culverts in fish bearing streams will need to meet WDFW's Design of Road Culverets for Fish Passage 2003.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  If you have any questions, please contact me ar 
425-379-2305.

Sincerely,

Ginger Holser
Area Habitat Biologist
16018 Mill Creek Blvd
Mill Creek WA 98012
Office:  425-379-2305
Fax: 425-379-2323

holsegh@dfw.wa.gov
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter G-1 – Washington Fish and Wildlife Department 
 
1. As clarification, new drainage structures, culvert extensions, and a culvert replacement 
are planned under the Redevelopment Alternative, but not under the Rebuild Alternative, as 
described in Table 1-1 of the EIS. No culvert extensions or replacements are proposed in fish 
bearing streams under either alternative. The decisions regarding what type of culverts would be 
used would be finalized during the design and permitting phase of the project taking into account 
any determination from WDFW of suitable fish habitat upstream or downstream of the trail. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
December 18, 2007 
 
Maggie Brown, Parks CIP Supervisor 
King County Facilities Management Division 
201 South Jackson Street, #700 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 
 
Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment 
 

Dear Ms. Brown; 

This letter contains City of Lake Forest Park comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment (DEIS) issued November 1, 2007.  

General Comments 

Pedestrian safety and crossing safety on the Burke-Gilman Trail are critical issues for the City. 
The safety topics were clearly identified as important to the City in our scoping letter (issued on 
3/14/07). The organization of the DEIS document makes it difficult to comment on key safety 
topics because substantive discussion of such topics is split between several sections including 
the Introduction, Alternatives, Land use, Recreation, Transportation and Socioeconomic 
Resources sections. We request that discussion of these topics be consolidated into the 
Transportation section. 

Mitigating measures are listed in each section of Chapter 3, but there is no indication of the 
quantitative effectiveness of the measures, nor is there language that indicates a commitment to 
implement them. Discussion should be provided in each Mitigating Measures section indicating 
which measures will be implemented by King County, which are expected by other agencies and 
what the expected effectiveness of measures will be. 

The DEIS document refers to “guidelines” as “standards” in several places. These references 
should be changed throughout the DEIS, particularly where documents such AASHTO guidelines 
and King County Trail Design guidelines contain the word “guidelines” in the title.   

The balance of the City’s comments are organized to reflect the organization of the DEIS. 

Mayor 
David R. Hutchinson 
 
 
17425 Ballinger Way NE 
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155 
Telephone:  206-368-5440 
FAX:  206-364-6521 
E-mail:  cityhall@ci.lake-forest- 
www.cityoflfp.com 
 

Councilmembers
Don Fiene

Alan S. Kiest
Sandy Koppenol

Roger Olstad
Ed Sterner

Dwight A. Thompson
Donovan Tracy

Mayor 
David R. Hutchinson 
 
 
17425 Ballinger Way NE 
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155 
Telephone:  206-368-5440 
FAX:  206-364-6521 
E-mail:  cityhall@ci.lake-forest-park.wa.us 
www.cityoflfp.com 
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 2 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

Chapter 1 Introduction 

• Section 1.1.2, Introduction, Purpose and Need for the Project, Page 1-5: 

The following EIS scoping comments included in the City’s 3/14/07 letter to the County do not 
appear to be addressed: 

“If complying with current trail design standards and guidelines is a purpose of the 
project, it must be noted that documents such as AASHTO guidelines include repeated 

language indicating that they are guidelines only and that interpretation and application 
should reflect specific site conditions. The EIS must provide discussion/consideration of 
alternative interpretations and applications of standards and guidelines.” 

Since the description of the purpose and need of the project indicates the need to meet minimum 
trail standards, the underlined portion of the above italicized language should be included.  
Furthermore, the King County 2004 Regional Trail Inventory and Implementation Guidelines 
states on page 22, “There are often times circumstances that do not make it possible to adhere to 
such guidelines [AASHTO], and it is because of such problems that these are published as 
guidelines rather that ‘standards’….While every effort should be made to comply with the 
guidelines, there are circumstances that will occur that will force deviation.  In such cases, King 
County will be as close as possible to the recommended guidelines….[Increase liability] can arise 
when design of trail though difficult geographic landscapes, i.e., areas of steep slopes, constrained 
landforms, etc., or as permit conditions that requires the county to alter the design to something 
less than the guidelines suggests…Because the county makes the decision whether to go ahead 
despite the limiting conditions, we assume the liability and not the permitting agencies.”    

Deviations from applicable guidelines are required and proposed for the Burke-Gilman Trail 
Project. The DEIS did not specifically identify the deviations from adopted guidelines that will be 
created by the Redevelopment Alternative. Deviations should be identified along with costs to 
correct them so that appropriate judgments can be made regarding whether measures to correct 
deviations should be part of the project.  An alternative should be discussed that corrects 
deviations along with the reasons for rejecting this alternative. See related comments below on 
deviations in the Transportation section and recommended Appendix B. 

The following EIS scoping comment included in the City’s letter to the County (issued on 
3/14/07) does not appear to be addressed: 

“The County’s project objective appears to be to improve the trail to meet current 

barrier-free accessibility standards, environmental standards, and AASHTO standards 
for shared use path facilities. An objective in County design documents appears to be to 

increase convenience for through bicycle traffic. These objectives need to be clearly 
stated in the project description.” 

The purpose of the project appears to be to increase capacity for bicycles on the Burke-Gilman 
Trail and to reduce conflicts between different types of trail users.  These purposes should be 
stated in the purpose and need statement. 

Comment Letter G-2
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 3 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

• Section 1.3.1, Introduction, Summary of Alternatives, Redevelopment Alternative, Page 
1-6.  

The DEIS should include more complete discussion to substantiate the decision to provide a 3-
foot pedestrian shoulder on only the east side of the trail1. There appear to be some locations 
where a wider pedestrian shoulder on the west side of the trail (wider than the proposed 1-foot 
shoulder) is desirable for safety reasons.  A wider pedestrian shoulder on the west side of the trail 
would accommodate southbound pedestrians and residents who must park on the west side of the 
trail and walk along and cross the trail to access their property. 

See related comments in Alternatives, Land use, Recreation, Transportation and Socioeconomic 
Resources. 

• Section 1.3.2, Introduction, Summary of Alternatives, Rebuild Alternative, Page 1-6.  

The Rebuild Alternative does not appear to be a reasonable alternative as defined in WAC 197-
11-786: “an action that could attain the project objectives but at a lower environmental cost.”  
The alternative does not appear to attain or approximate the proposal’s objectives (improve safety 
and accommodate a range of users in a safe manner).  Section 3.6.3.2, Recreation, Impact, 
Rebuild Alternative, Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues, Page 3.6-8, states that “…[the 
Rebuild Alternative] would potentially result in more trail user conflict…resurfacing the 
pavement and changing traffic controls may encourage bicyclists to travel at higher speeds.  
Higher speeds without a wide enough facility to accommodate different trail users would create 
more potential user conflicts and safety problems than the Redevelopment Alternative.” It 
appears that the Rebuild Alternative would create more potential user conflicts than under 
existing conditions. Since the rebuild alternative does not meet project objectives it should not be 
included in the document. 

Additional alternatives and subsets of the redevelopment alternative should replace the rebuild 
alternative  as reasonable alternatives meeting the proposal’s objectives.  We recommend that the 
following elements be included in the alternative(s): 

1. Widened shoulders on both sides of the trail at key locations where needed to accommodate 
pedestrian safety and/or pedestrian volume. Include discussion as to whether wider shoulders 
in some locations would increase safety. 

2. Reduced speed limit zones on the trail, especially in congested areas, areas with “blind 
crossings” or at peak use times. Include discussion as to whether slower speeds would 
increase safety. 

3. Realignment of the trail at NE 165th Street/Beach Drive NE intersection As indicated in the 
comments on the Transportation section, the proposal does not appear to meet AASHTO 

                                                 
1 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 

18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the use 
will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood. 
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 4 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

guidelines for this type of intersection. An alternative should be discussed that is consistent 
with AASHTO guidelines. 

4. Measures discussed that improve sight distance at intersections include vegetation removal. 
Discussion must also address crossing safety at intersections with steep vertical and or 
skewed horizontal vehicular approaches.  At skewed intersections, vehicles with restricted 
rearward visibility (ie. delivery truck, panel vans) cannot see approaching bicyclists even if 
vegetation is cleared.  Alternatives that address better sight distance at skewed intersections 
should be discussed and included in deviation appendix.  Improvements could include: 

a. Signing 

b. Regrading 

c. Re-aligning intersections to reduce skew angles 

d. Vehicle activated warning lights 

e. Maintenance of vegetation height within sight distance triangles. 

See related comments in Alternatives, Land use, Recreation, Transportation and Socioeconomic 
Resources. 

• Section 1.5.1.1, Introduction, Areas of Controversy, Traffic Operation and Signage, Page 1-7,  

The County is assigning right-of-way to the trail based on MUTCD guidelines which note that in 
most cases, the highest volume of traffic warrants the right-of-way. 

The possible alternatives to this assignment of right-of-way are very limited since alternative 
intersection controls are not considered and site specific conditions are not considered. 
Assignment of right-of-way at intersections should be done with consideration of specific site 
conditions at each intersection.  We recommend that discussion about the assignment of right-of-
way at intersections include consideration of specific site conditions, most notably intersection 
geometrics (ie. steep vertical and acute horizontal vehicular approaches to intersections) which 
limit the visibility for a driver of a vehicle with restricted rearward visibility of approaching trail 
traffic. See related comments in Transportation. 

The following EIS scoping comment was included in the City’s letter to the County does not 
appear to be addressed: 

“The EIS discussion must provide alternative methods for intersection control at trail crossings 

that addresses trail user safety and maintenance of reasonable convenience for pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic crossing the trail…Alternatives should address the dramatic seasonal nature of 

peak use.” 

See related comments in Recreation, Traffic and Socioeconomics. 

• Table 1.1 Page 1-8. The comparative evaluation of the alternatives and the proposed action, 
This Table should ”devote sufficiently detailed to each reasonable alternative to permit a 
comparative evaluation of the alternatives.” (WAC 197-11-440(5)(c)(v)) Criteria noted in the 
Conditional Use Permit ordinance should be included in the comparative evaluation in this 
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 5 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

table and elsewhere in the document to permit comparison of the alternatives in relation to the 
City Conditional Use permit criteria.  

Lake Forest Park Conditional Use Permit Criteria that are applicable and must be used to 
compare alternatives: 

18.54.030(B) – The proposed use is not materially detrimental to other property in the 
neighborhood. 
18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the 
community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated 
with the use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the 
neighborhood. 

Chapter 2: Alternatives  

• Section 2.5 page 2-9 

Additional “reasonable alternatives” should be included and the rebuild alternative should be 
deleted or modified to meet project objectives. See Introduction for more discussion. 

The alternatives sections must address reasonable alternatives per WAC 197-11-440 (5) including 
alternatives that will improve safety and convenience for Lake Forest Park residents crossing the 
trail, and using the trail for local access and recreation. See comments on Section 3.11 
Transportation. 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation 

Section 3.1 Earth 

City scoping comments have been generally addressed. The City will have additional comments 
during the compliance review of project permits. 

Section 3.2 Surface Water Resources 

• Section 3.2.2 – 3.2.3 

The County has summarized a number of existing drainage problems and has generally addressed 
the City’s scoping comments. The City will have additional comments during the compliance 
review of project permits. 

• Section 3.2.5  

This section states that “King County will consider the use of pervious pavement to reduce the 
amount of runoff from the trail.”  The County has been informed that areas where the trial is 
being expanded in the buffer must comply with the following (emphasis on 1. below added): 

LFPMC 16.16.230 Authorized exceptions to work in sensitive areas. 

F. Public and Private Pedestrian Trails. Public and private pedestrian trails, 
except in wetlands or streams, subject to the following: 

1. The trail surface shall be made with pervious materials and meet all other 

requirements including city surface water management standards; 
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 6 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

2. The mitigation may include increase of sensitive area and/or buffer widths 
equal to the width of the trail corridor, including disturbed areas; and 

3.  Trails proposed to be located in landslide or erosion hazard areas shall be constructed in a 
manner that does not increase the risk of landslide or erosion and in accordance with an approved 
geotechnical report. 

If the County intends to propose new surfaces other than pervious pavement within the buffer 
areas of sensitive areas, then compliance with 16.16.260 Public agency and utility exception 
will be required through the City’s hearing examiner.  For each such exception, the County must 
demonstrate that: 

1. There is no other practical alternative to the proposed development with less 
impact on the sensitive areas; 

2. The application of this chapter would unreasonably restrict the ability to 
provide utility services to the public; 

3. The proposal does not pose an unreasonable threat to the public health, safety, 
or welfare on or off the development proposal site; 

4. The proposal attempts to protect and mitigate impacts to the sensitive area 
functions and values consistent with the best available science with the objective 
of no net loss of critical area functions and values; and 

5. The proposal is consistent with other applicable regulations and standards.  

The City will have additional comments related to this issue during review of project permits. 

Section 3.3 Wetlands 

The comments Section 3.2.5 would also relate to this section for any wetlands that are to remain. 
The City will have additional comments related to this issue during review of project permits. 

Section 3.4 Vegetation, Wildlife and Fish 

City scoping comments have been generally addressed.  The City will have additional comments 
related to this issue during review of project permits. 

Section 3.5 Land Use and Shorelines 

• Section 3.5-2 Page 3.5-2 

Lake Forest Park Conditional Use Permit Criteria that are applicable must be included: 

18.54.030(B) – The proposed use is not materially detrimental to other property in the 
neighborhood. 
18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with 
the use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the 
neighborhood. 

• Section 3.5.3.1 Land Use and Shoreline, Redevelopment Alternative, Operation Impacts, 
Page 3.5-3,  
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 7 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

The third line in the third full paragraph of this section states: “the impacts to surrounding land 
uses are not expected to be substantially different than those that currently occur.”  There are 
locations where stairs access the trail and in some cases where lakeside residents must park on 
one side of the trail and walk along and cross the trail to access their homes. The discussion of 
impacts should include: (1) identification of existing stairway and path accesses to the trail2 and 
discussion of how each access will be altered; (2) provide additional discussion regarding the 
sightlines from stairways needed for pedestrians to make a safe exit from a stairway to the trail3 
(these sightlines should be shown on the plans);  (3) address the crossing safety for pedestrians 
and residents that must use a portion of the trail for property access4; and (4) quantify or forecast 
the frequency of gaps in bicycle traffic that would allow safe pedestrian crossing of the trail for 
property access.  Alternative or mitigating measure should be provided as needed. 

Discussions should be quantitative and reference a 20 year growth projection. 

Section 3.6 Recreation 

• Section 3.6.5.2 Recreation, Mitigation Measures, Trail User Conflicts and Safety Issues, 
Page 3.6-9: 

Mitigation discussion should include a range of measures that could be used to enforce bicycle 
speeds at 15 MPH or slower.  King County Code on Trail Use (7.12.295) states, “Travel at speeds 
in excess of 15 miles per hour shall constitute in evidence a prima facie presumption that the 
person violated this section.”  Possible measures could include: 

�� Police on bicycles 

��Radar speed signs 

�� Signing or other measures to encourage bicyclists to slow down/especially at 
congested times and locations. 

This discussion is needed because bicyclists are currently speeding and an impact of the project is 
to increase the incidents of speeding.  Mitigating measures included in the DEIS are not complete 
since they do not address mitigation for this impact.  The Transpo Study indicates 17 mph as the 
85th percentile bicycle speed and the DEIS indicates that re-surfacing and widening of the trail 
will potentially result in higher bicycle speeds.   

                                                 
2 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 

18.54.030(B) – The proposed use is not materially detrimental to other property in the neighborhood. 
3 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 

18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the use 
will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood. 

4 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 

18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the use 
will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood. 
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The EIS discussion is inadequate as it does not discuss alternatives to minimize conflicts between 
different types of users that are based on actual use patterns. Mitigating measures for trail are 
included in the recreation section but there is no discussion of whether they will be part of the 
project or evaluation of whether will effectively mitigate impacts or quantification of their 
effectiveness.  Alternatives to minimize conflicts between users must be discussed. 

The DEIS preferred alternative is a standard design that may be inappropriate for the physical 
conditions and use patterns in Lake Forest Park. The Lake Forest Park section may have an 
unusually high volume of pedestrians as it is used extensively for local travel and recreation. The 
discussion on page 3.6-7 indicates that one and three foot shoulders will be used by pedestrians. 
The one foot width is inadequate for one-way pedestrian travel without impinging on the trail 
surface. The three foot width is in adequate for two-way pedestrian travel without impinging on 
the paved surface. The design does not appear to adequately accommodate the heavy pedestrian 
traffic that occurs in the City of Lake Forest Park.  Alternatives must be discussed that minimize 
conflicts between different types of users. More detailed discussion should be provided on where 
different types of travel occur such as in the Sheridan Beach area and area where the trail is used 
as sole access to property.  

Section 3.7 Aesthetics and Visual Quality 

City scoping comments have been generally addressed.  The City will have additional comments 
related to this issue during review of project permits. 

Section 3.8 Utilities and Public Services 

• Section 3.8.5.1 Page 3.8-3 

The EIS must include clear description of which agency will be responsible for maintenance of 
the trail facilities including but not limited to landscaping, site triangles, natural areas, traffic 
control and information signing, drainage, lighting, trail furniture, and trail surface.  

The City recommends that a memorandum of agreement or understanding be proposed by King 
County to assist the City with planning for public service changes in the area of enforcement, 
maintenance and permitting. The EIS identifies that improvements in the right of way such as 
stairways and driveways are not always subject to correct permitting requirements. The memo 
should indicate what agency will be responsible for permitting new or modified access to the trail 
in the future.     

Section 3.9 Noise 

City scoping comments have been generally addressed. The City will have additional comments 
during the compliance review of project permits. 

Section 3.10 Historical, Cultural and Archeological Resources 

City scoping comments have been generally addressed. The City will have additional comments 
during the compliance review of project permits. 
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Section 3.11 Transportation 

• Section 3.11.2.3 Transportation, Affected Environment, Crossings, Page 3.11-1 – for 
signalized intersections: 

The DEIS discussion should include consideration of a “count down” crossing signal instead of 
the standard flashing “hand” signal.  A “count down” signal would help address the impact of 
increasing the volume of different categories of trail users that travel at different speeds because it 
gives trail users the information they need to judge whether they have enough time to cross an 
intersection. This allows bicyclist to cross the crosswalk in riding mode knowing how much time 
is remaining on the signal. 

• Section 3.11.3.1 Transportation, Redevelopment Alternative, Operation Impacts, Traffic 
Control, Page 3.11-8, Table 3.11-2: 

NE 165th Street/Beach Drive NE Crossing – Discussion must be provided as to why trail 
alignment does not meet applicable guidelines per Figure 22 of the 1999 AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities.  AASHTO guideline on Figure 22 indicates that it is 
preferable to integrate the trail close to the intersection so as to allow motorists and path users 
alike to recognize each other as intersecting traffic.  We recommend that this guideline be 
followed or discussion be provided in the EIS on why this guideline was not followed (Include in 
deviation appendix). 

• Section 3.11.3.1 Transportation, Redevelopment Alternative, Operation Impacts, Sight 
Distance, Page 3.11-7 fourth full paragraph, fourth line. 

Vertical limitations of driveways and roads on steep grades are mentioned. Discussion must be 
provided on the safety impacts to trail users at intersections where a critical safety problem 
currently exists due to intersection geometrics5. Drivers in vehicles with restricted rearward 
vision at several intersections are not currently able to see approaching bicycles in time to avoid a 
collision because of the skew angle of vehicular approach to the intersection with the trail. This 
condition was one reason for the installation of the current stop signs on the trail. Discussion 
should be provided on whether this safety problem may be exacerbated if stop signs on the trail 
are removed and the trail is widened, increasing speeds and volume. Measures to clear vegetation 
included in the project do not address the problem of restricted vision from vehicles created by 
intersection geometrics.  The Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) identified these concerns, as 
indicated in the October 2005 Draft Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Study by the County 
(prepared by Atelier). CAG comments on this issue included: 

Level out stopping area for better vision 

                                                 
5 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 

18.54.030(G) – The proposed use is not in conflict with the health and safety of the community. 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the use 
will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood. 
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With topography good candidate for use of warning lights in lieu of major excavation.  
Could achieve safety without as much environmental impact or expense. 

With close crossing and difficult approaches, possible place to try warning lights. 

Trail users safest to YIELD 

Give oblique angles of approach [to see how intersection geometrics relate to guidelines] 

Discussion must be provided regarding specifically why alternatives mentioned above by the 
CAG were not considered in alternatives, which appear to meet the intent of WAC 197-11-786.  
If alternatives were discarded, the reasons for this should be provided. These comments 
particularly apply to intersections at NE 147th Street and others where it is not possible for the 
driver to see a bicycle from a stopped vehicle with restricted rearward vision (panel van, delivery 
truck, motorhome, etc.) due to the steep vertical and skewed horizontal vehicular approaches to 
intersections.  

Discussion must be provided regarding impacts and mitigation measures should be included to 
address the safety concerns posed to bicyclists due to intersection geometrics to make it safe for 
vehicles and bicyclist to cross intersections. If re-grading/re-alignment at intersections is not 
proposed, other possible measures identified by the CAG should be discussed and deviations 
should be justified (Include in deviation appendix). 

• Section 3.11.3.1 Redevelopment Alternative Traffic Control Page 3.11-8 

Inventory of traffic control measures along the trail in adjacent jurisdictions indicates that yield 
signs on the trail are a typical, commonly applied traffic control measure in nearby jurisdictions 
for crossings similar to those in Lake Forest Park.  

The DEIS discussion of this topic is inadequate. It does not reference specific similar 
intersections. The Hearing Examiner is not given adequate information to determine whether the 
County proposal is consistent with the common practice for similar trails and intersections in 
other jurisdictions. Additional environmental review may be required before the City can 
consider a Conditional Use Permit application. 

• Section 3.11.4.3, Transportation, Mitigation Measures, Driveway/Roadway Crossings, 
Page 3.11-11: 

The following EIS scoping comment included in the City’s letter to the County does not appear to 
be addressed: 

“The EIS must describe and quantify the impacts of higher volume and speed of trail traffic 
on crossing problems during peak trail use.” 

Discussion must be provided on quantification of how vehicle crossing delay will be impacted 
during times of peak trail use6.  Discussion in the DEIS identifies vehicle delays as impacts of the 
projects but discussion does not quantify the impacts and mitigating measures are not identified. 

                                                 
6 Discussion should indicate how the project is consistent with the following City Conditional Use Criteria, 
in LFPMC 18.54.030: 
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Traffic Hazards – Concern has been expressed by Lake Forest Park residents about the safety for 
pedestrians crossing the trail, especially in relation to high speed bicycle traffic.  This particularly 
applies to pedestrians trying to cross the trail during peak use time during the summer.  A related 
concern is for the safety of high speed bicyclists on the trail that may not be able to stop fast 
enough to avoid hitting crossing vehicles. Drivers of larger or lower vehicles in particular may 
not see a fast moving bicyclist in poor visibility conditions (sight line, angle, lighting or weather) 
or may underestimate the bicyclist’s speed. A third concern is that high speed bicyclists can 
negatively affect the experience and safety of slower users of the path such as walkers and 
children.   

An alternative that provides a reduced speed limit (in congested/high danger areas) for bicycles 
must be included in the DEIS and evaluated in the traffic section of the EIS for impact on 
reducing collisions and likelihood/severity of injury.  This is critical at intersections with high 
peak use, especially by children, (such as the 165th Street crossing to Sheridan Beach), minor 
roadway and driveway crossings, and areas of high trail use.  Discussion of reduced speed zones 
to mitigate impacts on crossing pedestrian traffic, other users at congested times and bicycle 
safety must be included in the EIS. 

The following EIS scoping comment included in the City’s letter to the County does not appear to 
be addressed in the DEIS: 

“The EIS must describe measures to mitigate the impacts on access to properties 
adjacent to the trail due to increased volume and speed of trail users, and changes 

proposed to traffic control measures at trail crossings.  Special attention must be given to 
peak time of trail use.” 

Discussion must be provided on how vehicle delay impacts may be mitigated.  Mitigating 
measures need to be identified based on quantification of projected time to cross trail during 
times of peak trail use. 

The “Deviations” from adopted guidelines should be included for identifying, and eventually 
correcting design proposed at skewed intersections and other locations such as NE 165th.  The 
proposed design in these locations does not appear to meet current guidelines.  Deviations from 
guidelines should be identified and justified. An appendix should be provided to: 

a. Identify locations where guidelines are not met; 

b. Justify why guidelines are not met; 

c. Identify the cost of meeting guidelines; and 

d. Indicate appropriate priority and funding for future corrections. 

3.12 Socioeconomic Resources 

• Section 3.12.5.1 Safety and Security Mitigating Measures Page 3.12-5 

                                                                                                                                                 
18.54.030(H) – The proposed use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the use 
will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the neighborhood. 
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Letter to Maggie Brown  Page 12 of 12 
December 18, 2007 

It is clear that, under current trail conditions, bicycle speeds do not meet County Code.  The DEIS 
should identify mitigation measures to decrease the incidents of speeding. For example, measures 
should be discussed to bring at least the 85th percentile speed from 17 MPH to the County Code 
requirement of 15 MPH.  Discussion should include 20-year projection of traffic growth.  

The project description should include the goal to reduce the incidents of speeding through the 
section of trail through Lake Forest Park.7 

Chapter 4 References 

No Comment 

Chapter 5 Distribution List 

No Comment 

Appendix A – Plan Sheets 

No Comment 

Appendix B – Deviations (recommended new appendix) 

This comment is related to previous comments regarding Section 3.11.4.3, Transportation, 
Mitigation Measures, Driveway/Roadway Crossings, Page 3.11-11. 

A new appendix should be provided to: 

1. Identify locations where guideline from AASHTO, MUTCD, and King County 
Regional Trail and Implementation Guidelines 2004 are not met;  

2. Justify why guidelines are not met; 

3. Identify the cost of meeting guidelines; and 

4. Indicate appropriate priority and funding for future corrections. 

We look forward to working with you on completing review of the Burke-
Gilman Trail Redevelopment proposal. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
David Hutchinson, Mayor 
 
Cc:  City Council 
 City Attorney 
 Planning Director 

                                                 
7 Transpo Study (dated 5/16/05), Attachment 1, Speed Count Table (Totals), indicate that approximately 
33% of bicyclists were riding at speeds greater than 15 MPH, in violation of King County Code 7.12.295.  
As indicated in the DEIS, and impact of the project will be to exacerbate this problem. 
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34

35



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter G-2 – City of Lake Forest Park 
 
1. As clarification, public safety risks related to trail user conflicts are included in the 
Recreation section, public safety issues related to automobile/trail user interface at intersections 
are included in the Transportation section, and personal safety and security issues related to 
potential increased crime risk (cited as a concern by some individuals during EIS scoping) are 
included in the Socioeconomic Resources section. Because the resource headings in the EIS 
generally follow the elements of the environment as prescribed by SEPA in WAC 197-11-444, a 
consolidated section on 'Safety' was not provided. However, safety issues are summarized in 
Table 1-1 in the EIS.  
 
2. King County is committed to compliance with all applicable regulations. The purpose of 
an EIS is to provide the public and agency decision-makers with information on the probable 
significant adverse impacts associated with a proposal, reasonable alternatives, and mitigation 
measures that avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Proposed mitigation measures 
ensure that all components of the project comply with all applicable regulations. Compliance with 
regulations is intended to reduce impacts to a level of non-significance. 
  
3. The AASHTO guidelines are commonly referred to as standards because many states and 
jurisdictions, including King County and the Washington State Department of Transportation, 
have based their standards on them, or in some cases have adopted them outright as standards.  
The EIS has been revised to clarify when 'guidelines' or 'standards' are being referred to.  
 
4. The AASHTO guidelines are commonly referred to as standards because many states and 
jurisdictions, including King County and the Washington State Department of Transportation, 
have based their standards on them, or in some cases have adopted them outright as standards.  
The EIS has been revised to clarify when 'guidelines' or 'standards' are being referred to.  
 
5. The "adopted guidelines" are but a select few of those available. There exist a great many 
more trail design guidelines, some of which contradict one another. It should be noted, however, 
that most are guidelines only, not standards. Each is typically prefaced by a statement to the effect 
that they are general guidelines only, and final facility design should reflect specific local site 
conditions, anticipated use, and sound engineering judgment, thereby making the discussion of 
deviations debatable. 
 
The project corridor is severely constrained, with competing/conflicting interests vying for 
limited space. The proposed design is based upon the application of sound engineering judgment 
as called for in the guidelines. In almost every instance of deviation, strict application of the 
guidelines would result in significant adverse impacts (removal of existing fencing/screening, 
vegetation, encroachments, etc.) that are contrary to other important project goals or to policy 
considerations embodied in City code.  
 
6. The trail is being designed to reduce risk and to increase comfort for all users. Additional 
information on the purpose and need for the project is included in Section 1.1.2 and includes the 
need to accommodate an increasing number of trail users and the need to accommodate the range 
of users while addressing safety considerations along the trail. Bicycles and pedestrians conflicts 
can occur on any shared use trail because of the speed differential between cyclists and 
pedestrians. The current trail width, chicanes at crossings, overgrown vegetation and poor sight-
lines make it particularly challenging for cyclists and pedestrians to use the Burke-Gilman Trail 
simultaneously.  The increased trail width will increase the comfort zone for pedestrians and 
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bicycles.  The widened shoulders will provide a walking surface and “refuge” area off of 
bicycles’ travel-way.  A minimum clear zone of three feet from the edge of the trail to vertical 
obstructions, grades sloping gently away from the trail edge, and appropriate trail signage are 
other design elements specifically intended to reduce risk and to increase comfort for 
pedestrians.  Also, the intersection improvements (advance warnings strips or “alert bars,” 
bollards, bollard striping, and contrasting surface through the intersections) are designed to 
increase awareness, slow and channelize trail traffic through the intersections, and thereby reduce 
risk for trail users and motorists at the crossings. 
 
7. Throughout the trail planning and design process, the County has sought to increase 
shoulder widths as much as possible. However, despite the apparent width of the right-of-way, 
additional trail and shoulder width in this corridor is difficult to achieve. Because the actual trail 
bed is quite narrow, increasing the trail and shoulder width requires a combination of cutting into 
the hillside, extending the trail bed horizontally with fill, and retaining that extra width with 
retaining walls.  In many areas it is not feasible to increase the trail or shoulder width without 
major impacts to the surrounding hillsides and property owners.  The Redevelopment Alternative 
provides a widened and separated shoulder segment between NE 165th and the McAleer Creek 
Bridge. 
 
8. Though Page 3.6-8 states that the Rebuild Alternative could potentially have more user 
conflicts and safety issues than the Redevelopment Alternative, the Rebuild Alternative would 
provide a trail with less risk than the No Action Alternative. In doing this, it approximates the 
proposal’s objectives.  This is due to the number of improvements that would occur under the 
Rebuild Alternative (i.e. improved condition of the trail, sight distance improvements, and traffic 
control signage changes). The EIS has been revised to clarify this distinction. 
 
9. King County has retained the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives in the Final EIS. 
The suggested additional alternatives or subsets of alternatives were not carried forward because 
the County determined they are not feasible, are already included in the Redevelopment and 
Rebuild Alternatives, would not meet the project's objectives, or would not provide a lower 
environmental cost. These explanations are addressed below. 
  

1. Refer to response G-2-7 regarding trail shoulders. 
  
2. Sight distance improvements included under both the Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives would eliminate the "blind crossings." Planning studies on the trail have 
found that the average speed of bicyclists sampled was 13.6 mph, below the 15 mph 
maximum specified by King County Code.  Average cyclist speeds on this trail are 
consistent with the other trails in the regional system.  There is no evidence that the poor 
condition of the trail surface currently affects average speeds (a greater concern is the 
potential for “spot” surface failures to cause accidents).  Planned improvements include a 
more consistent surface, but whether increased speeds will result is speculative. With the 
incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle speeds are 
expected to be less erratic and more consistent. The posted speed limit will be consistent 
with the rest of the County’s Regional Trail System. Trail design features meeting or 
exceeding nationally recognized AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the 
Redevelopment Alternative. These measures are intended to reduce potential conflicts 
between trail users.    
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3. The trail at NE 165th Street/Beach Dr NE is being designed to meet AASHTO 
guidelines. The Redevelopment Alternative proposes several measures that will improve 
the sight distances at the NE 165th Street crossing. Specifically, realignment of the 
crossing and replacement and trimming of existing vegetation will enhance visibility 
and reduce risk for both motorists and trail users.  In fact, this crossing has fewer sight 
distance challenges than do other crossings because of the flatter grade.  Review of this 
intersection by transportation engineers (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation 
Engineering Northwest, 2006) resulted in recommending a stop for motorists despite the 
somewhat irregular geometry of the intersection.    
 
4. The Redevelopment Alternative will improve sight distance at intersections with steep 
vertical and or skewed horizontal vehicular approaches by removing fencing, trimming or 
replacing vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal curves, realigning the crossings, and 
adding design elements with traffic calming effects (advance warning strips or “alert 
bars,” bollards and striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  These 
modifications are specifically intended to reduce risk of vehicle-user collisions and to 
increase comfort for trail users and pedestrians.  
  
The County has developed an alternative that adequately addresses safety issues relating 
to sight distance, in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements and guidelines 
and does not believe that development of another alternative is an effective use of public 
funds. 

 
10. MUTCD and AASHTO both advise that intersection geometry, traffic characteristics and 
sight lines be considered in the assignment of right-of-way.  The Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives have taken horizontal alignment as well as visibility into account at every crossing, 
and propose sight-line improvements for motorists and trail users. They also include several 
measures to promote slower speeds, higher awareness, and channelization through the crossings.  
Given the physical circumstances, volume of trail traffic and the implementation of these 
measures, it was determined that the assignment of right-of-way proposed under the 
Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives is correct and consistent with sound engineering 
practice (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006). 
 
11. The primary basis for intersection control, whether under AASHTO or MUTCD, is which 
leg of the intersection has the most traffic. Refer to response G-2-10. It is acknowledged that 
crossing the Burke-Gilman Trail is and would continue to be inconvenient for some adjacent 
residents, particularly during peak usage periods.  Similar crossings are present along other 
sections of the Burke-Gilman Trail and in those places signage has been used to address safety 
considerations in a manner consistent with that proposed in the Redevelopment Alternative.  
  
 
12. Table 1-1 is a summary of the detailed analysis of the alternatives provided in Chapter 3.  
The level of detail is intended to promote a comparative evaluation of the alternatives.  
  
King County is addressing specific criteria in the City of Lake Forest Park Municipal Code 
(LFPMC) 18.54.030 through the permit application and review process with the City of Lake 
Forest Park. The EIS addresses consistency of the alternatives with adopted goals and policies 
found in the City of Lake Forest Park's Comprehensive Plan. The Draft EIS noted that multi-use 
trail facilities may be altered as a conditional use in the City subject to requirements under 
LFPMC 18.54, Conditional Use, and that King County would coordinate with the City as 
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appropriate. This section of the EIS has been updated in the Final EIS to address the City's 
ordinance requirements. 
 
13. Refer to responses G-2-8 and G-2-6. 
 
14. Refer to responses G-2-8 and G-2-9. 
 
15. The County sought to increase shoulder widths as much as possible. However, despite the 
apparent width of the right-of-way, additional trail and shoulder width in this corridor is difficult 
to achieve. Refer to response G-2-7. 
 
16. Many drainage problems in the vicinity of the trail corridor are related to off-site runoff; 
poorly maintained, failing and/or inadequate local drainage systems; and seeps. While 
redeveloping the trail, including the construction of retaining walls, will not significantly 
influence these problems, the Redevelopment Alternative will improve the capacity of the 
trailside ditch to convey water. The Redevelopment Alternative will include regrading and 
clearing of ditches, which will enhance flows and allow for more manageable maintenance.  
 
Due to space limitation, as well as for ease of understanding, the plan sheets included in the final 
EIS are simplified versions of the construction documents, and some design elements, including 
the drainage system, are indicated in a diagrammatic fashion. However, the trail drainage system 
has been engineered to adequately address and improve upon existing storm drainage systems, 
and to meet King County and Ecology surface water requirements and regulation. Detailed plans 
of the drainage system are available for the public to view at King County offices.  
  
Any vegetation removed as part of the reconstruction will be replaced in-kind, with similar native 
or native-like species. 
 
17. King County acknowledges the importance of design elements specifically intended to 
reduce risk and increase comfort for pedestrian access across the trail, particularly for those 
property-owners who do not have vehicular access to their properties. King County expects and 
intends that access pathways and stairways to and from the trail on County right-of-way will be 
reconstructed where necessary, to reduce risk and increase comfort. For the Redevelopment 
Alternative, project consultants/designers have worked directly with property owners in the 
vicinity of the NE 151st Street crossing in particular to reduce risk and increase comfort 
for pedestrians.  The Redevelopment Alternative also proposes additional signage, lighting and 
improved sight-distance to improve “gap” perception, thereby reducing the risk for trail users in 
these areas. 
 
18. King County has adopted speed limits based on currently applicable regulations, trail 
conditions, consistency with King County policies, and other factors. The 15 mph speed limit is 
consistent with the County’s Regional Trail System. King County Code section 7.12.295(A) 
specifies that “no person shall travel on a trail at a speed greater than is reasonable and prudent 
under the circumstances and having regard to the actual and potential hazards then existing.” It 
requires that speed be controlled as necessary to avoid colliding with others who are complying 
with the law and exercising reasonable care. It further states that travel at speeds in excess of 15 
mph constitutes a prima facie presumption that the person violated the code. In King County 
Code section 7.12.295(H) (2), the Model Trail User Code of Conduct specifies that “[e]very user 
shall exercise due care and caution to avoid colliding with any other trail users.”   Trail users who 
choose to exceed the posted speed limit on the trail do so at their own risk as do those who ride in 
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a careless or reckless manner. Under King County Code section 7.12.650 and .670, those who are 
caught exceeding the trail’s speed limit or violating the model code could be fined up to $500, or 
lose their park or recreational facility use privileges, or both. The EIS notes that several trailside 
residents have expressed concern that redevelopment of the trail may encourage some bicyclists 
to travel at higher speeds. Planned improvements include a more consistent surface, but whether 
increased speeds will result is speculative. Planning studies on the Burke-Gilman Trail have 
found that the average speed of bicyclists sampled was 13.6 mph, below the 15 mph maximum 
specified by King County Code (The Transpo Group, 2005). Average cyclist speeds on this trail 
are consistent with the other trails in the regional system.  There is no evidence that the poor 
condition of the trail surface currently affects average speeds (a greater concern is the potential 
for “spot” surface failures to cause accidents).   
  
The overall design of the trail is intended to mitigate current trail use challenges. With the 
incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle speeds are 
expected to be less erratic and more consistent. The posted speed limit is consistent with the 
County’s Regional Trail System. Trail design features meeting or exceeding nationally 
recognized AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the Redevelopment Alternative. 
These measures are intended to reduce risk, improve conditions at crossings, and to increase 
comfort for trail users.    
 
19. The design elements of the redeveloped trail are specifically intended to reduce risk, 
improve conditions at crossings, and to increase comfort for all trail users. As such, measures to 
minimize trail user conflicts are inherent in the design. Refer to response G-2-6 for additional 
information.  
 
20. The trail is being designed to enhance safety and comfort for all users. Bicycle and 
pedestrian conflicts can occur on any shared use trail because of the speed differential between 
cyclists and pedestrians. The current trail width, chicanes at crossings, overgrown vegetation and 
poor sight-lines make it particularly challenging for cyclists and pedestrians to use the Burke-
Gilman Trail simultaneously.  The increased trail width will provide an increased comfort zone 
for pedestrians and cyclists.  The widened shoulders will provide a walking surface and “refuge” 
area off of bicycles’ travel-way.  A minimum clear zone of three feet from the edge of the trail to 
vertical obstructions, grades sloping gently away from the trail edge, and appropriate trail signage 
are other design elements specifically intended to reduce risk and to increase comfort for 
pedestrians.  Refer to responses G-2-6 and G-2-7 for additional information. 
  
21. The King County Parks Division maintains the entire regional trail system pursuant to a 
Parks Maintenance Plan (PMP) detailing the scope of the required tasks and the frequency of 
when these tasks are to be completed.  Safety is one of the factors considered under the 
maintenance plan. Capital improvements beyond the scope of regular maintenance are addressed 
in the King County Parks Division's capital budget. 
 
22. Any changes to the crossings along SR 522/Bothell Way, at NE 170th and Ballinger Way 
NE, are in the jurisdictional purview of WSDOT.  A proposed “count-down” signal at these 
crossings is being evaluated by WSDOT.  WSDOT's preference is for all four “legs” of an 
intersection to have similar treatment, rather than a different type of signal/actuator at only one 
leg, so all crossings at this intersection would need to be upgraded. 
 
23. The trail alignment at NE 165th Street/ Beach Drive NE does meet the referenced 
guidelines. Figure 22 of the AASHTO Bicycle Guide is diagrammatic, is not to scale, and is 
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intended to suggest that trails crossing “tee” intersections such as this should be moved 
closer/adjacent to the parallel roadway. The trail alignment at 165th/Beach is adjacent to the 
parallel road, and in accordance with best engineering practices, the current design configuration 
provides the optimal entering sight distance for vehicles stopped at the intersection (who must 
stop at all approaches and turn through the intersection). Added control is provided by placement 
of a stop bar within 165th Street for vehicles turning onto 165th Street from Beach Drive.  
 
24. The design of all intersection crossings will address problems of restricted vision from 
vehicles through intersection geometrics. The proposed traffic control signage changes and 
widening of the trail (under the Redevelopment Alternative) will occur in conjunction with 
proposed sight distance improvements. In the case of several intersections, including NE 147th 
Street, this would include revising the trail's horizontal curves and realigning the crossings.  
 
25. King County closely considered the Citizen Advisory Group's (CAG) comments and 
viewpoints in the development of the project alternatives. Many, but not all, of the CAGs 
recommendations were incorporated into the design. For some design elements there were clear 
and decisive recommendations from the CAG and for others there were mixed 
responses. Additional information on the Burke-Gilman Trail CAG process can be found at 
http://www.metrokc.gov/facilities/burkegilmantrail/ . 
  
In addition, these suggestions were made by the CAG in the pre-design phase of the project, when 
many different options were being explored.  The use of warning lights, for example, was 
ultimately not considered to be a viable solution.  
  
The Redevelopment Alternative is based on the recommendations of two different traffic 
engineering firms, and the CAG supported the proposed crossing treatments at both the 60 
percent and 90 percent completion design presentations.  Those treatments will improve sight 
distance at NE 147th Street (and other crossings) by removing fencing, trimming or replacing 
vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal curves, realigning the crossings, and adding design 
elements with traffic calming effects (advance warning strips or “alert bars,” bollards and 
striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  These modifications are intended to 
increase visibility, thereby reducing risk for trail users and motorists at crossings.  
 
26. Refer to responses G-2-24 and G-2-25. 
 
27. Refer to response G-2-4. 
 
28. Redesign of the crossings includes several measures (advance warning strips or “alert 
bars,” bollards, pavement markings, contrasting surfacing, signage) to promote increased 
awareness and slow and channelize trail traffic through the crossings.  Greater visibility will 
improve the motorists’ ability to anticipate “gaps” when crossing the trail. These are not 
mitigation measures; rather they represent the use of best engineering practices to reduce risks at 
intersections along the trail.   
  
Redevelopment of the trail is a response to existing conditions, which are not adequate to meet 
the current trail user volume. This is a relatively short (2 mile) segment in a much longer (25+ 
miles) regional trail.  Improvements within this short segment are designed to reduce existing 
risks for current levels of use. Increased bicycling and trail usage is a nation-wide trend, and a 
response to traffic congestion, higher fuel costs and recognition of the benefits of physical 
activity and reduced emissions. 
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It is acknowledged that crossing the Burke-Gilman Trail is and would continue to be inconvenient 
for some vehicles attempting to cross the trail, particularly during peak usage periods.  If trail 
usage trends continue in the future, this inconvenience may increase with increased trail usage.  It 
is not possible to quantify future trail use with accuracy, other than to acknowledge that trail use 
is likely to increase as area-wide population growth occurs, and if the popularity of biking for 
recreation and transportation continues.   
 
29. Refer to responses G-2-9 and G-2-18.  
 
30. Refer to responses G-2-6, G-2-9, and G-2-18. 
 
31. Refer to response G-2-28. It is acknowledged that crossing the Burke-Gilman Trail is and 
would continue to be inconvenient for some adjacent residents, particularly during peak usage 
periods. Similar crossings are present along other sections of the BGT and safety considerations 
have been addressed by appropriate trail signage and other design elements specifically intended 
to reduce risk and to increase comfort for pedestrians, motorists and trail users. 
  
32. Refer to response G-2-28.  
 
33. The project corridor is severely constrained, with competing/conflicting interests vying 
for limited space. The Redevelopment Alternative is based upon the application of sound 
engineering judgment as called for in the AASHTO and MUTCD guidelines. In almost every 
case, strict application of those guidelines would result in significant adverse impacts (removal of 
existing fencing/screening, vegetation, encroachments, etc.) that are contrary to other important 
project goals as well as policy consideration embodied in City code. There are a great many 
guidelines available, so identification of which “deviations” from which “guidelines” are at issue 
would be necessary. The final design for the trail will be evaluated relative to all applicable 
permitting requirements; modifications or "deviations" from adopted guidelines will be evaluated 
during the permit process, to ensure that the trail design is consistent with the intent and purpose 
of these guidelines within the limitations of site conditions.  SEPA does not require a cost-benefit 
analysis, therefore cost implications are not included in the FEIS.  
 
34. It is acknowledged that, as with most multi-use trails and other paved surfaces used for 
vehicular travel, speeding (defined here as riding in excess of posted speed limits) occurs on the 
Burke-Gilman Trail.  This trend could increase with increased trail usage in the future; however, 
it is difficult to project because multiple factors contribute to speeding. 
  
With the incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle speeds 
are expected to be less erratic and more consistent. The posted speed limit will be consistent with 
the rest of the County’s Regional Trail System. Trail design features meeting or exceeding 
nationally recognized AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the Redevelopment 
Alternative. These measures are intended to reduce risk and increase comfort between trail users.  
Refer also to response G-2-18. 
 
35. The “adopted guidelines” are guidelines only, not standards, and are prefaced by a 
statement to the effect that they are general guidelines only, and that final facility design should 
reflect specific local site conditions, anticipated use, and sound engineering judgment. 
The permitting process will include review of the project's consistency with the intent and 
specific provisions of AASHTO, MUTCD and King County guidelines. 
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Comment Letter G-3 – Muckleshoot Tribe 
 
1. Because design detail on necessary culvert improvements has not yet been developed, 
Table 1-1 is a summary table and does not include the requested detailed information. As clarified 
in Section 3.4.2.3, Streams 3, 4, and 5 are minor, non-fish bearing streams, and Bsche’tla Creek is 
completely underground in a culvert through the project area and will not be affected by the 
project. These drainages discharge directly to Lake Washington. SEPA WAC 197-11-404(2) 
states “The level of detail shall be commensurate with the importance of the impacts.” 
Evaluations conducted as part of this EIS were adequate to characterize existing conditions and to 
understand the potential impacts associated with drainage improvements on the existing trail. 
Further details on drainage improvements will be developed and made available to permitting 
agencies during the final design phase of the project.  King County intends for the drainage 
improvements to comply with all applicable local, state and federal regulations. All instream 
work would be conducted in compliance with the conditions specified in the Hydraulic Project 
Approval (HPA). For any streams that are determined by WDFW to contain suitable fish habitat 
upstream and/or downstream of the trail, the culvert extensions and culvert replacements would 
likely be designed and constructed to be fully fish passable. The decisions regarding what type of 
culverts would be used would be finalized during the design and permitting phase of the project.  
  
Ditch maintenance impacts were discussed in the Draft EIS. Any potential water quality issues 
associated with these maintenance needs would be resolved with close coordination with WDFW 
as part of the HPA process.  As described in Section 2.5.1.11, lighting will be provided only at 
trail crossings. Additional text has been added to clarify that no lighting will be provided at Lyon 
or McAleer Creek.  The streams would not receive direct lighting and all lighting at nearby 
intersections will be shielded away from the streams. 
 
2. Section 3.2.2.2 has been updated to include water typing for Streams 3, 4 and 5. Bsche’tla 
Creek is underground in a culvert through the project area and will not be affected by the project. 
Because there are no buffers associated with the creek in the project area, water typing for 
Bsche’tla Creek was not addressed in the EIS.  
 
3. The King County Parks Division maintains the entire regional trail system pursuant to a 
Parks Maintenance Plan (PMP) detailing the scope of the required tasks and the frequency of 
when these tasks are to be completed.  The Parks Division follows the King County Regional 
Road Maintenance Program Guidelines which comply with the King County Stormwater 
Municipal Stormwater permit and follow the 2005 King County Surface Water Design manual 
and the 2005 Washington Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington. Safety is one of the factors considered under the maintenance plan. Capital 
improvements beyond the scope of regular maintenance are addressed in the King County Parks 
Division's capital budget. 
 
Impacts resulting from increased conveyance of water as a result of culvert upgrades and cleaning 
out ditches as part of regular trail maintenance activities may result in minor increases to flow in 
downstream receiving waters as identified in Section 3.2.3. To the east of the trail, these 
drainages, which are largely culverted, flow through private properties and discharge directly to 
Lake Washington. As such, localized scour and erosion in downstream areas would be minimal. 
These activities may result in temporary increases in turbidity and increased bedload of fine 
materials that could adversely affect salmonids in Lake Washington. Maintenance work may 
require permits from the Washington State Department of Ecology, WDFW, and the City of Lake 
Forest Park. This work would not be performed without the required permits. Mitigation for 
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potential impacts associated with this work would be specified under the permit applications. 
Likely mitigation would include timing of maintenance periods to minimize impacts to fish, 
installation of geotextile fabric in ditches with revegetation of disturbed earth, silt fencing, and 
removal of sediment and debris from the site.  The trail is sloped to the east and stormwater 
generated will sheet flow to the east and toward Lake Washington and not west toward the 
ditches; therefore, direct runoff from the trail is not expected to measurably increase stream 
velocities.  
 
Other than Lyon and McAleer Creek, other streams and ditches in the project area do not have 
enough flow to move LWD downstream to areas where they may provide habitat, so tree clearing 
in these areas will not reduce habitat forming processes in streams. LWD removed adjacent to 
salmonid bearing streams as part of maintenance activities will be placed in the stream channel or 
made available for restoration projects in the basin. The removal of trees in the riparian area of 
Lyon or McAleer Creek, if identified, is not likely to include large numbers of trees. Trees 
removed will be replaced in accordance with Lake Forest Park Municipal Code and WDFW 
requirements. In addition, hazard trees removed adjacent to salmonid bearing waters will likely 
be placed in or adjacent to the stream channel downstream of culverts, which will allow for 
maintaining habitat forming processes. The trail crosses relatively small streams more or less 
perpendicularly and very low in the watershed, near their outlets to Lake Washington. As such, 
tree removal along the trail will have little to no effect on stream temperature, because stream 
temperature will be more heavily influenced by streamside conditions and widespread impervious 
surfaces in the upstream watershed.  
 
4. As described in the EIS, there will be no new culverts installed in streams. Culverts will 
be extended to accommodate the widening of the trail and a culvert at Stream 5 may be replaced. 
The amount of fill in wetlands is small: approximately 0.05 acre as a result of fill placement in 
Wetlands 1, 5, 6, and 8. All of these wetlands are Category 3 wetlands, providing low levels of 
wetland functions. Compensatory mitigation for this loss of wetland area will be provided as 
described in Section 3.3.5.2. Refer to responses G-3-1 and G-3-2 for additional information. 
 
5. Due to space limitations, as well as for ease of understanding, the plan sheets included in 
the Draft EIS were simplified versions of the documents submitted for permits to the City of Lake 
Forest Park. Some design elements and features on the plan sheets in the Draft EIS have been 
indicated in the diagrammatic fashion. The wetland areas are indicated on these sheets. One 
wetland, Wetland 4, was shown on Figure A-12 of the Draft EIS, but not properly shaded in or 
labeled and has been corrected in the Final EIS. The permit submittal documents will ultimately 
be used for constructing the proposed improvements, and should therefore be considered the 
definitive source of information. Permit documents will be available from the City for public 
inspection. 
 
6. Information has been provided in the EIS at a level of detail needed to identify any 
potentially significant impacts. Table 3.3-3 identifies the amount of wetland impact and the 
estimated area of compensatory mitigation that would be needed according to replacement ratios 
required by the local jurisdiction and Ecology. Details on mitigation will be developed during 
final design as part of the permit review by the City of Lake Forest Park and the Department of 
Ecology.  Permit documents will be available from the City for public inspection. 
 
7. Vegetation management within trailside wetlands typically includes periodic mowing to 
prevent tree establishment as necessary to maintain sight distances and visibility. These wetlands 
are generally vegetated with low-growing species, so the need for mowing is infrequent and 
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impacts are minor. No forested wetlands would be affected by the project. If mitigation areas are 
established adjacent to the trail, they could also be periodically mowed as part of trail vegetation 
management. 
 
8. The reference is from the King County Small Streams Monitoring website available at 
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wlr/waterres/streamsdata/Lyon.htm. The reference to Salmon Watchers 
has been removed and replaced with the appropriate citation. 
 
9. Streams 3, 4 and 5 are steep hillside drainages and have been observed to be largely 
culverted through private property to the east of the trail before they discharge to Lake 
Washington. Fish access conditions downstream of the trail are unclear from what can be seen 
from the trail right of way, but it is unlikely these streams are used by fish due to historic 
development along the Lake Washington shoreline, culverted conditions, and gradient. A 
statement has been added in Section 3.4.2.3 to clarify why the streams are not used by salmonids. 
It is unknown if existing culverts were previously permitted under the Hydraulic Code; records 
are not available. Existing impacts to streams that resulted from construction and operation of the 
railbed or earlier construction and operation of the trail are not addressed in this EIS because they 
are not potential impacts resulting from the project alternatives. Culverts were provided at the 
stream crossings to facilitate the conveyance of water draining from the hillsides to the east side 
of the railbed. It is acknowledged that impacts may have occurred during the original culvert 
construction.   
 
10. The list of state Priority Species has been updated to include Chinook salmon (candidate), 
sockeye salmon (candidate), and river lamprey (candidate).  
 
11. A statement has been included under section 3.4.3.1 that all mature trees removed within 
200 feet of Lyon or McAleer Creek will be placed in the affected stream to provide habitat or 
made available for other habitat restoration activities in the basin. Section 3.4.3.1 also states that 
all trees removed will be replaced in accordance with criteria in the City of Lake Forest Park 
Municipal Code, which includes maintaining a forested look (trees) and maintaining shading  
 functions after modifications. 
 
12. a.       A statement has been included describing all exposed gravels and spawning areas 
as critical to the continued salmonid productivity in Lyon and McAleer Creeks. King County 
acknowledges that both streams also provide critical rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids prior 
to their outmigrations to Lake Washington and eventually to marine waters where they develop 
into adults. 
 
b.      The EIS discusses the potential for sedimentation impacts to Lyon and McAleer Creeks. 
Additional information has been added that identifies the impacts of sedimentation on salmonid 
spawning activity. Section 3.2.5 identifies mitigation measures that would reduce the potential for 
sedimentation. In addition, the HPA will address mitigation measures to minimize potential for 
sedimentation impacts.  Refer also to response G-3-3 for information on King County Parks 
Division’s Parks Maintenance Plan (PMP).  

 
c.       The EIS has been revised to clarify that Lyon Creek supports Coho salmon, coastal 

cutthroat trout and sockeye salmon. WDFW SalmonScape mapping indicates that sockeye salmon 
are known to spawn throughout much of Lyon Creek, including the project area, while Coho 
salmon migrate through the project area to spawn and rear upstream of the project area (WDFW, 
2008). It can be assumed that both resident and coastal sea-run cutthroat occur throughout the 
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project area during some portions of their life history. McAleer Creek supports Chinook salmon, 
Coho salmon, sockeye salmon and resident/sea-run coastal cutthroat trout. WDFW’s SamonScape 
mapping indicates that the project area contains spawning habitat for Chinook, Coho, and 
sockeye salmon both up and downstream of the project area (WDFW 2008). Resident and sea-run 
coastal cutthroat trout can be assumed to occur in the project area during some portion of their 
life history. 
 

d.      Refer to Response G-3-1. 
 

e.       Given the gradient of the stream upstream of the culvert (the piped section beneath 
the trail), it is fair to assume that fish use does not extend upstream of the current trail alignment. 
WDFW Priority Habitats and Species and SalmonScape do not indicate fish use in any of the 
unnamed streams or Bsche’tla Creek. 
 
13. Page 3.4-9: The existing Lyon Creek Bridge is an 8-foot wide wooden railroad bridge 
and will be replaced with a 60-foot long, 12-foot wide prefabricated steel bridge with a concrete 
deck. The new structure is sufficient to span the channel and not impinge on the floodplain, 
whereas the existing structure and associated abutments do. The replacement bridge and 
supporting abutments will be set back beyond the ordinary high water mark of Lyon Creek 
allowing more access to the floodplain and reduction of scour. As for McAleer Creek, the 
existing bridge over the creek is a twelve foot wide steel span. The McAleer Bridge will not be 
replaced; instead it will be resurfaced, which will not result in any degradation to the stream.  
Refer also to response G-3-3 for information on King County Parks Division’s Parks 
Maintenance Plan (PMP). 
 
14. Table 3.4-3, which is a summary table, acknowledges that approximately 60 trees would 
be removed as a result of trail widening. Additional summary information has been added to the 
mitigation column in the table to better describe the tree replanting that would occur. King 
County intends to emphasize the use of native plants where feasible.  As required under the City 
of Lake Forest Park tree removal ordinance, only native tree species will be used as mitigation for 
tree removal regulated under the ordinance.  
 
15. Page 3.4-11: Refer to response G-3-11. As described in Section 3.4.3.1, trail design 
elements (stabilization, signs, retaining walks, and fencing) and human behavior controls 
(regulations) are in place, or would be put in place as part of this project, and enforced to 
minimize and mitigate these impacts. Because this is an existing trail and no new uses are 
proposed, the Redevelopment or Rebuild Alternative are not expected to cause a major increase 
in trail use impacts to streams. The EIS provides information on proposed mitigation ratios to 
comply with local, state and federal mitigation requirements. Details of enhancement areas 
(including locations) will be developed during final design and permitting. 
            
Impacts to spawning salmonids in Lyon and McAleer Creeks, as a result of potential increased 
human activity, are highly unlikely. However, there is not much definitive research on this topic. 
Increased trail use may have benefits to salmonids by encouraging non-motorized transportation 
and reducing automobile related pollutant loads to streams. In some cases, proximity of a trail to a 
stream has been used to improve public awareness of fisheries issues. In an urbanized drainage 
such as Piper’s Creek, the City of Seattle has placed trail systems adjacent to the lower portion of 
the stream allowing opportunities for close encounters with spawning Chum salmon. This has 
also allowed for public education about salmonid life history and the importance of protecting the 
ecosystems in which they live.  Potential mitigation could include placement of signage educating 
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the public to maintain distance between them and spawning salmon and to stay on trail at stream 
crossings. 
 
16. Detailed information on tree removal and replacement locations has not been developed 
and will be determined during the final design and permitting phase of the project.  All tree 
removal and replacement will be done in accordance with the City of Lake Forest Park's tree 
removal ordinance. Permit documents will be available for public review from the City. 
 
17. Refer to responses G-3-11 and G-3-16. 
 



December 17, 2007 

Maggie Brown 
Parks CIP Supervisor 
Via Email:  fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov 

RE:  Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment EIS 

Dear Ms. Brown:  

We are collectively the owners of the property at 147XX Edgewater Lane NE, 
which is approximately 185’ of waterfront adjacent to the Burke-Gilman Right of Way, 
and due north of the home at 14732 Edgewater Lane NE.  We own the property as the 
“LFP Cove LLC,” and have been in title, as individuals or as this entity, since 1975.  All of 
us are also neighbors to this property and Lake Forest Park residents.  Going back to well 
before the County purchased the right-of-way, our property has been used in its current 
manner:  As a private recreational parcel.  During our ownership we have developed 
the site with a dock, storage shed, and landscaping.  

The majority of us are also trailside property owners, and we have been vocal 
supporters of the County’s efforts to improve and expand the Trail, for the purposes 
noted in your EIS cover letter:  

“The project is needed to address safety and ease of use issues along the Trail.
This need is driven by five factors, including:  1)need to address Trail surface 
irregularities; 2) need to meet minimum Trail standards; 3) need to create 
uniformity along the Trail; 4) need to accommodate an increasing number of 
Trail users; and 5) need to accommodate the range of users in a safe manner.”  

Unfortunately, the plan as shown in the EIS for the Trail alongside our property has 
nothing to do with meeting these primary goals.  It’s not until deep into the report, in 
Section 3.7.2, under “Operation Impacts,” where it is stated that “Views of the lake from 
the Trail would be opened up south of NE 151st Street at the site of an undeveloped lot.”  
And in reviewing the Plan Sheet Figure A-3, it is apparent that this view enhancement 
would have a severe effect on our property, with a proposed relocation of our fence to 
a spot about halfway between its current location and the shoreline.  The site plan also 
notes the new fence would be “post and rail,” but Gina Auld and others at the County 
have told us that is an error and that any new fence would be built in the same style as 
our current fence.   

We strongly object the relocation of our fence.  Here is some of our reasoning: 

1. Security:  Section 3.12.3.1 notes “Occasional incidents of trespass or other 
examples of security issues could occur on properties adjacent to the Trail, 
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but these are not expected to increase from existing conditions.”  With the 
Trail expansion, and installation or expansion of a rest area along our 
frontage, it’s absurd to expect that trespass will not increase.  As it is, the 
largest amount of space for Trail users to rest and congregate along this 
section of the Trail is along our fence. Several times in recent years there have 
been vagrants using the area on the south end of the County’s land, 
between our fence and the Trail, for camping.  When we’re using the 
property, if we fail to LOCK (not just close) our gate, we inevitably have 
people freely walk into our private property.   To move the fence, and create 
more land that is not visible from the Trail (which would be the case if the 
fence were moved down the embankment) would invite more vagrants and 
uninvited visitors onto our property. 

2. Maintenance:  The two benches in this location are already well used, as 
evidenced by the litter which we clean up all year long.  The county’s 
consistent failure to adequately maintain the area that it currently uses is at 
odds with this proposal to increase the maintenance requirements.  There is 
no garbage can, and no way for the County to regularly patrol this area to 
ensure security to us and the Trail users.  There are no streetlights, and there is 
no power available to install lights.  There is no bathroom (which doesn’t stop 
trail users from using this area as one), and no plans to install a bathroom.  This 
is a bad spot for a rest area as it is; to expand it when there is space and a 
plan for a rest area at the NE 147th St. crossing, just 200 yards south (2.1.1.11) 
where there is vehicular access for maintenance and patrolling, and 
streetlights, seems an unwise decision.  

3. Trail Use:  Moving our fence won’t expand the Trail or improve its safety in any 
way.  We are in the middle of long section of straight right of way where there 
are no vehicular crossings (the next crossing is the notorious section of houses 
about 150 yards to the north).  Improving sight lines is NOT an issue here, 
especially in light of the fact that there is already this wide expanse of area 
on our frontage on the east side of the Trail surface.  The sight lines as they 
relate to Trail safety simply cannot be improved.  Furthermore, it is notable 
that our neighbor to the south, Martin Nelson (14732 Edgewater Ln NE), owns 
fee simple title of his land (formerly railroad right of way, and obtained 
through the settlement of a quiet title lawsuit in ’91) to within a few feet of the 
Trail surface.  Absent a taking his property or an agreement with Mr. Nelson to 
move his fence, he has created a barrier along this eastern edge of the Trail 
over which the county has no dominion.  Why widen the right of way by 
moving our fence along our frontage when it is apparent that the Trail 
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cannot be widened easterly to the south of us? 

4. Uniform Treatment:  Nowhere in the EIS did we note where another trailside 
owner was being told that their fence would be moved.  Our direct north 
neighbor is another vacant lot (not “undeveloped” as the EIS characterizes 
our property, but similarly developed with a dock and landscaping), where 
the existing fence which was County built is within a few feet of the Trail 
surface.  There is no plan in the EIS to move that fence, nor is there a plan to 
move fences adjacent to residences along the balance of the right of way.  
There is an undeveloped street end which extends to the Lake at NE 155th

street (Figure A-6), but there is no plan in the EIS to move that fence – which is 
within a few feet of the Trail – or to “open views” there.  Why are we being 
singled out?  Is it because we haven’t been in vocal opposition to the Trail’s 
expansion as some of our neighbors have been?  In the contrary, we have 
been generally supportive of the primary goals of the Trail expansion…except 
as it relates to the relocation of our fence.  

5. Fence:  It’s our fence.  Despite the claim in Section 2.2.1 that “King County 
erected chain link fences along the eastern edges of the right of way,” that 
wasn’t the case along our frontage.  We built the fence, and we have 
continuously maintained it since its installation, including the planting and 
pruning of ivy along most of its extent.  To think that the County would 
unilaterally move our fence without discussion or agreement from us is 
unconscionable.  Without entering into a debate as to where our property 
starts and the County right of way ends, it is clearly not going to accomplish 
the County’s primary and stated goals to move the fence eastward. 

With all of this said, we want to be good neighbors to the County and will cooperate in 
any reasonable manner with this project.  If the enhancement of lake views is truly a 
critical (if tangential) project goal, we will remove fence slats and foliage from the north 
section of our fence in front of where the proposed rest area might be located to help 
accomplish that.  However, we remain strongly opposed to moving the fence; as it (1) 
would increase security issues for us and for Trail users; (2) increase county maintenance 
requirements; (3) wouldn’t further the primary project objectives of expanding and 
improving safety sightlines along the trail; (4) represents inconsistent treatment of our 
property, as opposed to our other waterfront neighbors on both developed and 
undeveloped properties whose fences aren’t impacted by the current project 
proposal; and (5) would remove a fence which we built and have continuously 
maintained since its installation. 

Respectfully submitted by the members of the LFP Cove, LLC: 
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Gordon and Mary Stephenson
14540 Edgewater Lane NE, Lake Forest Park,  WA  98155   

Al Stephenson   
14816 39th Ave NE, Lake Forest Park, WA  98155  

Barbara and Steve Hartley
18832 53rd Ave. NE, Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 

Kristin and Dave Acker       
14828 39th Ave NE, Lake Forest Park, WA  98155 

Herb and Elaine Selipsky
3770 NE 151st St., Lake Forest Park, WA  98155 

Cc:   Gina Auld   gina.auld@kingcounty.gov
 Samuel Jacobs, Attorney-at-Law  jacobs@mswjse.com
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Comment Letter I-1 – Gordon Stephenson 
 
1. Many trail users have requested opportunities for views of Lake Washington, yet there 
are few opportunities to provide such views along this 2-mile section of trail. The County 
recognizes the property owners’ desire to limit public access to the privately-owned shoreline.  
The proposed relocation and replacement of the fence would take place on County right-of-way, 
with the intent to provide a view of the water.   
 
2. King County intends to carefully design rest stops at the locations shown on the EIS 
plans to be visible from the trail and appropriately sited to minimize potential for conflicts with 
private property.  
  
Chapter 3.12 of the Draft EIS discusses crime and safety and security issues associated with the 
Burke-Gilman Trail. Published studies on rail-trails indicate that trail neighbors typically are 
concerned that new trails may result in negative impacts (e.g., concerns regarding increased crime 
and vandalism), but the studies show that these concerns are not borne out in any substantial way, 
although isolated incidents have occurred across the country (City of Seattle, 1987; The 
Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks, 1995; Feeney, 1997; Tracy and Morris, 1998; 
Indiana University, 2001; Greer, 2001).  As noted in Section 3.12.3.1, occasional incidents of 
trespass or private property vandalism could occur on properties adjacent to the trail, but the 
redeveloped trail is not expected to result in an increase in these incidents because no new access 
would be created. King County will continue to work with the City of Lake Forest Park to address 
trail-related law enforcement and public safety issues. King County’s experience with the Burke-
Gilman Trail and other trails in its system is that the risk of increased trespass is likely to be 
counterbalanced by the increased public presence on the trail.   
 
Finally, the King County Code also addresses these issues. In King County Code section 
7.12.295(H)(9), the model trail user code of conduct specifies that “[t]rail users should respect 
private lands adjacent to county trails and should stay on trails to avoid trespassing on or 
interfering with adjacent private property.” Under King County Code sections 7.12.650 and -.670, 
anyone caught violating the code of conduct may be subject to a fine of up to $500, and loss of 
park or recreation facility use privileges.  As with any public venue, crime remains a possibility. 
However, it is not anticipated that the redeveloped trail would attract criminals to the area beyond 
the current levels, nor would it solve existing problems. 
  
The trail has been in place and functioning for more than 30 years, and use patterns are not 
expected to change dramatically as a result of the redevelopment. 
 
3.  The rest stop referred to at NE 151st Street is not a new rest stop, but will be brought up 
to County standards by the addition of such trail amenities as trash receptacles. Trash receptacles 
are emptied on a regular schedule. While problems of littering can occur in any public area, the 
County patrols the trail regularly and is not aware of reoccurring problems with littering in this 
area.  County guidelines advise that such trail amenities be located at regular intervals, 
approximately every ½ mile, or to take advantage of scenic viewpoints or other special landscape 
features.  As described in Section 3.12.3.1 of the EIS, restroom facilities are located at Log Boom 
Park and at Matthews Beach Park. The distance between these facilities is consistent with other 
existing King County trails in the region. 
 
4. In addition to reducing trail risks, the County proposes to add a number of amenities 
along the trail to enhance the trail experience and the convenience of the users.   Features such as 
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trash receptacles and universally-accessible rest-stops (benches) are customary features along all 
trails in the County’s 175 plus miles of trail network. Refer also to responses I-1-1 and I-1-3. 
 
5. All permanent improvements proposed in the Redevelopment Alternative will take place 
within the County’s right-of-way – no widening of the County right-of-way is proposed in this or 
any other area.  The relocation/replacement of the fence would take place on existing County 
right-of-way. 
 
6. The Redevelopment Alternative proposes the relocation and replacement of fences and 
some landscaping in-kind only where proposed improvements impact existing fences and 
landscaping, and where replacement of these elements would not conflict with sightlines.  There 
is no attempt to single out any particular property-owner.    
 
7. The County recognizes that many trail-side property owners have added privacy fencing, 
landscaping and other improvements on the County’s right-of-way at their own expense.   
Replacement of fences and landscaping on County right-of-way as a result of the impacts of 
Redevelopment Alternative will be done in-kind, as reasonable, on a case-by-case basis.  The 
County is under no obligation to provide security for neighboring properties. 



From: John Powers [mailto:powersjq@toast.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 09, 2007 10:59 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: powersjq@toast.net 
Subject: Re: Burke-Gilman Draft EIS, Lake Forest Park OBJECTION TO NOISE IMPACT OF TREE REMOVAL 

Ms. Maggie Brown 
Parks CIP Supervisor, Facilities Management Division
201 South Jackson #700 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Ms Brown: 

            This is an objection to and comment upon the Draft EIS for the Burke-Gilman Trail project 
through the City of lake Forest Park. The removal of 60 trees discussed in § 3.7.2.1 and Table 3.4-3 
would dramatically increase traffic noise in the Brentwood addition to the east of the Trail at 47 th. Ave 
NE and no mitigation is proposed.
            § 3.9.2.1 “Operation Impacts” is wrong in stating there would be no noise impacts from the 
redeveloped Burke-Gilman Trail.”  The 60 trees to be removed include numerous 150’ trees which 
provide substantial noise screening to the east. 
            The promise to mitigate by replanting appropriate naïve vegetation (Table 3.4-3) is impossible, 
inadequate, illusory and belied by prior County action.  It would be impossible to restore the screening 
effect of 150’ specimens.  The promise to replant is illusory in the absence of a substantial performance 
bond guaranteeing long term maintenance and replacement. 
            I have resided here since March, 1982. The neighborhood was tranquil until the removal of 66 
ancient poplars in December, 2002. The removal of 60 more 150’ trees would raise the ambient noise 
level tremendously. 
            In November, 2002, King County represented that the poplars would be replaced by 24 
“appropriate specimens.” The planting was haphazard with immediate mortality.  King County did no 
maintenance or replacement. There are only eleven healthy survivors which have grown to an 
insignificant average height of 15 feet. 
            I ask that the EIS be reopened to consider noise impact to the Brentwood Addition of incidental 
vegetation removal and the provision of effective mitigation.

                                                            Very truly yours, 

                                                            John Q. Powers 
                                          17012 47th Ave NE 
                                           Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
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Comment Letter I-2 – John Powers 
 
1. As described in Section 3.4.5 of the EIS, trees would be replaced with appropriate native 
deciduous and coniferous trees at a 1:1 ratio or greater and monitored for survivability after 
planting, all in accordance with the City of Lake Forest Park’s tree removal ordinance. The 
potential removal and replacement of 60 trees represents a maximum number of trees that may be 
removed to accommodate a widened trail.  Many of the trees that would be affected are non-
native; these trees would be replaced with site-appropriate native species, which would improve 
habitat conditions along the trail.  
 
While trees provide a visual shield and some minor noise reduction, they are not widely accepted 
as an effective noise barrier. To achieve a 5 decibel reduction in noise, for example, requires an 
approximately 100-foot-wide strip of trees with dense undergrowth (FHWA, 2001). Therefore, 
dramatic increases in traffic noise in the Brentwood Addition would not be expected from any 
tree removal along the trail.  
 



        17 December 2007 

Ms. Gina Auld 
King County Facilities Management Division 
King Street Center,201 South Jackson  Street #70 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Comments on the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Auld: 

I have reviewed the DEIS and have found it to be deficient in several respects.

The preferred option, Redevelopment, would widen the trail to over 18 ft, resulting in  the 
creation of a minimum of 46,609 sq feet of impervious surface. Although this alternative 
supposedly “best meets the County’s purpose and need” neither of these are clearly 
defined.  The DEIS states that this Alternative best addresses “2) need to meet uniform 
trail standards”.  The current width, 10 feet, is in fact the minimum trail standard, not the 
proposed 12 ft with wider clear zones.  A stated goal is “3) need to create uniformity” 
Widening this entire section to 12 feet is inconsistent with this stated goal because the 
section of the trail to the south and the east of the redevelopment section would remain  at 
a 10’ width.  The DEIS also suggests a “4) need to accommodate an increasing number of 
trail users”. There are no data presented on trail use trends that justifies the overall 
widening of the trail, with the exception of where the trail intersects with roads or 
driveways.   In particular, why is there a need for a wider trail than exists on the segment 
to the south which occurs in the urban area?  Trails in urban areas are typically wider that 
rural but the portion of the Burke-Gilman trail that is in within Seattle City limits, the 
most urban portion, would remain at 10 feet.  As a regular user of the trail in the proposed 
redevelopment area (both walking and cycle), and because I have also lived next to it for 
the past 5 years, I can provide a qualitative assessment of trail use patterns.  The vast 
majority of the time the trail is unoccupied.  The notable exception are summer weekend 
days, as was noted in the DEIS. However, it is important to note that this represents less 
than 10% of the days the trail is used in the year and even on those days the trail use 
decreases significantly by the evening hours.  The highest documented usage was less 
than 1,500 users/day yet the County is arguing that the trail be redeveloped to the 
“recommended” specifications for 2,000 users/day. The proposal is akin to building a 
freeway, not a trail – this is overkill for the current or future need.

The preferred alternative does not fully address the environmental impacts it would 
create.  The DEIS states that 11,600 square feet or 1.07 acres of additional impervious 
surface would be created (Page 3.2.8).  1.07 acres is equal to 46,609 square feet. Which 
ever estimate is correct, either represents a significant increase in impervious area – going 
from 10’ to 12‘ represents a 20% increase in impervious space.  In addition, this does not 
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include the impervious area that would be created by the proposed retaining wall.  The 
proposed increase in impervious surfaces equates to a loss of vegetation of the same 
amount.  Such a loss of vegetation is significant and is contrary to Low Impact 
Development that the County supports.  The trail is a linear park and this proportion of 
impervious surface is inconsistent with the Park Dept. goals.  The loss of this significant 
amount of vegetation directly contradicts a primary quality that Lake Forest Park 
residents value.  In particular, as noted in Section 3.4.3, City Code requires that a forested 
look, value, and function must be maintained after redevelopment.  There is no way that 
the preferred alternative, with the  huge area of  additional impervious  area and retaining 
walls will be able to meet any of these three requirements.   Specifically Diagrams 2-3 
through 2-10 do not should how any of these three factors would be accomplished. Most 
seriously, this preferred plan represents a significant loss of wildlife habitat.  The DEIS 
fails mention several species of wildlife, noting only the more common, and in particular 
none of the cryptic species.  In particular, no mention is made of several bird species, 
including hummingbirds, flickers, owls, hawks, bald eagles, which I have documented in 
the proposed redevelopment area.  In addition, no mention is made of amphibians that I 
have seen – frogs and salamanders, nor several mammals; river otters, muskrats, 
chipmunks, beaver, and mountain beaver.  

The County has lost sight of one of the major values of the trail – its natural setting.  The 
preferred alternative would have a significant adverse impact on the natural aesthetics of 
the trail by significantly reducing the current amount of vegetation.  Figure 3.7.1 is 
misleading because it shows only the most minimal aesthetic change.  The County needs 
to provide views of the areas where the retaining wall will be installed, using actual 
dimensions relative to adjacent properties and roads.  The County does not address the 
benefit of removing non-native vegetation and replacing this with native vegetation in the 
rebuild alternative.

The DEIS is also deficient in that the there is no to-scale schematic for bank stabilization 
below the retaining wall.  Although Figure 2-3B shows a section of slope below the 
retaining wall, in actuality, in many areas the bank may not exist and the retaining wall 
will need to be much larger than the diagram and may encroach on properties or roads.  
This schematic is a misrepresentation and will significantly increase impervious surface.  
More importantly however, is that there is no schematic on how drainage will be handled 
at the toe of the slope below the retaining wall.  The county needs to appropriately 
mitigate existing drainage problems regardless of the alternative they pursue.  There is no 
information how this will be dealt with.   It is implied that the up-hill modifications to the 
drainage will rectify drainage issues on down-hill side of the trail.  This is inadequate 
because Figure 2-3 is too simplistic of the actual on-site situation.  The Burke-Gilman 
trail sits on abandoned railroad bed.  The rail bed was constructed of shot rock to provide 
structural stability to support heavy loads associated with trains as well as to provide 
drainage under the rail bed.  Consequently, the only way the County will be able to meet 
its responsibility to provide proper drainage will be through the construction of a down 
slope drainage system.    
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The root of the problem driving the perceived need for this redevelopment option is bad 
behavior by a small number of trail users – high speed bicyclists.  Consequently, it is 
inappropriate to destroy a significant amount of wildlife habitat and natural surroundings 
to meet the needs of a small irresponsible group of users. Furthermore, it is uneconomical 
to spend the likely vast sums of funding needed for the preferred alternative to meet this 
small group’s perceived needs.  I was dumbfounded that at the public hearing on 13 
November, 2007 not one of the officials in attendance could answer my question on the 
respective costs of the various alternatives. Despite an assurance by Terry Reckford that 
he would provide these costs would be sent to me, my email to him has gone 
unanswered..  I did find an estimate of approximately $400,000 per mile of trail on a 
Rail-Trail website.  Clearly, it would be far more cost effective to modify bicyclist 
behavior and rebuild the existing trail and restore the adjacent trail vegetation with native 
plants than to destroy the habitat and natural aesthetics that the trail currently has to offer. 

     Sincerely, 

   

     M. Bradley Hanson, Ph.D. 
     Wildlife Biologist 
     14508 Edgewater Ln NE 
     Lake Forest Park, WA 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-3 – Brad Hanson 
 
1. King County owns and operates the segment of the Burke-Gilman Trail north/east of the 
Seattle City limits at NE 145th Street.  The Seattle and King County segments of trail were both 
built many years ago, and since that time, trail use has grown beyond expectations at the time, 
both in volume and in the variety of modes. In response to current trail volumes, as well as the 
current mix of bicyclists and pedestrians, King County is upgrading the Burke-Gilman Trail, as 
well as other segments of its trail network, to improve trail conditions for all users. The proposed 
width is intended not just to accommodate the additional volume of users, but to provide more of 
a buffer between users traveling at different speeds, such as bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 Conversations with City of Seattle Transportation staff have confirmed that Seattle also plans to 
widen and upgrade its segment of the trail in the near future.  In addition, the County also intends 
to propose a separate project to widen the trail through Log Boom Park. 
 
2. While the project will increase the amount of impervious surface, the increase is 
relatively small and spread out across an approximately 2-mile long corridor. Runoff from these 
additional surfaces would largely disperse in vegetated areas that will remain within the County 
right of way consistent with the 2005 King County Surface Water Design Manual. As noted in 
the EIS, the trail is not a pollutant-generating impervious surface; therefore, no new water quality 
concerns would be created. Trail widening under the Redevelopment Alternative would not result 
in a significant loss of vegetation. Impacts would occur mainly to non-native ornamental species. 
Replanting would occur as described in Chapter 2 of the EIS using native vegetation. Trees would 
be replaced with appropriate native trees at a 1:1 ratio or greater, in accordance with the City of 
Lake Forest Park's tree removal ordinance. 
 
3. Your comment is acknowledged. Additional information on wildlife in the project area 
has been added to Section 3.4 of the Final EIS.  
 
4. The County has determined the Redevelopment Alternative will not have a significant 
adverse impact on the natural aesthetics of the trail. The EIS acknowledges that the presence of 
new structures (i.e. retaining walls) would alter the appearance of the trail corridor, but these 
impacts would likely be perceived as minor to most trail users and nearby residents. As described 
in Section 3.7.4, retaining wall materials will be selected based on their site-appropriateness. 
Final selection of wall type would be made during detailed design and permitting. As a result, 
a graphic simulation of the trail with a retaining wall was not included in the EIS.  
  
Section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS has been revised to include a discussion of plantings that would 
occur under the Rebuild Alternative in sightline distances. These plantings would be primarily 
native species replacing non-native species and would be similar to what would occur under the 
Redevelopment Alternative. 
 
5. Figure 2-3B is meant to be diagrammatic and is intended to convey a typical condition. 
Naturally, there are variations along the trail that will require on-site modifications, and 
provisions will be made to ensure that the contractor will adapt to site-specific conditions. The 
entire storm drainage system has been engineered to meet King County and Washington State 
Department of Ecology storm water regulations. 
 
6. Many existing drainage problems in the vicinity of the trail corridor are related to off-site 
runoff; poorly maintained, failing and/or inadequate local drainage systems; and natural seeps. 
While redeveloping the trail, including constructing retaining walls, will not significantly 
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influence these problems, the Redevelopment Alternative will improve the capacity of the 
trailside ditch to convey water. In addition, the Redevelopment Alternative calls for permeable 
retaining walls to be built to facilitate water flow. Refer to response I-3-5. 
 
7. Redevelopment of the trail is a response to existing conditions, which are not adequate to 
meet the current trail user volume. Refer to response G-2-28 for additional information. 
 
King County intends to revegetate areas disturbed during construction and replace vegetation in 
intersection sight distances with appropriate native species. In addition, mitigation will be 
provided in accordance with local sensitive areas requirements and tree ordinance requirements as 
described in the EIS. Estimated construction costs for the County's preferred alternative is $3.9 
million dollars. 
 



December 17, 2007 

Gina Auld       fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov
Facilities Management Division 
King Street Center 
201 South Jackson Street, #700 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Ms. Auld: 

Please include these comments with the record for the draft EIS for the proposed Burke-Gilman 
Trail renovation project.  I am aware that a number of responses have been forwarded to you from 
both users and neighbors of the trail regarding general concerns and desires for this project, but 
this response is specifically related to the issue of maintenance requirements of the trail, in either 
it’s present configuration or in any of the proposed alternative designs. 

While the issue of maintenance applies to the full length of the trail and adjoining areas, in 
particular this letter is addressing the issues related to drainage – or lack thereof – at the 
Edgewater Lane area primarily from NE 147th St. south to NE 145th.

There have been numerous contacts with King County Parks over the years regarding the 
drainage of water that comes off of the upland side of the trail and off of the trail itself, and a 
response was always quick and efficient.  Until a few years ago, the Parks staff regularly 
performed maintenance of the open drainage ditch that runs along the west side of the trail and 
the two drains to the lake at the north end of the properties located at 14562 and 14540.  Parks 
also either performed directly or arranged for the occasional filling of pot holes that developed on 
the road surface.  Budget cuts and other revisions at the County have made these activities 
essentially non-existent, with neighbors filling in roadway holes with gravel or asphalt.  However, 
it is primarily the water collecting to the west side of the trail and seeping under the trail along 
with water coming off of the trail to the east that makes its way onto and under the roadway 
surface that is the problem, undermining the roadway and draining off into the driveways of 
adjoining parcels.  Previous maintenance of the ditches/drains at both sides of the trail had kept 
these problems to a manageable level, but there is now continuous runoff and undermining of the 
roadway, with standing water in the west drainage ditch sometimes even during summer months.   

In the draft EIS on page 2-12 it states The new trail surface would generally be sloped slightly to 
the east, to sheet flow storm drainage towards the Lake.  If there is to be a direction of surface 
flows away from the existing drain system to the west, then it is all the more imperative that an 
adequate system of drains be designed and installed to capture those adjacent to the trail, directing 
them to tight lines to the lake, and preventing the undermining of the road surfaces and overflows 
onto adjoining property as discussed above.  Recent torrential rain storms, which seem to be 
coming with ever more frequency, can also serve to saturate the hillsides adjacent to the trail, and 
adequate drainage at the foot of these areas would also seem paramount in the efforts to prevent 
slides on to the trail and/or its users.  This issue should be addressed more fully, and in any case, 
it is imperative that a well engineered drainage system - AND an accompanying plan for what 
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maintenance will be required - be a part of the planning and final EIS, both to protect our 
investment in the new trail and the adjoining streets and properties. 

At the public hearing on November 13, a representative of the County’s engineering firm was 
quoted as saying “I sincerely believe there is a commitment on the part of the county in operating 
and maintaining the trail system”.  While that is simply his statement, it is imperative that the 
County state that officially and directly, and include in the final EIS a detailed plan for the design 
of the drainage system and an associated maintenance plan for that design, along with a specific 
commitment to funding that maintenance. 

While funding may be obtained for design, permitting, and ultimately the construction of the trail 
renovation, there must also be an understanding of the costs for maintenance and an acceptance of 
the responsibility for those costs going forward as part of the general obligation and services 
provided by the County.  There are significant property taxes paid by the many neighbors and 
thousands of users of the Burke Gilman, and maintenance of the parks and trails are certainly a 
part of what those taxes pay for.  Past situations where the County has explicitly stated “we are 
closing parks because we don’t have adequate funding to maintain them” cannot be allowed to 
occur again once this project is completed. 

Thank you for efforts on this Trail improvement project, and we look forward to a full and 
complete design and funding program for our Burke Gilman Trail. 

Tim & Jan Walsh   Joanne & Michael Montague     Frank & Teresa 
Michiels
14554 Edgewater Lane N.E.  14562 Edgewater Lane N.E.     14548 Edgewater 
Lane N.E. 
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155  Lake Forest Park, WA  98155     Lake Forest Park, 
WA  98155 

cc:  The Honorable Bob Ferguson, King County Councilmember 
       The Honorable David R. Hutchinson, Mayor of Lake Forest Park 
       Honorable Members of the Lake Forest Park City Council 

Gina.auld@kingcounty.gov
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Comment Letter I-4 – Tim and Jan Walsh; Joanne and Michael Montague; Frank and Teresa 
 
1. Refer to response G-2-16. 
 
2. The trail drainage system has been engineered to adequately address and improve upon 
existing storm drainage systems, and to meet King County and Ecology surface water 
requirements/regulations. Refer to response I-98-2 for additional information. 
 
3. Due to space limitations, as well as for ease of understanding, the plan sheets included in 
the Final EIS are simplified versions of the construction documents, and some design elements, 
including the drainage system are indicated in a diagrammatic fashion. However, the trail 
drainage system has been engineered to adequately address and improve upon existing storm 
drainage systems, and to meet King County and Ecology surface water requirements and 
regulations. Detailed plans of the drainage system are available for the public to view at King 
County offices.  
 
4. The King County Parks Division maintains the entire regional trail system which includes 
a Parks Maintenance Plan detailing the scope of the required tasks and the frequency of when 
these tasks are to be completed. Safety is among the factors considered in the maintenance plan. 
Capital improvements beyond the scope of regular maintenance are addressed in the King County 
Parks Division's capital budget.  



William E. Moritz, Ph. D. 
Human Powered Transportation 

16901 – 105th Ave NE 
Bothell WA 98011-4033 

425-488-8270

December 18, 2007 

Gina Auld,
King County Facilities Management Division 
210 South Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Seattle WA 98104 

Dear Ms. Auld,  Ref: Burke-Gilman Redevelopment Project DEIS Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the referenced document dated November, 2007.  
I have organized these comments roughly in the order importance but provide links to the 
appropriate sections of the DEIS.  In addition to the DEIS, I have also reviewed the ‘90% Plan 
Set’ and the Layout Plan sheets L1.0 to L1.15 from the ‘Permit Set’ dated October 5, 2007, that 
have additional detail on some aspects of the project that is the subject of this DEIS.

1. 2.5.4 – Preferred Alternative:  I fully support the Redevelopment Alternative.  It 
is the only one that will bring the trail up to current standards and provide the necessary 
facilities to safely meet the needs of current and projected traffic.

2. 2.5.1.9 (and 3.6.3.1 and 3.11.3.1) – Bollards:  The DEIS attempts to cast doubt 
that bollards represent real and serious hazards to trail users in spite of abundant evidence to 
the contrary.  For example, in 3.6.3.1 and 3.11.3.1 it refers repeatedly to a ‘potential hazard’ 
[emphasis added] associated with placing 16 – 30” high, rigid, 4”x4” steel posts in the middle 
of the trail at the entrance to 8 of the 9 crossings along ~one mile of this trail.  Unfortunately, 
there is nothing ‘potential’ about the risk to life and limb that bollards present to every trail 
user – every time they encounter one. 

My May 25, 2006, letter to your Department laid out the serious hazards associated with 
bollards.  Trail surveys conducted in cooperation with the County in 1995 and 2000 (and 
referenced in the DEIS) document that running into fixed objects (e.g. bollards) is the 2nd most 
frequently reported crash type.  Indeed, looking at just the County’s section of the B-G and 
Sammamish River Trails, it was the leading crash type in 2000.  In November, 2005, an 
experienced cyclist died from injuries sustained when he struck the same type of bollard you 
are proposing on Pierce County’s Foothills Trail (see Attachment).  In June, 2006, a young 
woman struck a bollard on the I-90 trail in Mercer Island and sustained a spinal fracture that 
left her a quadriplegic. (The City of Mercer Island has been named in a recently filed damage 
suit.)  I have heard from many cyclists who have been injured by bollards on these trails. 
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What justification does the DEIS offer in support of placing these hazards in the middle of the 
trail?  Secs 3.6.3.1 and 3.11.3.1 refer to preventing motor vehicle access to the trail but present 
no evidence that this is indeed a problem – other than a vague statement that they would ‘keep
motorized vehicles from entering the trail for the safety of trail users.’  My May 2006 letter 
included this observation:  “Following the last work by WSDOT on SR 522 at NE 170th and 
Ballinger Way [at least 5 or maybe 10 years ago], the earlier bollards were not replaced.  I am 
not aware that motor vehicles on the trail have been a problem since that change was made.”  I 
still haven’t seen any cars on these (or any other) parts of the trail. 

The DEIS implies (again – 3.6.3.1 and 3.11.3.1) that bollards are required by AASHTO.  That 
is simply not true.  The 1999 Guide (page 57) states: “Shared use paths MAY need some form 
of physical barrier at highway intersections to prevent unauthorized motor vehicles from using 
the facilities.” (Emphasis added.)  What evidence does the County have that, particularly on 
this section of the trail, unauthorized motor vehicles drive, or would drive, on the trail?  (The 
fact that a few cars drove on this trail during the record-breaking storms of late 2006 can not 
possibly justify intentionally installing such a known and documented safety hazard.)   

Given that many people now carry camera-equipped mobile phones, one would expect that if 
trail users encountered unauthorized motor vehicles on the trail that such incursions would be 
fully documented (including date, time, location, vehicle make, model and color along with the 
license number and possibly even a picture of the driver).  Such information should assist law 
enforcement in putting a stop to any such illegal use of the trail. 

My suggestions: Do not install any bollards at this time but ensure the design can 
accommodate them.  Place NO MOTOR VEHICLES signs (R5-3) at each entrance. If, in the 
future, unauthorized motor vehicles become an actual problem, then install bollards but only to 
the extent necessary to control those real violations – not a hypothetical problem.   

(Note that all bollards, including those at the trail edge, should be painted white and 
reflectorized to enhance visibility.) 

3. 2.5.1.5, 3.7.1.1, 3.7.2.3 and 3.7.2.1 – Fencing:  Table 2-1 (Scoping) under 
Scenic Resources lists these two issues regarding fencing along the trail: 

Discuss how fencing and hedging between the trail and the adjacent roadway, both of 
which are public rights-of-way, obstructs views of Lake Washington. 

Discuss ways to open up views of Lake Washington for the enjoyment of trail users. 

Sec 3.7.1.3 acknowledges that existing vegetation and fences limit views of the lake from the 
trail while 3.7.2.1 states that the County will “attempt to provide other views of the Lake from 
the trail.”  The only positive change in this regard (and it is most welcome) is around STA 12 
where an existing, slatted, chain link fence facing 2 benches will be replaced with a split rail 
fence moved down-slope. 

Sec 2.5.1.5 states that existing fencing will be maintained except where necessary to open sight 
triangles.  Yet, nowhere is there a reason for this given nor a direct response to the two issues 
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3
raised at Scoping, especially regarding fencing between the trail and immediately adjacent 
public streets.

The Permit Set of drawings (October 5, 2007) shows over 3800 lineal feet of fencing 
separating the trail from an immediately adjacent street (usually Beach Dr. NE).   About 2800 
feet of this will be new, replacement fencing.  In no case is the fencing shown at the edge of 
the public ROW.  It appears that none of the fencing between the trail and the adjacent road 
will be removed.  What justification can there be for spending precious public funds to fence a 
public trail from a public street (or vice-versa)? 

Indeed, the County’s Fencing Guidelines for the East Lake Sammamish Trail (4/22/2003) are 
clear on several points.  I.A. – No fence between the trail and an (adjacent) access road.  I.B. – 
Fencing will be placed at the perimeter of the parkland.  II.C. – All privately placed fencing 
will be at the perimeter (ROW?) of the parkland.  Why are these guidelines not being followed 
during the redevelopment of the Burke-Gilman Trail? 

Sec 2.5.1.5 ends by stating: All fencing would be located no closer than 1 foot from the outside 
edge of the widened trail shoulder, maintaining a 1-foot “clear zone.”  But as noted in 6 
above, AASHTO calls for a minimum 3 foot clear zone on both sides of the trail.  No less 
should be provided as part of the redevelopment. 

Finally, the problem and what would result if the unnecessary fencing is removed is beautifully 
illustrated in Figure 3.7-1.  Let’s be aggressive in removing as much fencing as possible!   

4. 1.5.1.1 – Traffic Operation and Signing:  As pointed out in this section, the 
existing STOP signs for trail traffic at minor streets and private driveways were placed there 
without any engineering study or justification but rather at the behest of a politician.  These 
signs do not comply with any accepted standards for the placement of traffic control devices.  
Indeed, as also pointed out in the DEIS, this results in overwhelming non-compliance by 
cyclists.  Given existing traffic on the trail and at each crossing, the trail should be given 
priority.  While a strong argument can be made that STOP signs should indeed be placed on 
each minor street and private driveway crossing, the plan to use YIELD signs instead is 
acceptable along with the 20 MPH site triangles. 

The Huitt-Zollars report mentioned in this section was prepared at the request of the Lake 
Forest Park City Council and has been thoroughly discredited as part of the CAG process.  It is 
simply not based on accepted engineering practice and speculates about possible future 
changes to existing guidelines and standards.  The County is absolutely correct in using 
existing standards which are based on sound traffic engineering principles.

5. 2.5.1.7 – Traffic controls and signage:  I support the majority of the signage 
proposed in DEIS Figures 2-4 through 2-11 and believe that it generally conforms to the 
MUTCD and other standards.  I do have a couple of concerns/suggestions: 
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A. It might be helpful to add a trail warning sign (Seattle uses one showing a bike and ped 

within a crosswalk) at each crossing so that motorists are alerted to the likelihood of 
encountering bikes at the crossing. 

B. There is no W2-1 warning sign/200 ft on the south approach to NE 151st. (Fig. 2-5) 
C. At NE 165th (Fig. 2-9) there are no STOP bars shown on the 3 approaches. No STOP 

sign is shown northbound on Beach Dr.   
D. At NE 165th Figure 2-9 shows FOUR signs (W2-1, R15-8, R9-6, and W11A-2) that 

will, apparently, be mounted to a single post!  Not shown is a STOP sign that 
apparently will be added to this assemblage (phone conversation with Acting Parks 
Director Koney, December 6th).  That would make FIVE!!  I suspect that would be 
viewed as violative of at least one or more of the 5 basic requirements for TCDs as laid 
out in the MUTCD (pg 1A-1, 2003 edition). 

E. At NE 170th & Ballinger Way NE (Figs. 2-10 & 2-11) show (BIKES) USE PED 
SIGNAL.  Perhaps a clearer sign might be (BIKES) OBEY PED SIGNAL.

In D. above an additional STOP sign at NE 165th is mentioned.  This is not what the Transpo 
Report recommended.  No where in any of these documents have I seen vehicle (or pedestrian) 
counts on NE 165th in the vicinity of the trail.  (Section 3.11.2.6 uses standard estimates for trip 
generation rather than presenting any actual traffic counts.  Surely someone must have actual 
counts on at least NE 165th.)  It would seem that before a decision is made to place this STOP 
sign, an engineering justification should be provided.

One more comment about the recommended signage at NE 165th:  The purported reason for all 
of these extra signs, particularly the STOP sign, is seasonal foot traffic, especially children, 
to/from the Sheridan Beach Club and Pool.  While some folks do indeed walk to the pool, even 
the causal observer will notice that many of the children are delivered/pick-up at the pool by 
(often large) motor vehicles.  One has to wonder whether pedestrian traffic on the crossing 
sidewalk during the summer justifies violating sound engineering principles for the other 9 
months of the year.

Finally, given the close proximity of several fences to the east edge of the trail, how will the 
AASHTO minimum 3 foot clearance from the edge of the trail pavement to the inside edge of 
all signs be provided (not to mention not creating a hazard to pedestrians using the gravel 
path)?  

6. 2.2.2 – Encroachments:  As noted, many adjacent property owners have 
encroached on the public right-of-way along this section of the trail.  It is simply unacceptable 
that public land be fenced off from the public and used for the exclusive enjoyment of these 
property owners.  The preferred alternative should be to reclaim all of the public land, make it 
available to the public and use it for a public park through which the public trail runs.  Opening 
up the ROW would make the redevelopment of the trail much easier.  In addition, fully 
utilizing the 50-100 foot ROW would permit adding a separate pedestrian tread separated from 
the paved trail in many places (as is proposed for a short section north of NE 165th).
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7. 2.5.1.1 – Trail Widening:  The recommended 12 feet of paved surface is the 
minimum that should be used in this section of the trail.  Current traffic volumes and user 
conflicts could easily justify even a 14 foot wide paved surface (in the absence of a separate 
ped path as mentioned in 4 above).  There is sufficient public ROW to accommodate wider 
pavement. 

While the DEIS implies that the proposed cross-section is based on the County’s Regional 
Trails Guidelines and AASHTO, this is not true with respect to the 1 foot shoulder proposed on 
the west side.  Page 24 of the County Guidelines states that there should be a 2 foot crushed 
rock shoulder on each side of the paved surface.  AASHTO (page 36) states that a 3 foot area 
adjacent to the trail is desirable to provide clearance AND further suggests that an even wider 
shoulder be provided when adjacent to (drainage) ditches – the case here along many segments 
of the trail.  While the 3 foot gravel shoulder on the east side is welcome, I see no reason to 
compromise the safety of trail users by not providing at least an equal width on the west side.
Given a 50 or 100 foot ROW, what justification can there be for not providing an adequate 
shoulder on each side of the trail? 

8. DESIGN AT INTERSECTIONS 

Several questions arise regarding the designs for sidewalks and crosswalks at the following 
intersections: 

A. NE 165th / Beach Dr. NE – Why do the wheelchair ramps come out at 45 degrees rather 
than lining up with the E-W crosswalks across Beach Dr.? 

B. NE 170th – Why is there no ramp to the north crosswalk across SR 522?  There is one 
leading to the south crosswalk. 

C. Ballinger – No dimension shown for the width of the north ramp?  The south ramp is 
shown at 15 feet and hopefully the north one will be as wide. 

D. NE 170th & Ballinger – Where will the ped buttons be located?  A set of buttons should 
be placed conveniently (to the right of the travel path) for bicyclists using the trail.   

E. What scheme (transverse, longitudinal, or diagonal) will be used to mark each 
crosswalk across the intersecting street or private driveway?  I would suggest that the 
longitudinal design (2 lines parallel to the trail centerline) would be present the least 
slipping hazard to bicyclists, particularly when wet. 

9. 3.11.2.2 and .3 – Roadways and Crossings: Nowhere in the DEIS is there a 
clear delineation of where the street ROW’s for the roads that approach the trail actually end.
For example, at NE 147th the plan sets show an ‘Easement for roadway’ which includes Edge 
Water Lane NE on the east but also a large section of NE 147th on the west.  This implies that 
the street ROW for NE 147th stops at the boundary of the trail ROW - ~50 feet from the trail 
centerline. 

Also not shown are where the private driveways that cross the trail begin relative to the trail 
ROW other than perhaps NE 157th which is also shown as a ‘Private Drive.’  The reason these 
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are important is to further establish the relationship between the public trail ROW and the 
crossings.  Public always trumps private when it comes to traffic priority. 

10. 2.4.1 – On-Road Alternative:  This suggestion by the City of Lake Forest Park is 
laughable!  As noted in the DEIS, the only ‘parallel’ road that traverses the same area as the 
trail is SR 522.  Also as noted, this very busy state highway does not now have any bike 
facilities nor does there appear to be any space within the existing ROW to add them.  Further, 
anecdotal evidence suggests that the LFP police have on several occasions stopped and may 
have ticketed cyclists legally riding on this highway (since it is not posted as prohibiting 
cycling).  No mention is made of what would happen to the cyclists when they reach NE 145th.
Unfortunately, the Lake City section of SR 522 is not at all bike-friendly.   

11. 2.5.1.6 – Drainage: Will the drainage ditches be reduced in depth (especially on 
west side) so as to not present a hazard to cyclists who are forced to leave the paved surface?  
Recall that this side will only have a 1 foot gravel shoulder plus another foot of transition in the 
proposed design.  It is easy to imagine a cyclist leaving the trail to avoid a collision and ending 
up falling into one of these ditches.

12. 3.6.2.1 – Current Use of the Trail: Missing from this section is important 
information about the type of trips that trail users are making.  The same detailed trail surveys 
that you reference document both a high current level and dramatic increase in commuting and 
utilitarian (like shopping) trips.  In May 1985, 98% of the trips on Saturday were for recreation 
or exercise while on Tuesday that number was nearly 90%.  (Utilitarian trips were virtually 
non-existent.)  Commuting accounted for less than 10% of the Tuesday trips.   

By May 2000, recreation/exercise accounted for 79% of the Saturday trips while nearly 18% 
were commuting or shopping related.  On Tuesday, the commuting fraction jumped to nearly 
48% with an additional 4% for shopping.  In fact, recreation/exercise trips were only 45% for 
those returning the survey.  One can easily imagine that in 2007 the number and fraction of 
non-recreation trips has grown even more.  The trail provides a critical alternative to the ever 
increasing motor vehicle congestion on roads in this travel corridor and the EIS should reflect 
this.

The last paragraph of this section refers to the hours of operation of the trail (dawn to dusk).
As noted above, this trail is heavily used by commuters during the week.  During the winter 
months the sun often sets well before 5 PM and doesn’t rise until well after 7 AM.  Year-round 
trail commuters (and there are more than you might think) are going to be on the trail from 
dusk-dawn.  (When I was bike commuting on this trail there were times that I didn’t come 
home until after 10 PM and many other times when I was on the trail well before 7 AM.)  The 
County should amend the rules to allow, indeed encourage, commuting on all of our regional 
trails.  The County should do everything they can to encourage non-motorized transportation 
and having stated hours of dawn-dusk (especially since enforcement is impossible) sends the 
wrong message.   
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13. 3.6.2.4 – Conflicts Between Trail Users:  This section makes a very strong case 
for building a 14 foot paved trail and providing a separate pedestrian path adjacent to the paved 
trail.  This was touched on in section 7 above.  The question remains:  Why doesn’t the 
Redevelopment Alternative provide such a cross-section?  Why are we not using the entire 
available public ROW to accommodate the existing and expected users and reduce conflicts? 

14. 3.11.3.1 – Impacts/Redevelopment Alternative:

a. Under Trail Volumes it states that in 2004 there were between 1000 and 1200 
bicyclists using the trail.  It should be noted that total trail traffic (7A-7P) on this section of the 
trail was nearly 3000 in both 1990 and 1995 of which ~2500 were bikes (in May).  One can 
easily expect those numbers to be substantially higher in the middle of summer on a nice warm 
day!  Indeed, there are many cyclists who avoid the trail on weekends because of the traffic. 

b. Under Trail Speed it states that a posted speed limit of 15 MPH is ‘consistent with the 
other areas of the Burke-Gilman.’  This is patently false.  The City of Seattle has NO speed 
limit on their portion of the trail (which of course joins this section at the city limits).  Given 
the substantially higher volumes of trail traffic and mix of users in Seattle (think UW and Gas 
Works), one has to wonder how in the world they allow such ‘unreasonable’ and ‘imprudent’ 
behavior.

c.  Under Vehicle Access further discusses bollards.  See section 2 above.  In particular, 
the phrase ‘potential hazard’ should be dropped from any discussion of bollards.  The evidence 
is overwhelming that they represent real collision hazards to trail users.  Even in the absence of 
such facts, a reasonable person would have to conclude that placing a solid steel post in the 
middle of a ‘road,’ immediately adjacent to passing vehicles, makes absolutely no sense.  
There is a reason you don’t see such constructs on other ‘roads’ open to public travel.

15. TREE REMOVAL and PLANTING 

Tree root eruptions are a major maintenance problem on our trails and this part of the BGT is 
particularly bad.  Sheet D1.6 (90% set) showed 6 of the large cottonwoods on the west side of 
the trail south of NE 170th as remaining.  This has been a particularly dangerous area because 
of repeated and dramatic eruptions.  Why are any of these trees remaining?   

Sheet L3.10, Planting Schedule for new trees does not show the use of root barriers.  The 
consultant has on numerous occasions stated that such barriers would be used.

In addition to the eruption problem, many existing trees and shrubs in this section are so close 
to the trail that they do not provide the recommended 3 foot clear zone (see 6.A below).  All 
such plant material should be removed or re-located to provide this necessary safety cushion. 
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16. MUTCD:  Starting on page vi there are several references to the MUTCD.  Note that 
the official name of this document is the ‘Manual on (not ‘of’) Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices.’

17. Sec 1.1.2 – ‘Class 1 bikeway’:   In the past there was a nomenclature that used 
Roman numerals – I, II, III etc – to designate different types of bike facilities.  This was 
dropped because people started associating the class number with a hierarchy that implied 
Class I {or 1} was ‘better’ than Class II {2}.  Such terminology is no longer used by any 
agency I know of.    Further, I am unable to locate the referenced WSDOT document but the 
November, 2006, WSDOT Design Manual, Chapter 1020 – Bicycle Facilities, refers to 
facilities like the Burke-Gilman Trail as a ‘shared-use or mulituse path.’  AASHTO (1999) 
uses the term: ‘shared use path’ while the County’s Regional Trail Inventory and 
Implementation Guidelines (pg 23, 2004) seems to prefer ‘shared use trail.’  Bottom-line:  
Since the latter document (pg 22) makes a persuasive case to follow AASHTO, I recommend 
that the ‘shared use path’ be the preferred term used in the EIS to avoid any confusion. 

18. 3.11.2.1 – Trails:  States that the trail is ‘designed as an important regional non-
motorized transportation corridor.’  Perhaps a better word would be ‘designated.’

19. 3.7.1.3 – Visual Quality:  In the 1st paragraph it appears the relationship between 
the trail and property on each side is reversed.  That is, the trail is below houses to the west and 
above the houses to the east (lake side).

------

I hope that these comments will be helpful to the County in finalizing the EIS on this vital 
project and that construction can proceed in the very near future.  If you have any questions or 
require additional information on any of the issues raised above, please contact me. 

Sincerely,

(Sent electronically – signature ‘guaranteed’)  

William E. Moritz, Ph.D. 
(Professor Emeritus, College of Engineering, UW) 

Cc: fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov

Attachment: Bollard-Caused Fatality on the Foothills Trail, William E. Moritz, Ph.D., 
October 17, 2006 
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Attachment to Burke-Gilman Redevelopment Project DEIS Comments by WE Moritz 

Bollard-Caused Fatality on the Foothills Trail 
William E. Moritz, Ph.D. 

October 17, 2006 

Crash Location:

East Puyallup Trailhead (X on map) of the 
Foothills Trail, south of Sumner, Pierce 
County, WA.  The trailhead is located on 
the south side of 80th St. E. and east of 
134th Ave. E.   The paved trail currently 
ends at the corner of 134th Ave. E and 80th

St. E.

Description of Incident 1:

On 11/23/2005, Dixie and Clay Gatchel 
were riding single bikes on the Foothills 
Trail as part of their frequent volunteer 
Courtesy Patrol duties.  The weather was 
overcast with drizzle.  Late in their ride 
they arrived at the East Puyallup Trailhead which opened in September 2005 along with the 
section to McMillan. 

Dixie, 81, was in the lead and passed through the 3 bollards at the end of the trail.  She heard 
Clay, 86, shout her name and turned around to see him lying on the trail.  He landed "in prone 
position, with his shoulder twisted under him."  He reported later that one of his pedals had 
"sideswiped one of the bollards and he was catapulted over them" (presumably meaning the 
bollard).

His helmet prevented any serious head injury but 
he ruptured the disc between C3-4.  Emergency 
surgery relieved the bulge and a plate was inserted 
to fix the area.  Swelling prevented eating and 
swallowing and a feeding tube was inserted. 

He was paralyzed from the neck down and the 
prognosis was poor.  He was transferred to 
hospice care and died on December 3rd.  

             Crash site looking east 

1 Notes found on the web from Dixie Gatchel. 
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Description of the Site:

The site was documented during a visit on October 13, 2006, which included riding the trail 
roundtrip to South Prairie 15 miles to the east.  The trail width is a generous 12’ and, as noted 
above, this section was opened about 13 months ago.   

The trail currently ends about 1000’ to the west of the trailhead near 134th Ave E.  There are 
plans to extend the trail north along 134th Ave. E, and connect it to the Puyallup Riverwalk 
Trail.  The trailhead includes motor vehicle parking, a toilet, a bike rack and a pergola with 
information about the trail.   

The bollards were manufactured by FairWeather Site Furnishings (Port 
Orchard, WA [www.fairweathersf.com] although this style bollard was 
not found on that site).  They are made from unpainted galvanized steel 
with a rectangular (3” x 4”) cross-section.  The wider dimension is 
perpendicular to the trail centerline.  The bollards stand 31” high.  The 
center bollard is removable while the others are bolted to a fixture set in 
concrete.  Each bollard has 4 stripes of 2” wide, yellow reflective tape. 

The inside gap on the south side of the center trail bollard is 55.5” while 
on the north side the gap is 57”.  These 4 bollards are apparently intended to prevent motor 
vehicle access to the trail from the west. 

Observations:

Immediately to the south of the trail is what appears to be 
an active but little used railroad spur.  Between the 
trailhead and the western terminus there is a rough gravel 
‘road’ that apparently provides access to an informal 
maintenance yard next to the tracks.  As shown here, a lone 
bollard is placed on either side of this crossing but would 
do little to prevent motor vehicle incursions.  The 4 
bollards to the east would appear to make it difficult, but 
not impossible, for a motor vehicle to drive onto the trail 

from this access road. 

Indeed, the bollards shown on page 1 would not prevent a motor vehicle from gaining access to 
the trail east of the trailhead.  Just east of the pergola there is a curb ramp from the parking lot 
to the trail which could be easily traversed by a car or truck. 

The bollards (or barrier posts) at this location do not follow several of the AASHTO 
Guidelines2.  First, the installation of bollards is optional under AASHTO and they are only 
discussed in the context of preventing access at highway intersections.  The bollards that 
caused this fatality are not located near any intersection – rather they simply appear in the 
middle of the trail. 

2 Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, AASHTO 1999, Page 57. 
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Second, AASHTO says bollards should be “painted a bright color for improved daytime 
visibility.”  Other bollards along the Foothills Trail east of McMillan are painted white but for 
some reason many, perhaps all, of the bollards between McMillan and the west portal are 
simply galvanized-grey.  This makes them blend in with the pavement – especially in poor 
light.

Finally, AASHTO also recommends that a yellow diamond stripe be painted around the center 
bollard as shown below.  No such striping has been added to these bollards.  

Barrier Post Striping (Figure 26., AASHTO Page 57) 

Recommendations:

At several locations along the Foothills Trail, Pierce County has not followed accepted practice 
with respect to making the bollards as visible as possible.  The County should make sure that 
all of the bollards fully comply with current AASHTO guidelines for visibility including color, 
reflectors and highlighting their presence as shown above.

Users have come to expect bollards at intersections.  Placing bollards at other locations, as was 
done here, exposes trail users to unnecessary risk.  In this case having the bollards very close to 
the trailhead, and all the activity associated with it, further increases that danger. 

A safer design would be to move the 3 trail bollards west to the gravel road and then add either 
logs or a line of large rocks on both sides of and parallel to the trail to prevent incursions.  Such 
barriers should be placed at least 10’ from the edge of the paved surface.   

Bollards placed in trails are unarguably a hazard to all trial users.  Traffic engineers do not 
place rigid objects in the middle of a road or within the traveled way without providing energy 
absorbing buffers.  In-depth surveys of users of the Burke-Gilman/Sammamish River Trails in 
King County consistently show that crashing into fixed objects like bollards are the 2nd most 
common crash type experienced.

Mr. Gatchel is, unfortunately, one more in a growing list of persons seriously injured or killed 
as a result of striking bollards.  Pierce County should critically evaluate the placement of all 
bollards in their trails to insure that they are truly necessary to accomplish the apparent goal of  
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preventing motor vehicle access.  Indeed, all other options to accomplish that goal should be 
exhausted before resorting to exposing all users of the trails to these very real hazards.   

William Moritz is Professor (Emeritus), Human Powered Transportation, University of Washington as well as a 
certified Effective Cycling Instructor who cycles ~6,000 miles/year.  He has cycle-toured (self-supported) across 
the US and in several foreign countries.  His research on bicycle facilities and crashes has been published and 
presented at TRB and ASCE conferences.  He also serves as an expert witness in cycling-related litigation.  A 
current case involves a woman who struck a bollard while cycling and is now a paraplegic.   
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-5 – William E. Moritz 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. The County recognizes that while some trail users are concerned about the safety of 
bollards, the proposed use of bollards is consistent with the 175 plus miles of trail in the regional 
trail system. The County believes that bollards offer trail users protection from intruding vehicles 
and serve to “calm” (slow) and channelize bicycle traffic. In the Redevelopment Alternative, 
bollards will be used in a consistent, predictable manner at each crossing in accordance with 
AASHTO guidelines, so that trail users will anticipate them at each crossing.  Several other 
elements will ensure their visibility:  advance signage warning of each crossing, textured warning 
strips or “alert bars” 30 feet in advance of the bollards, and pavement markings to channelize 
bicyclists to either side of the bollards.  The bollards themselves will be reflectorized, and will be 
placed with generous clearance between them.  
 
3. Refer to response I-5-2. 
 
4. Signs R5-3, "No motor vehicles," will be installed at each crossing.  See also response I-
5-2. 
 
5. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
6. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
7. The need for fencing in this area will be re-evaluated during final design.  
 
8. The fencing guidelines for the East Lake Sammamish Trail were developed specifically 
for that project.  While there are similarities between the two rail-trail projects, the presence of 
existing fencing along the Burke-Gilman Trail make the application of the ELST guidelines not 
directly applicable. That said, fencing policies developed for this segment of trail 30 plus years 
ago are being reexamined, in particular where fencing can be removed without impacting privacy 
or screening to immediately adjacent trail-side properties. 
 
9. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
10. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
11. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
12. Your comments are acknowledged.  Drawings have since been updated. 
 
13. A four-way stop was considered, but not recommended. Though NE 165th Street does 
have a higher volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic than do other crossings, trail volumes 
still exceed vehicle and pedestrian volumes. Based on MUTCD and AASHTO recommendations, 
right-of-way should therefore be assigned to the leg of traffic with higher volumes. A four-way 
stop at a crossing of multiple modes (automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians) may lead to greater 
confusion and increased risk exposure. 
  
The Redevelopment Alternative proposes several measures that will improve the sight distances 
at this crossing -- realignment of the crossing and replacement and trimming of existing 



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

vegetation, which will enhance visibility and safety for both motorists and trail users. In fact, this 
crossing has fewer sight distance challenges than other crossings because of the flatter grade. 
Several transportation engineers have also reviewed this crossing, and have recommended a stop 
for motorists despite the somewhat irregular geometry of the intersection (The Transpo Group, 
2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006).    
 
The Redevelopment Alternative also proposed several supplemental measures for pedestrians at 
this crossing. Sidewalks along both sides of NE 165th Street will be extended through the 
crossing to the corners with Beach Drive NE, to formalize the pedestrian travel-way; and 
additional signage, including warning signs, will advise cyclists to yield to crossing pedestrians.  
 
14. Refer to response I-5-13. 
 
15. Refer to response I-5-9. 
 
16. The County sought to increase trail widths as much as possible. However, despite the 
apparent width of the right-of-way, additional trail and shoulder width in this corridor is difficult 
to achieve.   Because the actual trail bed is quite narrow, increasing the trail and shoulder width 
requires a combination of cutting into the hillside, extending the trail bed horizontally with fill, 
and retaining that extra width with retaining walls.  In many areas it is not feasible to increase the 
trail or shoulder width without major impacts to the surrounding hillsides and property.  The 
Redevelopment Alternative does provide for a segment of widened and separated shoulder 
between NE 165th and the McAleer Creek Bridge.  Outside the scope of this project, the County 
will be reviewing possible encroachment issues.  Regarding fencing public land, refer to response  
I-93-2.    
 
17. Refer to response G-2-7. 
 
18. Refer to response G-2-7. 
 
19. Your comments are acknowledged. Intersection designs for NE 170th and Ballinger Way 
NE are being coordinated with WSDOT. Drawings have since been updated. 
 
20. Comment acknowledged. With the exception of the County right-of-way, property lines 
have been omitted from the drawings to maintain a drawing that is easier to read. In the case of 
NE 147th Street, this is an exception to the right-of-way. The street is privately owned. 
 
21. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
22. Ditches running along the upslope side of the trail will be regraded.  Some ditches may 
be somewhat deeper in order to meet existing culvert inlets, but drops will generally be less than 
30 inches.  In some areas, right-of-way constraints and soil conditions prevent realignment of 
ditches or more horizontal separation from the paved trail surface.   
 
23. Your comments are acknowledged.  Additional information has been provided in Section 
3.6.2.1 to better describe trends in trail use. 
   
24. King County understands that people who use the trail for commuting would be 
constrained by the dawn to dusk hours of operation. These hours are consistent with King County 
Code section 7.12.480, which establishes the general hours of operation for all facilities in the 
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County's regional park system. However, King County has the authority to tailor specific hours of 
operation for each facility within its regional system, including trails. To do so, under King 
County Code section 7.12.030, the County would need to undertake an administrative rule 
making process with separate environmental review and public comment. The County presently 
has no plan to alter the hours of operation on the Burke-Gilman Trail, but it could propose to do 
so in the future if demand warrants.  
 
25. Though there may be segments along the 2-mile length of this segment of trail that could 
be widened beyond what the Redevelopment Alternative proposes, it not feasible to widen the 
trail consistently along its length without significantly higher impacts, along with increased 
construction costs. Some additional width is proposed between NE 165th and the McAleer Creek 
Bridge, but for the sake of consistency, and to avoid bottlenecks, the width of both the paved 
surface and the shoulder is proposed to remain constant throughout the length of the proposed 
trail improvements (with the exception of a widened, separate walking surface north of NE 165th 
Street). 
 
26. Your comments are acknowledged.   
 
27. Your comment is noted. This section has been revised to clarify that the 15 mph speed 
limit is consistent with the rest of the King County regional trail system.  
 
28. As described in response I-5-2, the intersection improvements (advance warnings strips 
or “alert bars,” bollards, bollard striping, and contrasting surface through the intersections) are 
designed to increase awareness, slow and channelize trail traffic through the intersections, and 
thereby reduce risk for trail users and motorists at the crossings.  
 
29. Comment acknowledged. Tree root barriers will be installed along the length of the trail.  
In most cases, where the widened trail comes within 3 feet of an existing tree, the tree will be 
removed.  However, there are some locations where existing trees are of an exceptional quality, 
and enhance the trail experience, so the decision was made to allow these trees to remain. 
 
30. Your comment is acknowledged. This has been corrected throughout the EIS. 
 
31. Your comments are acknowledged. Because the Burke-Gilman Trail is established and 
commonly referred to as a 'trail,' it was determined that 'multi-use trail' was appropriate. 
 
32. Your comment is noted. This has been corrected in the EIS. 
 
33. Your comment is noted. This has been corrected in the EIS. 



1

Letter to LFP City 
Council on ...

From: Steve Froebe [mailto:FROEBE@avtcorp.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2007 1:09 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Comments on DEIS for Burke Gilman trail upgrade through LFP

First, great job getting the trail cleared so quickly after the mud slides. Well done! I believe that was above and beyond the 
call of duty.

As a LFP resident and Burke-Gilman trail commuter I'd like to urge you to proceed with the Redevelopment Alternative. I 
do not know if you can fully implement this option without taking the Ordinance 963 to court again but a number of the 
requirements in the ordinance are wrong and need to be removed. Attached is a letter I sent to each LFP City Council 
Member before the public hearing. It covers one of my main reasons that I believe the signage requirements included I 
the ordinance is wrong and needs to be eliminated.

I believe that there are three major issues that need to be addressed with this trail upgrade; 1) Irregular and minority 
homeowner biased signage, 2) Nearly non-existent site lines at intersections, and 3) a trail too narrow for the different 
forms and volumes of use that it receives. In fact, the BG has gotten so rough that I have started commuting on the 
Interurban Trail most of the time. It takes longer and puts me on surface streets in the dark way more than I want but at 
least I am not in danger of being thrown from my bike by tree roots. A number of the worst places on the BG in the Seattle 
City Limits have been repaired in the last couple of months and those are great but much more is needed. Especially in 
LFP.

Only the Redevelopment Alternative address all of these issues adequately and I believe that it addresses them very well.

Thank you for you continued efforts in spite of LFP obstacles.

Sincerely,
Steve Froebe
19521 21st Ave NE
Lake Forest Park,  WA 98155
206 368-8295

Notice: This message, and any attached file, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed,
and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If the reader 
of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by reply e-mail and delete all copies of the 
original message.
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Dear Council members, 

Unfortunately I am not able to attend the public hearing this evening so I am submitting my input on 
Proposed Ordinance 963 in writing. 

While this Ordinance is not quite as offensive as the previous ones, I still urge you to reject it completely. 
Other cities in the area are adopting Complete Streets legislation and Seattle just approved a Bicycle Master 
plan while LFP continues to try to make improvements to alternate transportation difficult and litigious. 

The ordinance purports to ensure improvements for everyone but in reality it only serves the few 
homeowners living along the trail. I am particularly offended by the claims to attempt to improve safety. 
There is not one thing in this ordinance that makes the trail safer than what the County is already planning. 
Placing stop and yield signs for the trail user – against traffic engineering practices – doesn’t improve 
safety.

The date of the public hearing is 12 days short of the one year anniversary of my getting hit by a car while 
riding my bike on the Burke Gillman. It was not in LFP but on the trail near Gasworks Park. I was obeying 
all traffic rules and trying to ride defensively. I saw the car coming that ultimately hit me but since he did 
not signal his intent to turn I did not try to take evasive action till it was too late. There is no worse feeling 
than having already started into an intersection and realizing that the headlights coming your way on the 
road adjacent to you are now sweeping your way! At that point my only option was to curl up and hope that 
the impact threw me across the intersection rather than ending up under the car. 

I was lucky, that this is what happened and I escaped with nothing more than ripped cloths, pulled muscles, 
and some nasty scrapes and bruises. My bike was totaled though and the car driver’s insurance company 
replaced it. 

In this case neither of us had a stop/yield sign but if the trail (me) had a stop sign it would not have 
prevented the accident. I saw the car and still would have started into the intersection because I had no 
indication that the car was turning into me. On the other hand, if the car would have stopped he would have 
seen me and the accident would have been avoided. 

I realize that this is just one example and there are many examples where bicyclists were at fault but this 
does illustrate a point. The point being;  

At an intersection in which the vast majority of the traffic are bicycles, stopping the 25 lbs vehicle 
traveling 15 mph and letting the 2 ton vehicle traveling legally at up to 25 mph does not promote 
safety. It promotes convenience for the car but safety for no one. 

In an accident between a car and a bicycle the bike always looses. All safety considerations should keep 
this in mind and work to minimize the motorized vehicle speed where the two interact because it is the only 
way to minimize the damage.  

I bicycle on average 3 days per week between LFP and the Wallingford district, most of it on the BG (at 
least in the winter). In the last year I have documented 10 incidents in the 12 months where, if I would have 
continued to blindly follow the traffic laws and entered intersections where I had the right of way, I would 
have been hit. For two of these I was on a public road but the other 8 I was on the trail. The only way to 
effectively address this is to do anything possible to reduce the car’s speed. The bicycle speed is 
inconsequential. Stopping or slowing cars serves the dual purpose of giving the bicyclist more time to react 
to problems and reducing the force of the impact if it comes to that. 

I have issues with more of the ordinance but will stop at this for now. I have little hope that my appeal will 
do any good, it’s clear that the majority of the City Council has already made up their minds regardless of 
the evidence. You have ignored major traffic studies based on current traffic guidelines, you have ignored 
the CAG recommendations, you have ignored the Mayor’s veto, you have ignored the majority of the 
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public input at each one of these public hearings, and are now trying to get around the Growth Management 
Board’s rulings. Why would you listen to my input. I still feel that I have to try. 

Respectfully,
Steve Froebe 
19521 21st Ave NE 
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 
206 368-8295 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-6 – Steve Froebe 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.   
 
 



Burke-Gilman plan.doc 

December 9, 2007 

Gina Auld 
King County Facilities Management Division 
King Street Center – Suite 700 
201 S. Jackson St. 
Seattle, WA  98104 

Re: Burke-Gilman Trail redevelopment Plan 

I am writing regarding the current progression of trail redevelopment within the city of Kenmore (aka the 
“North Project”) and the current two alternatives for trail redevelopment within the City of Lake Forest 
Park (aka the “South Project”).  Simply put, the beauty of a lovely trail walk trail in Kenmore, through 
stately mature trees has been pillaged.  There is no other description.  All is gone.  Whatever 
‘replacement’ landscaping the county has planned can not begin to replace the 25+ years of beautiful 
TALL stately trees that have been ripped out.  We do not need a ‘strip mall’ appearance to a beautiful 
walking trail.   

It is my understanding that one plan for redevelopment within Lake Forest Park includes cutting up to 
60 mature trees.  PLEASE do NOT take action at all similar to that done in Kenmore along any of the 
remaining portion of the trail.  Certain ‘arms’ of the county and many of its citizens encourage ‘green’ 
preservation and yet the county itself has destroyed this possibility in Kenmore.  It’s sad.   

Any subsequent trail development should include ONLY trail in-kind repair/replacement with NO 
additional widening.  The trail is not a freeway and should not look like one. 

Thank you for your consideration to preserve our beautiful environment. 

Deane Bell 
4953 NE 193rd Street 
Lake Forest Park, WA 
98155

Cc: City Council – City of Lake Forest Park 
       King County Councilman – Bob Ferguson 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-7 – Deane Bell 
 
1. Refer to response I-2-1. 
 



From: Kim Prater [mailto:kim.m.prater@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2007 10:44 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Comments regarding the Burke Gilman trail EIS 

Hello King County Facilities Management Division, 
I am writing in support of the Redevelopment Alternative for the Burke Gilman trail in Lake Forest 
Park. I am a Seattle resident, living near 130th and Lake City Way, and I use the Lake Forest Park 
section of the trail frequently. I typically use this stretch of the trail on weekends, both for cycling to 
Woodinville, and walking my dog along the trail from Log Boom Park.

In my experience with the trail, the major safety hazards are from congestion and poor sightlines at 
street crossings. I strongly support widening the trail and improving visibility at intersections. The 
Burke Gilman provides an extremely important link between Seattle and the East side, and I think 
improvements are necessary to improve safety on the trail not just for recreational users like myself, 
but especially for commuter cyclists who use the trail during rush hour.

I feel that it's critical that we invest in alternative transportation, even if it inconveniences a few trailside 
residents.

Thanks for this opportunity to share my feedback. I look forward to seeing improvements along the trail!

Regards,

Kim Prater 
13044 27th Ave NE 
Seattle, WA 98125 

Comment Letter I-8
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-8 – Kim Prater 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 



From: Jennifer Ellestad [mailto:jennifere@whf.org]  
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2007 10:22 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am a bicycle commuter who uses the Burke Gilman trail to ride daily from Woodinville to downtown Seattle. I 
love commuting by bicycle, but such a long ride is made much easier and safer over the long term by 
implementing some of the strategies in the Redevelopment Alternative plan, especially in the months of the year 
when I commute in the dark or dusk.  

I support the Redevelopment Alternative of the three potential designs particularly: 

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs  
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists  
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists  

I have had some very close calls at intersections without clear lines of sight, and the safer a trail is for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, roller-bladers, joggers, and motorists, the less tension there will be overall. Please support 
the Redevelopment Alternative plan. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments. 

Thank you, 

Jenni Ellestad 
Administrative Assistant, Programs 
Washington Health Foundation 
600 Stewart Street 
Suite 601 
Seattle, WA 98101 
206-438-6107 office | 206-284-0274 fax 
JenniferE@whf.org

Making Washington the Healthiest State in the Nation!

Comment Letter I-9
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-9 – Jennifer Ellestad 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 



From: Sean Cryan [mailto:SeanCryan@Mithun.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 1:25 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

As a cyclist who has spent countless hours along the Burke Gilman trail, for both recreation and transportation, I 
wanted you to know that I support the "redevelopment alternative" option.

There needs to be greater width along the substandard sections of trail, to protect pedestrians and cyclists, and 
regularization of the intersections of the trail and roadways for the benefit of motorists, cyclists and pedestrians.  
Safety is of primary importance along the trail, and any improvements made will reduce the chance of accidents 
and injury.

Thanks,

Sean Cryan 
Associate Principal
LEED® Accredited Professional

MITHUN 
architects + designers + planners 
Pier 56, 1201 Alaskan Way, Ste. 200  Seattle, WA  98101 
phone 206.623.3344 direct 206.971.3408 fax 206.623.7005                      
seancryan@mithun.com 
www.mithun.com/ http://buildcarbonneutral.org/
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-10 – Sean Cryan 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
 



From: Don Chase [mailto:DonC@DonChaseMortgages.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2007 10:33 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Thank you for pursuing Burke-Gilman trail improvements through Lake Forest Park;  my neighbors 
there should be ashamed of themselves for being so greedy with their beautiful neighborhoods, as to 
limit use of the trail.  I do appreciate how many people enjoy and use the trail, and how that probably 
feels invasive to those neighborhoods, but it could have been freight trains all day and night instead.  
Their blocking maintenance and normal care of the trail for the last several years has been very 
disrespectful of the gift we’ve all been given, with this multi-use trail. 

Anyway, I would prefer that you select the Redevelopment Alternative, using up-to-current-standards 
for traffic control, making the intersections safe with good sight lines and openings, and widening the 
trail as much as possible, to support the large number of diverse users. 

Thank you for your work and for hearing me.  I’m looking forward to hearing how you chose to proceed.

In case it’s necessary, my name is Don Chase, I live at 15526 – 105th Ave NE, Bothell, WA   98011, 
which is on Norway Hill.  About 150 people per day go by my house on weekdays, double or triple that 
on nice-weather weekends, the dogs crap on my lawn and occasionally there’s litter.  So I understand 
what the LFP neighbors are feeling.  But I feel so fortunate to live where I live that I’m happy to share it 
with anyone, especially those seeking nature and/or health.  It’s time the LFP neighbors join the 
County. 

Comment Letter I-11
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-11 – Don Chase 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
 



From: Pamela David [mailto:pamelaadavid@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2007 6:04 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

I am a frequent user of the BG trail and support the Redevelopment Alternative.  I'm an active cyclist in my 50's 
and use the trail 2-3 times a week for recreational cycling.  The BG trail is heavily used by both pedestrians and 
cyclists alike and the current width does not allow for the safe interaction of pedestrians and cyclists.  Also, the 
intersections are not safe because automobiles cannot see cyclists and vice-versa at the intersections. 

I support the widened BG trail because there are no other options for cyclists to travel along this portion of the 
city.  I try to avoid the trail where possible, using streets that provide a good option, because of the poor 
condition of the surface as well as the crowded nature of the trail. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela David 
7339 W. Green Lake Dr. N. 
Seattle, WA  98103 

Get the power of Windows + Web with the new Windows Live. Power up!
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-12 – Pamela David 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
 
 



1

From: Steve Malone [mailto:sdmalone@clearwire.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2007 12:28 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail

I strongly support the plan for a redevelopment of the Burke-Gilman trail in the Lake Forest Park section as soon as 
possible. It needs to be brought up to the standards being used elsewhere for proper width so that both cyclists and 
pedestrians can use it safely.  It should have proper and reasonable stop and yield signs.  The current ones are ludicrous; 
the equivalent of putting stop signs along Ballenger Way at every small street or alley way.  The currently increase danger 
because absolutely no one pays any attention to any of them because so many of them have no meaning.  With clear site 
lines near minor intersections and proper yield or stop signs at the few major intersections the who system can be made 
much more safe and usable by everyone.

Thanks for your consideration,
Steve Malone
1912 NE 63
Seattle, WA 98115

Comment Letter I-13
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-13 – Steve Malone 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 



From: Cary Westerbeck [mailto:caryw@verizon.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 9:55 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Greetings,

I am writing in support of the "Redevelopment Alternative" at the Lake Forest Park section of Burke-
Gilman trail. In particular I'm supportive of: 

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD 
signs

� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users 
and motorists

� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

I bike commute on this section of trail. From what I understand, there are far more cyclists using this 
stretch of trail than there are cars who need to cross it to access their property. It only seems logical to 
me that the trail be upgraded to widely accepted national standards for this type of trail due to its 
importance as a key transportation route and given its popularity.

I have been dismayed and angered by the actions of the Lake Forest Park City Council. They should be 
ashamed. Trail users should be given priority at intersections due to both their higher numbers relative 
to cars and the fact that cars are much more dangerous to cyclists than cyclists are to cars.  

Thank you for taking my comments. 

Cary Westerbeck 
Kenmore, WA 

Comment Letter I-14
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-14 – Cary Westerbeck 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 



From: Terry Anderson [mailto:tsandersonseattle@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 9:20 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: In support of the Burke Gilman Trail !!!!!! 

Greetings 

Please know that our family supports the "Redevelopment Alternative" for the Burke Gilman 
Trail, particularly:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

The BG Trail is a valuable resource of our county and growing in importance everyday as more of us turn to bike 
commuting along its path to lighten the load on the roads. The collective safe use of a King County owned trail 
should take precendence over the relatively few negative folks owning land along the route. That trail has been 
there in use for years and no doubt the property owners were aware of it when they purchased their properties. 
The improvements will benefit them too. Few countys have such a wonderful resource, lets make it the best we 
can!

From a BG Trail user, daily BG Trail bike commuter, King County property owner and a King County voting family!

T S Anderson

9746 46th Ave NE    

Seattle WA 98115

Comment Letter I-15
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-15 – Terry Anderson 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 



From: Lancexena@aol.com [mailto:Lancexena@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 9:12 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Concerning improvements to the Burke-Gilman Trail:

I would like to voice my support for the "Redevelopment Alternative," as the best option proposed thus
far.
Important aspects overall include:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

Thank you for your consideration in this project. 

Connie De Maria,  2426 42nd Ave East #222, Seattle WA 98112  lancexena@aol.com

Comment Letter I-16
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-16 – Connie De Maria 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.    
 



 

From: Steve Beland [mailto:stevefay2001@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 8:54 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

I am a resident of Lake Forest Park and user of the Burke-Gilman Trail.  I have reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) on the trail and strongly support the Redevelopment Alternative.  I particularly favor the 
use and placement of modern traffic control measures such and stop yield signs, a wider trail with shoulders, and 
improved sight lines.  Anything less would be a disservice to the community.   

Please pursue this plan as soon as possible as the trail improvements are long overdue.  Regarding the 
obstructions to this effort by the Lake Forest Park City Council and recent ordinances such as 951 and its 
recent draft successor, I would like King County to understand that this council effort does not represent the view 
of may people in Lake Forest Park and, as you know, does not comply with the Growth Management Act and 
current traffic control standards.   

Respectfully Submitted, 

Steve Beland 
2847 NE 180th Place     
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 
206-361-6563 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-17 – Steve Beland 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.       
 
2. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 



From: Kentner Cottingham [mailto:k.cottingham@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 7:10 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Hi-

I am writing this note to express my support for the proposed improvements to "The Burke" through 
Lake Forest Park. 
I utilize the trail in this area for both recreation and transportation.  I frequently travel between Redmond 
and Ravenna on my bicycle.

I am very excited about the safety improvements that will be made under the "redevelopment 
alternative" plan.  I had a chance to look at the .pdf's on the king county website and cannot believe that 
these improvements have not been made sooner.  The widening of the trail will greatly improve the level 
of safety for trail users travelling in multiple directions and at multiple speeds.  Even more importantly, 
the standardizing of the trail/roadway crossings and opening up of sight lines will greatly improve safety 
for everyone.  The assorted posts and railings that currently exist create more confusion and near 
accidents on the trail than benefit.  This section of the trail is by far the most dangerous and nerve 
wracking to travel, yet it is far from the busiest section of the trail from either a user traffic perspective 
or a vehicle crossing perspective.

Even the re-build option will greatly improve the trail, but while the investment is being made, I think 
that we should make the commitment to make the area as safe and navigable as possible for everyone. 

Please continue to pursue the redevelopment of this section of the Burke Gilman Trail.  It is an 
invaluable resource to our communitiy that must be maintained and supported.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my thoughts. 

Kentner Cottingham 

Comment Letter I-18
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-18 – Kentner Cottingham 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



1

From: Greg Friend [mailto:acmedelivers@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 7:01 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke Gilman Trail - DEIS Comments

As both a Lake Forest Park homeowner and frequent bicyclist on the Burke Gilman Trail, I whole-heartedly support the 
Redevelopment Alternative proposed in the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment DEIS.

In addition to the proposals put forth in the Redevelopment Alternative, I would like to see car-approaching warning lights 
at driveways and dangerous roadway crossings.  The warning lights would warn trail users of approaching cross traffic, 
similar to the way pedestrians are warned of cars coming from parking garages in downtown Seattle, or the flashing lights 
used to identify crosswalk occupants.  The light would not be to stop trail traffic, only to warn users of a potential hazard. 
Traffic on the trail, being the higher volume, should have the right-of-way--it is imperative that consistent rules/laws and 
sign-age, be used throughout the King County trail system.

It is my understanding that the warning lights were considered by either the architectural firm preparing the 
redevelopment proposals or by the CAG. I was told that the warning lights were dismissed because of the chance they 
may fail sometime in the future.  I discount this argument, as any traffic light may fail or power may go out.  The benefit 
such a warning system would provide greatly outweighs its relatively low cost and any potential for possibly failures.

Thank you,
Greg Friend
4040 NE 184th St.
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155
_________________________________________________________________
Put your friends on the big screen with Windows Vista(r) + Windows Live(tm).
http://www.microsoft.com/windows/shop/specialoffers.mspx?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_
CPC_MediaCtr_bigscreen_102007
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-19 – Greg Friend 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. Several transportation engineering firms have studied these crossings and concluded, that 
with sightline improvements and signage, no additional measures would be required to reduce 
risk at these crossings (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering NW, 2006).   
 
3. Beyond the question of possible failure of warning lights, there is concern that motorists 
and trail users might come to rely too heavily on warning lights, rather than visually assessing the 
intersection each time they cross. 
 



1

From: Michael Snyder [mailto:msnyder@zserf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 3:58 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail

In the Burke-Gilman design for Lake Forest Park, I support and
encourage:

The use of modern standards for the placement of traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs.

Clear sight lines at intersections to allow trail users and motorists enough reaction time to avoid collisions.

Widening the trail to ease interactions between different modes of movement on the trail.

Regular repair, or re-development of sections that are horribly damaged by tree roots.  Any bump of more than 1" 
deviation in less than one foot of linear travel is going to cause rollerbladers and cyclists serious problems if caught 
unaware.

A clear center-line with direction markers on the pavement to remind users to stay on the correct side of the trail.

Signs that remind all users, runners, joggers, rollerbladers, walkers, and cyclists of the rules of interaction on the trail:
1. Stay right
2. Pass on the left
3. Groups consume no more than 1/2 of the trail 4. Bicycle pacelines not allowed 5. 15 mph speed limit (at least when 
other users are present or in limited sight areas) 6. Announce prior to passing (preferably with a distance/time suggested) 
7. Lights required for all users after dark 8.
Animals on leash and kept on 1/2 of the trail 9. others as applicable

Thank you.

Michael Snyder
Resident of the Ballard neighborhood of Seattle

Comment Letter I-20
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-20 – Michael Snyder 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  



From: Jim Stanton [mailto:jls@musements.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 3:43 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Dear King County,

As a cyclist who uses the Burke-Gilman trail, I support changes to make it safer and more useful.  
Currently Burke-Gilman  is over-crowded, dangerous, and many people refuse to use it in this 
condition.   I support the following:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs 
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and 

motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists 

Thank you for your interest.

James Stanton
Mercer Island

Comment Letter I-21
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-21 – Jim Stanton 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  



From: Mark Clark [mailto:mclark@real.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 3:43 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Greetings,
I bicycle the Burke-Gilman several times a month (mainly Spring/Summer) as a commuter route between Mill 
Creek and downtown Seattle. I’ve been doing so for about 15 years. The trail pavement is rough and rooted and 
getting worse every year. I consider the condition of the pavement to be dangerous. I support the following:

� Repave the entire trial or, at minimum, repave the worst sections.
� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists
� Slow zones in the areas of highest volume of trail traffic.

Thanks.
-Mark Clark
206-595-3133

Comment Letter I-22
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-22 – Mark Clark 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and most are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  
  
While 'slow zones' are not included, the trail is being designed to enhance safety and comfort for 
all users. The increased trail width will provide a more generous comfort zone for pedestrians, as 
well as more passing room for bicycles.  The widened shoulders will provide a walking surface 
and “refuge” area off of bicycles’ travel-way.  A minimum clear zone of three feet from the edge 
of the trail to vertical obstructions, grades sloping gently away from the trail edge, and 
appropriate trail signage are other design elements specifically intended to reduce risk and to 
increase comfort for pedestrians.  Also, the intersection improvements (advance warnings strips 
or “alert bars,” bollards, bollard striping, and contrasting surface through the intersections) are 
designed to increase awareness, slow and channelize trail traffic through the intersections, and 
thereby reduce risk for trail users and motorists at the crossings.  
 
King County has adopted speed limits based on currently applicable regulations, trail conditions, 
consistency with King County policies, and other factors. Refer to response G-2-18 for additional 
information.   
 



From: Patrick Hsieh [mailto:phsieh@geomatrix.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 2:02 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

I support the "Redevelopment Alternative," particularly:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

Supporting this infrastructure has multiple benefits to the populace and this is really a bare minimum option to 
improve the health of King County residents, the traffic, and the environmental impact of commuting, and 
enjoyment of public space!

Patrick R. Hsieh
Geomatrix Consultants, Inc 
One Union Square 
600 University Street, Suite 1020 
Seattle, WA 98101 
Main: 206-342-1760 
Fax: 206-342-1761 
Direct line: 206-342-1778
Cell: 206-992-8121 
phsieh@geomatrix.com
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-23 – Patrick Hsieh 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



From: Joseph R. Shaeffer [mailto:josephs@MHB.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 1:30 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

To whom it may concern:

I am a bike commuter and runner.  Regarding the Burke-Gilman redevelopment in Lake Forest Park, I support the 
"Redevelopment Alternative," particularly:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists 
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

Thank you.

Joseph R. Shaeffer | Attorney at Law
MacDonald Hoague & Bayless
705 Second Avenue, Suite 1500 
Seattle, WA 98104 
� 206.622.1604 | Fax 206.343.3961
� josephs@mhb.com | www.mhb.com
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-24 – Joseph R. Shaeffer 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



1

From: Smith, Fred [mailto:fred.smith@medtronic.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 1:04 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail

Greetings;

I am a commuting cyclist who has used the B-G trail regularly for over 20 years.  I am strongly in favor of adopting the 
"Redevelopment Alternative" as described in the draft environmental impact statement.
This trail is a major resource for commuting cyclists and should be treated and maintained as such.  Encouragement of 
cycling as a commute alternative has been adapted as policy by both King County and the City of Seattle, and the 
redevelopment alternative aligns with this policy objective.  The trail as it exists today through the two mile LFP stretch is 
both dangerous and in non-compliance with best practices as applied to right of way assignments and setbacks.  The 
redevelopment alternative is the only alternative which takes a proactive approach consistent with stated policy.

Regards,

Fred Smith

________________________________________________________________________
___________________________
CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY NOTICE
Information transmitted by this email is proprietary to Medtronic and is intended for use only by the individual or entity to 
which it is addressed, and may contain information that is private, privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 
applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or it appears that this mail has been forwarded to you without proper 
authority, you are notified that any use or dissemination of this information in any manner is strictly prohibited. In such 
cases, please delete this mail from your records.

To view this notice in other languages you can either select the following link or manually copy and paste the link into the 
address bar of a web browser: http://emaildisclaimer.medtronic.com
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-25 – Fred Smith 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



From: dave withrow [mailto:dew@2dave.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 12:12 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the Burke-Gillman trail, especially the section around Lake Forest Park.

I support your "Redevelopment Alternative,"   which includes:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs  
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists  
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists  

Thanks,

Dave

Dave Withrow
Cycling@2dave.us
Swimming@2dave.us
Triathlon@2dave.us

Comment Letter I-26
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment I-26 – Dave Withrow  
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



From: Dennis Neuzil [mailto:dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2007 10:26 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Comments on Burke Gilman Capital Improvement Project DEIS 

December 16, 2007

To:  King County Facilities management Division, Capital Planning and Development

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact State for Burke-Gilman Trail Capitial Improvement Project , 
NE 145th St to Log Boom Park

I support the Redevelopment Alternative for the trail's improvement. and also want to offer the following 
recommendations:

1.  Reduce the number of proposed bollards -- bollards usually pose more hazard than benefit and there are 
several locatoions where proposed bollards could be eliminated.

2.   For those bollards which are retained in the trail's upgrade, please mark them with bright colors and 
reflectorize them.

3.  Eliminate the proposed fencing where the trail is adjacent to a public right-of-way-- the fencing serves little 
useful purpose in these cases and impairs the view from the trail and adds needless capital and maintenance 
cost.

4.   Remove the existing stop signs which face the trail and do not place the trail approaches under stop-control at 
the low volume local streets and driveways. Rather, those street and driveway approaches to the trail should be 
under yield or stop-control.

5.  Strive for 20-mph design sight triangles at all intersections for improved safety.

6.  Remove the current dawn-to-dusk closure of the trail -- this is a very heaviliy-used regional-class trail serving 
many commuters and personal travel needs in addition to recreation trips. A night closure of the trail is not 
warranted nor in the best interest of promoting increased use of non-motorized transport alternatives to the 
automobile.

Dennis  Neuzil, Dr.Eng., P.E
Traffic and Transportation Engineer 
2307 - 94th Avenue NE 
Clyde Hill, WA  98004 
Tel 425-455-1419  (Fax 425-454-9122) 
Email: dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-27 – Dennis Neuzil 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. Refer to response I-5-2.  
 
3. Your comment is acknowledged.  The location and need for fencing will be evaluated 
during the design process.  
 
4. Your comment is acknowledged. The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives remove 
the stop signs on the trail and incorporate stop or yield signs at low volume driveways and local 
streets. This is based on incorporating best engineering practices and nationally recognized 
guidelines for trail design and engineering, including right of way assignment.  
 
5. The design speed for all elements of the trail - including the sight distance triangles - 
proposed in the Redevelopment Alternative is 20 mph, though the recommended speed for the 
trail users will be 15 mph.  
 
6. Refer to response I-5-24.  
 



From: Johansen, Dave [mailto:Dave.Johansen@nordstrom.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 12:54 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

I am writing this message to support the "Redevelopment Alternative" described in the EIS.

I particularly support:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs

� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and motorists

� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

I use the Burke Gilman trail several times a week during the period from February to October when there is 
sufficient light to commute by bicycle to and from work in downtown Seattle and on weekends for recreational 
purposes.  Although I live on the west side of Shoreline, I ride my bicycle about 7 miles (each way) from my 
neighborhood to reach the trail so that I can use the Burke Gilman trail for most of my ride (the remaining 16 miles 
to my office downtown) to minimize interactions with traffic.  The trail receives extensive use by commuters, 
recreational walkers, runners and roller bladers of all ages and is an important transportation link and recreational 
resource for the region, but it is in need of upgrading to handle the volume of use that it receives and to address 
bumps and hazards that cause a considerable number of accidents.

Thank you for your consideration,

David G. Johansen

17780 15th Ave NW

Shoreline, WA 98177
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-28 – Dave Johansen 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



1

From: redwardsgis@gmail.com [mailto:redwardsgis@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Richard Edwards
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2007 4:10 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke-Gilman Redevelopment comments

Hello,
I have read carefully through the Burke-Gilman Redevelopment EIS, and I would like to comment that the redevelopment 
plan seems very sensible and well planned.  While the plan isn't perfect for me, I realize that other trail users have 
different needs, and I think the plan will support all users well.

The condition of the trail is very important to me.  I commute daily on the trail from Seattle to Redmond.  Usually the 
morning commute is easy.
The stop signs are annoying but I just ignore them; it is the bad sightlines that make me slow down.  The evening 
commute is a different story.  During the warm months there is a lot of traffic, and during the winter months it is too hard to
see the cracks and holes in the dark.
For this reason, I take my bike on the bus for the return trip in the winter, even though that often means missing a bus 
because the racks are full.  I believe the redevelopment plan would make the trail much more safely rideable under these 
afternoon conditions.

To the extent that the trail is safe and usable, I commute regularly.
Improvements to the safety of the trail will increase the number of commuting trips I would make.  Currently, in my case, 
the trail reduces the number of 20 mile car trips (and the consequent greenhouse
gas) by at least 30 trips/month.  After the redevelopment, that would probably increase to 38 trips/month.

Thanks!
Richard Edwards
4045 NE 57th Street
Seattle WA 98105
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-29 – Richard Edwards 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



From: Janet Heineck [mailto:janeth459@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2007 7:20 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Comment on Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment 

Dear Ms. Brown: 

I am writing in support of the Redevelopment alternative, one of three--the others being Rebuild and No 
Action--evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment issued 
by the King County Facilities Management Division in November 2007.. I understand that the public comment 
period ends today. I hope that my message is not too late to be considered. 

I am a Seattle resident. I am also a cyclist who regularly commutes from my home in the Lake City 
neighborhood to work at the University of Washington, using both Sand Point Way and the Burke-Gilman 
Trail for my route. I frequently ride north to and turn around at Logboom Park on my way home for extra 
training miles. I ride to Third Place Books to attend the monthly Redmond Cycling Club meetings. During the 
warmer seasons, I ride through Lake Forest Park along the trail out to Marymoor Park, an especially beautiful 
ride on a warm late afternoon. I often reflect on how lucky I am to be able to commute to work along Lake 
Washington, with such beautiful views morning and evening.  

I enthusiastically support the full redevelopment of the trail through Lake Forest Park. During dark hours, the 
dropoffs along the paved edges of the trail, so close to ditches, are hard to see, especially when leaf-strewn, and 
I think rather dangerous. The root ridges are very uncomfortable to ride across and, if hit at the wrong angle, 
could cause a crash. I understand that over the years landowners along the trail have encroached on County 
right-of-way. Widening the trail to provide better pathways for pedestrians and runners, and pruning back or 
replacing the bordering vegetation to increase sight distances, would make this very model of a multi-user trail 
a safer and more pleasant experience for all. It is well known that cyclists ignore the stop signs at trail 
crossings through Lake Forest Park in their current configuration, except for those signs at governed street 
intersections. Redesigning them to halt the less heavy cross-trail auto traffic, rather than cyclists' travel, is less 
vindictive and more realistic and practical. I support the current speed limit of 15 mph.  

As a member of the Washington Native Plant Society, I support entirely the plans to remove trailside invasive 
and noxious weeds and replace them with native and near-native shrubs. The trail is currently a perfect gallery 
of the State-identified noxious weeds Old Man's Beard, Herb Robert, Japanese Knotweed, and English Ivy. I 
believe I have even seen Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum) along the trail, which is a Class A 
Noxious Weed.  

We all know that our population and its travel needs are increasing steadily. Cycling is a genuine transportation 
alternative to the car. The Burke-Gilman Trail is an essential link in a regional trail system of which we all can 
be proud. Surely it is regarded as a recreational amenity as well by residents of Lake Forest Park. Bringing it 
up to national trail standards and into engineering and design line with other trails in the region is a 
magnificent goal. I hope that the work can begin soon.  

Best regards, 
Janet Heineck 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-30 – Janet Heineck 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



1

From: Barbara Hartley [mailto:barbarahartley@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2007 5:46 PM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke Gilman EIS in Lake Forest Park

Attn:  Gina Auld

We are Lake Forest Park residents.   We are all for trail expansion and
upgrade.  We use the park facility regularly for running, riding with our kids, and walking.  

As stated in your Town Hall meeting at Shorecrest, the street crossings are problematic.  Many bikers think they own the 
trail and do not stop at the intersections.  Fortunately, to my knowledge, there has not been a tragic incident.  Let's keep it
that way by carefully signing these intersections, especially the NE 147th intersection. 

The other comment would be directed towards the use of the Right of Way.
Many property owners have maintained the ROW for decades on their own and at their expense.  It seems the trail 
expansion body is arbitrarily picking and choosing what pieces of the ROW should now be maintained and incorporated 
into its new plans and the remaining pieces will remain as they have been for the adjacent owners to use and maintain.  I 
would like to understand the rationale of how these decisions are made and how they then are applied to the master plan. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Barbara and Steve Hartley
18832 53rd Avenue NE
Lake Forest Park,  WA 98155
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-31 – Barbara Hartley 
 
1. Your comments are acknowledged. Trail design features meeting or exceeding nationally 
recognized guidelines have been incorporated into the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives. 
These guidelines advise that intersection geometry and sight lines be considered in the 
assignment of right-of-way.   Given the volume of trail traffic and the implementation of these 
measures, it was determined that the assignment of right-of-way as described in Section 2.5.1.7 of 
the EIS is correct (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006). 
 
2. The County recognizes that many trail-side property owners have added privacy fencing, 
landscaping and other improvements on the County’s right-of-way at their own expense, and have 
in effect, “maintained” these areas.  The widening of the trail necessarily will impact some of 
these improvements, simply because the existing trail bed is quite narrow. Where possible, the 
Redevelopment Alternative attempts to minimize impacts to trail-side property owners.  The 
County proposes to use or impact only as much right-of-way as is necessary for the widening of 
the trail and associated trail amenities.  Small rest areas are proposed at three locations, which 
would use slightly more of the right-of-way.  However, they would be located close to the trail 
and would have a modest footprint.   



From: Bill and Jane Dodson [mailto:bjnkdodson@comcast.net]  
Sent: Saturday, December 01, 2007 8:36 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: stop sign on ne 165th, burke-gilman trail 

Please do not remove this stop sign. I have lived within a couple of blocks of that crosswalk for over twenty 
years.We are so lucky to not have any fatalities with how dangerous it is with the stop sign. I have witness many 
crashes with this crossing 
due to the bikers not stopping. If you remove the stop sign it will not be will someone die there it will just be when. 
If you lived in the Sheridan community ask yourself weather you would allow your children to go to the beach 
club.With the amount of bikers on the trail how are the cars allowed to use or cross? The stop sign needs to be 
seen better maybe let the bikers know in advance that the stop sign is coming up.                             
                                                                        Thanks, Jane Dodson
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-32 – Bill and Jane Dodson 
 
1. While NE 165th Street does have a higher volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic than 
do other crossings along the trail, trail volumes still exceed vehicle and pedestrian volumes. 
Based on MUTCD and AASHTO recommendations, right-of-way should therefore be assigned to 
the leg of traffic with higher volumes. The Redevelopment Alternative proposes several measures 
that will improve the sight distances at this crossing -- realignment of the crossing and 
replacement and trimming of existing vegetation, which will enhance visibility and safety for 
both motorists and trail users.  This crossing has fewer sight distance challenges than do other 
crossings because of the flatter grade. Several transportation engineers have also reviewed this 
crossing, and have recommended a stop for motorists despite the somewhat irregular geometry of 
the intersection (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006).    
  
The Redevelopment Alternative also proposed several supplemental measures for pedestrians at 
this crossing.  Sidewalks along both sides of NE 165th Street will be extended through the 
crossing to the corners with Beach Drive NE, to formalize the pedestrian travel-way; and 
additional signage, including warning signs, will advise cyclists to yield to crossing pedestrians.    
 



From: Selipsky Herbert [mailto:selipsky@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2007 11:33 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: Jorge Carrasco; nierenj@seattle.gov; Auld, Gina 
Subject: Re: Burke Gilman Trail Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment period extended to Dec 18, 
2007 

Thank you for sending, and inviting me to comment on,  the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Burke-
Gilman Trail Redevelopment.
I noted with particular interest the excerpt below, at the bottom of:

Table 2-1.  Summary of Scoping Comments (continued) 
Issue Comments 

It reads: 

Public Services & Utilities:
 Discuss the potential to place electrical wires and utility lines underground during construction of trail 
improvements, in particular, between NE 145h and NE 155th Streets. 

This has been brought up a number of times at open meetings and in letters, but no comments about it 
have ever been forthcoming. 
Representing a number of residents living in this area along the trail, I once again urge you to let the 
appropriate people discuss the undergrounding of utility poles and wires with City Light. 
As a reference to this plea, and to the reasoning for why it should be done now, I copy immediately 
below my last letter (e-mail) on the subject. 
(I would ask you to add, in your discussion with City Light, that an added bonus would be no more 
storm-related multi-hour interruptions of electricity supply, as happened with past severe storms e.g. 
last winter.) 

Thank you for your consideration and attention, 
Sincerely,

Dr. and Mrs. H. Selipsky.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------

From: Selipsky Herbert [mailto:selipsky@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2007 11:44 AM 
To: jorge.carrasco@seattle.gov; nierenj@seattle.gov
Cc: Auld, Gina; Israel, Jessie; Burke Gilman Trail; SPhillips@ci.lake-forest-park.wa.us; terryr@macleodreckord.com;
kenn@seattle.paceengrs.com; margaret@na-company.com
Subject: Burke-Gilman trail development project and electric wiring/poles

To: City Light:
Jorge Carrasco, Superintendent,
John Nierenberg, Engineering Director

Dear Sirs:                                                                                                                     
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I have been advised that you two gentlemen are the best people to contact re our concerns 
related to the upcoming Burke-Gilman trail development project and electric wiring/poles situation.

As you may be aware, the city of Lake Forest Park, in concert with King County, are in the process
of finalizing their plans for a major redevelopment of the Burke-Gilman Trail within their 
jurisdiction i.e. from N.E. 145th Street northwards.

We are greatly concerned that this once-in-a-lifetime chance to underground, from N.E. 145th to
about N.E. 155th Streets, the remaining, still above ground, Trail electrical and utility wires and their 
ugly
supporting poles at a huge cost saving to you, may not be adequately discussed and, worse,
may be missed. 

I therefore write to you in this connection; the issue has been thrown around by everyone for many
years now, but now is finally coming to a head with a really unique opportunity to get it done cheaply. 

Not to bore you with many years of off-and-on correspondence, I will rather summarize below for you
the most relevant more recent communications that have taken place:- 

1)  I have been the spokesman for some 20 area families over the years, trying to get the Trail 
utilities poles and wires undergrounded from NE 145th to NE 155th Streets, especially the huge 
pole, transformer and high wires around NE 151st. Street.
The poles and wires are so terribly ugly for everyone, trail users and residents alike, in such a 
beautiful environment. (From about NE 155th northwards it is essentially all undergrounded 
around the Trail already, and looks lovely.)
It just needs this short strip to complete the whole Lake Forest Park section to be undergrounded 
and beautified. 

2)  I realize that City Light has to be involved in any such undertaking, and the stated problem in 
the past has been mainly expense. This is why it is now the ideal time for City Light to participate.
(Add: an added bonus would be no more storm-related multi-hour interruptions of electricity supply. Last 
winter was a nightmare!) 
 The point is, that with the trail being dug up ANYWAY, (and money spent on poles probably 
needing to be placed, moved and/or replaced anyway) this is the perfect time for City Light to 
underground at a huge cost saving, as, again, the trail is to be dug up anyway, and money spent 
on probably placing/replacing poles and wires anyway. 
Please do have all concerned discuss the issue, in particular the great timing, and labor and cost 
savings involved!

This is one of those rare occasions where all involved parties could win. 
I would really appreciate being informed of the ongoing status quo of our request. 
Thank you so much for your time and your courteous attention, 

Herb Selipsky. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------

On Nov 30, 2007, at 11:21 AM, City of Lake Forest Park wrote: 

King County Facilities Management Division has issued a Draft 
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Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Burke-Gilman Trail 
Redevelopment

The comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been extended to 
http://www.metrokc.gov/facilities/burkegilmantrail/docs/bgt_eis_draft.pdf5 pm, December 18, 2007.

You may send written comments to Gina Auld, King County Facilities Management Division, King Street 
Center, 201 S. Jackson, #700 Seattle, WA 98104 or via email to fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov.   

Click here for more information.

Click here for the official King County Notice of Availability of DEIS.

Click here for a link to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Burke-Gilman Trail.
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-33 – Herbert Selipsky 
 
1. These issues are outside the scope of the project.   



From: Martin Nelson [mailto:mnelson@martinnelsonco.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2007 9:26 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: EIS Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project 

Gina Auld:
The following comments are with regard to the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project and the environmental 
impacts on the community surrounding the project.  Please make sure that these concerns are addressed in the 
final EIS.

1. Speed of bicycle traffic has a major impact on the safety and use of the Burke Gilman Trail through Lake 
Forest Park.  Based on the information in the draft EIS, this area of the Trail is used less by pedestrians 
than other surveyed sections (see the study done by William E. Moritz and compare it with the results of 
the Transpo Group data).  People will use parks and trails only when provided with a safe environment.  
Reduce speeds, increase safety, and you will get better usage by all categories of user.  On city streets, 
there are areas around schools where automobile traffic speeds are reduced to provide safety to people in 
the area. “The King County Code (KCC) requires a maximum speed limit of 15 MPH on trails”…the most 
important word here is MAXIMUM; in areas of danger, speeds should be reduced  The area through Lake 
Forest Park is unique with more multiple trail crossings than any other section of the Trail.  A reduction of 
bicycle speed to 10 MPH through this area, just as speeds are reduced in school zones, would increase 
safety to all users of the Trail and mitigate much of the concerns by local residents of safety on the Trail.  
The smaller the difference in speed between the cyclists, pedestrians, and other wheeled trail users, the 
less the potential conflict.  Strict enforcement of speeds, just as is done on city streets, will encourage safe 
behavior in this congested area.  The removable bollards at trail/roadway crossings have been argued to 
be hazardous to bicyclists, especially when it is dark and wet (which in the Northwest is much of the time).  
A reduction of speed would tend to reduce any danger that bollards would present.

2. Traffic signage through this area of the Trail can add to potential user conflicts and safety problems.  There 
has been much discussion about the removal of the stop signs on the trail and switching them to stop 
automobile traffic approaching the Trail from the intersecting streets.  Yield signs, oriented to the users of 
the Trail, would slow bicycle traffic, increase safety, and would be the preferred by all residents in the 
area.  AT THE LEAST, yield signs should be used at the intersections of  N.E. 147th Street and N.E. 165th

Street.  Trail users can easily adjust their speed with the increased sight distances at all major 
intersections.  The approaches to the two intersections mentioned above make visibility by automobile 
drivers almost impossible to see a fast approaching cyclist.  The streets parallel the Trail and then turn AS 
the cars cross the Trail.  This makes being able to clearly see oncoming bicycles from behind the cars 
virtually impossible.  If the Park Department can reconfigure the Trail to allow intersecting traffic to 
approach at right angles and hence allow for unobstructed views of oncoming traffic, then the safety issue 
would be mitigated; otherwise, have the yield signs for those vehicles (bicycles) that are best able to see 
and adjust speeds and increase safety.  The draft EIS is wrong when it states that “the intersection at NE 
147th Street provides driveway access to approximately 39 homes”.  It is obvious that whoever counted the 
residences along this LANE did not include any of the residences that are South of the Seattle City limits.  
There are over 100 homes that have multiple drivers using the crossing at NE 147th Street.  Whenever a 
resident is heading North on the Bothell Highway, it is shorter and faster for all residents of the Lane to use 
this intersection.  Likewise, it is shorter and faster to use the South entrance to Edgewater Lane when 
heading South on Sandpoint Way.  Any competent study would have found this to be the case if the 
questions had been asked of the users.

3. Based on drawings in Appendix A, it appears that there is a proposed rest stop approximately 400 feet 
north of the intersection at NE 147th Street.  This should NOT be allowed to be built.  The impact of a rest 
area at this location would be HUGE.  There is no way to patrol this area without removing the bollards at 
the intersection and driving on the Trail on a continuous basis.  Maintenance of this area would only 
happen sporadically because of the difficulty of access.  There is currently no lighting in this area for 
security purposes.  How would the Park Dept assure the safety of Trail users and bordering neighbors with 
an uncontrollable rest area?  If there needs to be a rest area in this vicinity, place it at the intersection of 
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NE 147th Street with excellent visibility, easy access, and the best police control.  The area that is currently 
designated as a “rest stop” should be fenced along the Trail to keep people moving to an area of better 
visibility, control and safety.

There has been much time and effort put into this proposed expansion of the Burke Gilman Trail.  Some of 
the ideas are very good, others are absolutely stupid.  If this is truly an Environmental Impact Statement, 
address the impacts on the neighboring environment and mitigate the concerns.  The suggestions that I am 
making could be easily be used and would improve the acceptance by all neighboring property owners 
without impacting in any material way the bicyclists and other users of this very important Park.

Martin Nelson
14732 Edgewater Lane NE
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155
.    
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-34 – Martin Nelson 
 
1. The trail is being designed to reduce risk and increase comfort for all trail users. The 
current trail width, chicanes at crossings, and overgrown vegetation and poor sight-lines make it 
particularly challenging for cyclists and pedestrians to use the Burke-Gilman Trail 
simultaneously. Refer to response G-2-6.    
  
King County has adopted speed limits based on currently applicable regulations, trail conditions, 
consistency with King County policies, and other factors. Refer to response G-2-18. 
 
2. The Redevelopment Alternative will improve sight distance at these and other crossings 
by removing fencing, trimming or replacing vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal curves, 
realigning the crossings, and adding design elements with traffic calming effects (advance 
warning strips or “alert bars,” bollards and striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  
Given these modifications, visibility will increase, and existing risks will be reduced as a result.   
In the case of an accident, it is presumed that liability will be handled on a case-by-case basis.  
The behavior of individual bicyclists is difficult to control.  However, designing the trail to be 
consistent with AASHTO and MUTCD guidelines, as proposed in the Redevelopment 
Alternative, will promote more responsible behavior. This includes providing consistent 
intersection treatments and new signage directed specifically at bicyclists placed at regular 
intervals. These modifications will reduce risk and increase comfort for all users. 
  
Major realignment of the trail crossing at NE 147th is limited by the restricted right-of-way and 
topography in the area.  Several transportation engineering firms have studied these crossings, 
and have come to the conclusion that with sightline improvements and signage, no major 
realignment of the crossing or additional measures would be required to ensure safety at these 
crossings. The County’s jurisdiction of the trail begins north of the Seattle City Limits; therefore 
previous traffic studies may not have taken the additional access needs of the homes south of the 
City limits into account.  However, even given the full number of homes along NE 147th between 
Seattle and Lake Forest Park, trail volumes still exceed vehicular volumes. Based on MUTCD 
and AASHTO recommendations, right-of-way should therefore be assigned to the leg of traffic 
with higher volumes.   
 
3. The rest stop proposed in this area is an upgrade and standardization of what currently 
exists; two benches and a trash receptacle.  Existing fencing in the area will also be replaced. Rest 
stops are proposed at each end of the Lake Forest Park segment of the County's trail, one at NE 
147th and another at NE Ballinger Way. 
 
Trail lighting is proposed only at intersections and crossings, and is consistent with the County's 
regional trail system standards and park policy. Refer also to response I-1-2. 
 



From: Janet D HANSON [mailto:jan_hanson75@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2007 7:18 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject:

November 19, 2007

re: Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Comments.

I am a concerned resident of Lake Forest Park in the Sheridan Beach area.  It is my 
understanding that the stop signs at the 165th, Shore Drive corner will be removed from the 
Burke Gilman Trail side and that the speed limit for the trail may be increased under the current 
redevelopment plan.   I'm not sure that's an educated avenue to take.   The 4-way stop is 
already a very dangerous corner.  There are many cars, bikers, runners and walkers (including 
many Mom's with strollers) on that path and especially right there with the Sheridan Beach Club 
access. The bikers DO NOT FOLLOW DESIGNATED SIGNAGE, INCLUDING STOP LIGHTS in this 
area of the trail.

As a 30 year resident of Sheridan Beach  I have seen an enormous change in the past 10-15 
years, in regards to the bikers.  Having raised my children, walked my dog and ridden the path 
myself it has become an actual menace these past years.   The bikers NEVER  stop at the stop 
signs anyway, and some even circumvent the stop signs by cutting off the trail at 165th and 
following Shore Drive, and at a speed so fast you darn well better get out of their way!!!!  To 
remove the stop signs would be asking for some serious trouble.

In the past 15 years my family alone has been cussed at (the f-work used VERY vehemently in
the presence of small children), flipped off, spit at, harassed, cut off, and even run into 
(including actually running into the car) by bikers.   They do NOT even adhere to the stop light
at 170th and after waiting in one's car a long time to cross over Bothell Way to the Lake Forest 
Park Mall, I assure you this does not cause a happy feeling.

I feel it is best to leave the signage all along the Trail in Lake Forest Park as it is, and if the 
speed limit is changed, watch out!!!   It's chaos now, it will be dangerous if that is done.   I am 
amazed at these people who say they are concerned for our environment and therefore ride 
their bikes yet they have become so horrifically disrespectful of walkers and actual signage.   
Are they somehow above or absolved from laws that I myself must follow?   Certainly I would 
not drive right into someone on a bike when they purposefully run through a red light against 
my green light, would I.  No.  So why is it too much to ask the bikers to respect the signage and 
lights?  The last time I checked the trail is NOT a freeway or expressway.   If they want that 
speed, use the road and respect the laws of the road.

I hope you seriously consider the situation in Lake Forest Park before making any changes 
that we can't change back.  This isn't a sometimes situation but one that is dealt with  DAILY!   I
urge you to come yourself to witness this craziness.

Sincerely,

Jan Hanson
16550 Shore Drive NE
Lake Forest Park, Washington  98155
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-35 – Janet Hanson 
 
1. Refer to responses I-32-1 and I-34-1. 



From: Lyle Waterman [mailto:lylewaterman@msn.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2007 2:26 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: anthony@avaseattle.com 
Subject:

I just became aware of a serious safety issue. It is in regard to the Burke Gilman Trail 
Redevelopment Project. I have learned that the stop signs for cyclists at 147th and the Burke 
Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop signs for the cars. This is a well traveled 
crossing that is one of only two outlets from the Seattle street, Riviera Place.  With a speed limit 
(for the cyclists) of 15 miles per hour (which is never enforced, and many cyclists are known to 
travel much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike. I enjoy cycling on
the trail, but I'm also a motorist, and this change causes me great concern for both groups. It is 
very difficult at that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position. This is 
an unfair liability to motorists and a false security for cyclists. King County should address this 
matter before the Environmental Impact Statement is final.  

Sincerely,

Lyle Waterman 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-36 – Lyle Waterman 
 
1. The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives include removing stop signs on the 
trail and providing stop or yield signs at roadways (including at NE 147th Street). This will be 
done in conjunction with other important safety improvements. Both the Redevelopment and 
Rebuild Alternatives will improve sight distance at the NE 147th Street (and other crossings) by 
removing fencing, trimming or replacing vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal curves, 
realigning the crossings, and adding design elements with traffic calming effects (advance 
warning strips or “alert bars,” bollards and striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  
These modifications will increase visibility, reduce risk and increase comfort to trail users and 
motorists. The behavior of individual bicyclists is difficult to control.  Designing the trail to be 
consistent with AASHTO and MUTCD guidelines, as proposed in the Redevelopment and 
Rebuild Alternatives, will provide consistent intersection treatments and new signage directed 
specifically at bicyclists placed at regular intervals.  



1

From: luke.knutson@assurant.com [mailto:luke.knutson@assurant.com]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2007 10:47 AM
To: SEPAcomments, FMD
Subject: Burke Gilman - 165th Crossing - Sheridan Beach

As a resident of Sheridan Beach, avid runner, and father of two small children under six years old, I disagree with the 
current plans of the council to increase the mph of bikers on the Burke and the removal of Stop Signs at 165th.

There are currently too many "near misses" at this intersection as it currently stands - increasing the speed of a minority 
of bike riders and giving them a false sense of confidence at that speed will lead to injuries, lawsuits, and potential 
fatalities.  The burke Gilman should be a multiple use public trail for pedestrian walkers, runners, and recreational bikers - 
not for professional bikers who are already going too fast for users on the trail.  Many of our neighbors use the trail for 
babystrollers, joggers and our next door neighbor walks with his medically fragile wife on this same trail.  Making the trail 
faster and therefore less open to recreational users is not what the Burke is intended to provide the community - my 
family and my community disagree with the proposed increase in speed and I encourage you to vote against this.

In regards to removing the stop signs for the Burke at 165th, I would ask that the signs stay in place as a precaution to the 
vehicle and more importantly to the pedestrian traffic that crosses there everyday, especially in the summer.  I drive 
through the intersection of 165th and Burke every day on my way to and from downtown - I always stop for pedestrians 
and bikers, however I feel that prevention on both sides (having both sides stop) is a necessary precaution to ensure the 
safety of the intersection.  My children frequently cross this spot as well on their way to the Beach Club - I have noticed 
quite a few of the "professional bikers" that cross this spot not giving more room or stopping for pedestrian traffic.  Just as
I am conscious of bikers when I am driving, our community feels that the bikers should be conscious of our small children 
that are on the sidewalk at this area and yield to pedestrians who are crossing the burke at this point. 

I'm not sure what the accident history is at 165th and the Burke currently, but the two proposals above will undoubtedly 
cause a major accident within the first 12 months if passed.  My question to the board
is:  Are you prepared to tell the family members of someone injured that they were a casualty of choice so that a minority 
of bikers could go faster on the Burke?

Please vote no to changing the Burke Gilman - our community would like to see it continue to be safe for our children and 
the majority of its recreational users.

Luke Knutson
16721 Shore Drive NE
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155
luke.knutson@assurant.com

************************************************************************
**************
This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information 
intended solely for the use of the addressee(s). If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any reading, dissemination, distribution, copying, forwarding or other use of this message or its attachments 
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this 
message and all copies and backups thereof.

Thank you.
************************************************************************
**************
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-37 – Luke Knutson 
 
1. Refer to responses I-32-1 and I-34-1. 
 
2. Though NE 165th Street does have a higher volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
than do other crossings, trail volumes still exceed vehicle and pedestrian volumes. Based on 
MUTCD and AASHTO recommendations, right-of-way should therefore be assigned to the leg of 
traffic with higher volumes.  A four-way stop at a crossing of multiple modes (automobiles, 
bicycles, pedestrians) may lead to greater confusion and increased risk exposure.   Refer also to 
responses I-5-13 and I-32-1. 
 
3. The Redevelopment Alternative proposes several measures that will improve the sight 
distances at this crossing -- realignment of the crossing and replacement and trimming of existing 
vegetation, which will enhance visibility and safety for both motorists and trail users.  This 
crossing has fewer sight distance challenges than do other crossings because of the flatter grade.  
Several transportation engineers have also reviewed this crossing, and have recommended a stop 
for motorists despite the somewhat irregular geometry of the intersection (The Transpo Group, 
2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006).    



From: Brian Landsberger [mailto:brian@landsberger.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 2:23 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail 

Hello,

My name is Brian Landsberger, I am a cyclist that uses the Burke Gilman trail almost every day to 
commute to work from Mountlake Terrace to Seattle. Because the Burke-Gilman is my preferred 
method to commute to work I would like to voice my support for the redevelopment alternative of 
the Burke Gilman DEIS. Generally speaking I agree with Cascade Bicycle Club's  assesment 
of the situation:

� The use of modern standards for the placement traffic controls like STOP and YIELD signs
� Clear sight lines at intersections to reduce the chance of crashes between trail users and 
motorists
� Widening the trail to ease interactions between pedestrians and bicyclists

In addition I also would like to voice my concerns about the safety of both home owners and 
trail users near Lake Forest Park. As you are aware, landslides have become common and I 
fear that, after viewing the damage this week,  saving the homes trail in this area may not be 
an option. I am curious about what the plans are to deal with the landslides?

As always you are doing a stellar job with the trail, I am very thankful to live in an area where I 
can ride such distances to work and not have to deal with the traffic.

Thanks again!

-Brian
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-38 – Brian Landsberger 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted. 
 
2. Geotechnical firms have assessed slope stability along the trail as part of this project, and 
recommended limiting work in the most unstable areas. The Redevelopment Alternative has used 
this approach in design.  Some of the more unstable areas are outside the County's right-of-way 
and beyond the scope of the project.   
  
For existing steep slopes that are within the County's right-of-way and that would not be impacted 
by construction of this project, maintenance (e.g., removal of leaning trees, removal of slide 
debris as slides may occur, and continued clearing of drainage ditches) would continue to occur. 
The potential for slope instability as a result of maintenance activities would be mitigated by site-
specific geotechnical investigation, engineering design, and construction techniques that would be 
detailed as part of the permitting process for such maintenance.  



From: cjstandaert@comcast.net [mailto:cjstandaert@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 10:13 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: kerri@hallgrimson.com 
Subject: Burke Gilman Trail and 165th St., NE 

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing to express our community's concern with specific aspects of the Burke Gilman Trail 
revision through Lake Forest Park.  Our community has a beach club and swimming pool across the 
street from the intersection of the Burke Gilman Trail and 165th St, NE.  Currently, there is a "Stop" 
sign facing the trail riders at that intersection that is already poorly obeyed.  It is our understanding that 
the current plan proposes removal of this sign and the placement of a "Yield" sign.  We feel this could 
have disastrous consequences.  Hundreds of people a day cross the trail at that intersection in the 
summer to access the beach club, many of  them children on their way to swim practice or lessons in the 
mornings or just to play at the water.  There can be well over 100 people in front of the gate for a 
number of special events throughout the year and several hundred people entering and exiting the club in 
a short span of time for swim meets and other functions.  The county performed a count of pedestrian 
traffic last spring, but this was when the pool was not in operation.  Our fear is that a cyclist will hit a 
child crossing the path with the potential for catastrophic injury to the child and rider, alike.  Further 
increasing the danger are the difficult sight lines for cars turning onto 165th at that same intersection, 
making the transition potentially hazardous from a number of fronts for all involved. 

Actively taking steps that substantially increase the risk to pedestrians in our neighborhood is an 
extreme disservice to these residents of King County and seems to represent gross disregard for their 
safety.  Our request is that the "Stop" signs remain in place on the trail at the crossing of 165th St. NE, 
and that all efforts be made to maximize the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and cyclists at this very 
challenging intersection.  This should be a much higher priority than maintaining the speed of cyclists.
We would greatly appreciate the opportunity to answer any questions regardind our views or to express 
our concerns in person whenever possible. 

Thank you. 

Christopher J. Standaert, MD 
President 
Board of Directors 
Sheridan Beach Community Club 
16269 39th Ave., NE 
Lake Forest Park, WA  98155 
(206) 417-2406 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-39 – Christopher J. Standaert 
 
1. Refer to response I-32-1.  



From: Barbara Fruhling [mailto:bee43@qwest.net]  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 10:47 AM 
To: Auld, Gina 
Cc: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: BGT through LFP (corrected) 

Many of our concerns were directed to the DNR when this subject was first addressed.  They have not 
changed, and I forward to them to you now for consideration.

I note that this project is presented as "improving the safety of the Burke Gilman Trail through Lake Forest 
Park".  For whom?  I'd like to see clear protection of the rights of those of us who live here, over those who 
are just barreling through, by slowing everyone down to enjoy our community, and therefore making the 
trail safer.

Increasing the speed for the cyclists will only serve to threaten the safety of those of us who stroll or jog the 
trail with our dogs or children.  They simply show no regard, in their haste, for mowing down the straying 
child or pet, or the startled walker who realizes that a slight step to the left puts them in the path of 
danger.

Removing the stop signs at our drives transfers liability to the homeowner from the recklessly speeding 
cyclists who accost us so frequently as we try to exit from our properties.  They ignore the signs and are 
verbally abusive when we, in crossing the trail, slow them down.  The presence of stop signs (IF they were 
enforced) would decrease momentum and allow for better observation of the safety of other trail users. 

In regard to limits:  20 miles per hour?  And you're calling this a safety improvement?  This is just an obvious 
thumbs up to those who use this as a bicycle freeway, and compromises their ability to react quickly to a 
child or pet who darts out of single file.

Buffers and fencing provide us with some privacy, diminished noise, and a measure of security from those 
who use, and sometimes stray from, the trail.  Over the years, we have had many come to the door for 
assistance of some kind...faulty equipment, injuries, even to request tools or use of the bathroom!  We 
should have the right to screen our families from this kind of encroachment.

As a recreational cyclist, I'm concerned about maintenance, particularly in respect to the bumpy and 
broken pavement resulting from penetration by the root systems of trees planted too close to the trail.  
Note:  When cycling, I stop at the signs and observe the speed limit.  Why isn't this a reasonable 
expectation for everyone on a bicycle?

This trail goes through the heart of our community.  No wonder our Council considered all these points and
attempted to be the voice of reason over the strident cries of the cyclists.  This should be a place where 
everyone who uses the trail knows they had better slow done and observe the laws and respect our 
citizens.  Isn't this the law of the land everywhere else?  

We favor restoration of the trail over expansion.  Thank you for your consideration of SAFETY, not speed, as 
the highest priority for any trail improvement. 

Barbara & Ed Fruhling
15544 Beach Drive NE
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-40 – Barbara Fruhling 
 
1. The trail is being designed to reduce risk and increase comfort for trail users and 
motorists. Bicycle and pedestrian conflicts can occur on any shared use trail because of the speed 
differential between cyclists and pedestrians. The current trail width, chicanes at crossings, 
overgrown vegetation and poor sight-lines make it particularly challenging for cyclists and 
pedestrians to use the Burke-Gilman Trail simultaneously.  The increased trail width will provide 
a more generous comfort zone for pedestrians, as well as more passing room for bicycles.  The 
widened shoulders will provide a walking surface and “refuge” area off of bicycles’ travel-way.  
A minimum clear zone of three feet from the edge of the trail to vertical obstructions, grades 
sloping gently away from the trail edge, and appropriate trail signage are other design elements 
specifically intended to reduce risk and to increase comfort for pedestrians.  Also, the intersection 
improvements (advance warnings strips or “alert bars,” bollards, bollard striping, and contrasting 
surface through the intersections) are designed to increase awareness, slow and channelize trail 
traffic through the intersections, and thereby reduce risk for trail users and motorists at the 
crossings. Refer to response G-2-18 regarding trail speed. 
 
2. The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives incorporate best engineering practices and 
nationally recognized guidelines for trail design and engineering, including right of way 
assignment. State law specifies the obligations of vehicles approaching intersections marked with 
a stop or yield sign.  For examples, see RCW 46.61.190 (vehicles entering stop or yield 
intersection); RCW 46.61.200 (stop intersections other than arterials); RCW 46.61.205 (vehicle 
entering highway from private road or driveway).    
  
In addition to proposed sight distance improvements, the EIS also describes several other 
elements that will promote safety at crossings.  In advance of each crossing, signage and advance 
warning strips or “alert bars” made of textured concrete will warn trail users, particularly cyclists, 
that they are approaching a crossing.  Each crossing will be surfaced in textured concrete to 
contrast with the asphalt trail, and demarcated with bollards on each side of the crossing. The 
bollards located in the center of the trail travel-way will be clearly marked with pavement 
markings, and the bollards themselves will be reflectorized.  All of these elements are intended to 
clearly define a “mixing zone” and to promote heightened awareness, slower trail speeds, and 
caution where trail users and motorists navigate the crossing.  
 
3. Refer to response G-2-18. While the County has determined that a 15 mph speed limit is 
appropriate for the trail, the design speed for the Redevelopment Alternative, after applying a 
safety factor, would be 20 mph. A 20 mph design speed is the minimum design speed 
recommended by AASHTO for a shared use path. Additional information on the design speed is 
included in Section 3.11.3.1 of the EIS. 
 
4. The County intends to preserve buffering and privacy to the greatest extent possible, 
consistent with current County policies and guidelines. The County’s first priority is to reduce 
risk and increase comfort for all users along the trail. This includes improving sight distances by 
removing or trimming vegetation and removing fences located within sight-distance triangles. 
Trimming vegetation and removing fencing will be determined by best engineering practices and 
/ or standards with regard to improving sightlines. 
 
5. Your comments are acknowledged. Refer to response G-2-18 for information on trail 
speed.  



From: Anthony Vega [mailto:anthony@avaseattle.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2007 12:48 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment 

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists and 
a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact Statement 
is final.  Feel free to contact me If I can be of any assistance.

Sincerely,

Anthony Vega
14370 Riviera Place NE
Seattle, WA 98125

Anthony Vega
AVA Real Estate Corporation

206 448 0800
206 448 1300 f
206 300 6040 c

anthony@avaseattle.com

701 5th Ave #7230
Seattle, WA 98104
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-41 – Anthony Vega 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1. 



From: Gordon Stephenson [mailto:Gordon@rpaseattle.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 10:08 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: Mary Stephenson 
Subject: Burke Gilman EIS in Lake Forest Park 

Attn:  Gina Auld 

We’re Edgewater Lane property owners.  And we’re all for the trail expansion.  We use the park facility 
regularly for running, riding with our young kids, and walking.  So upgrade away! 

However, the crossing at NE 147th near our home is especially problematic to cars and bikers alike.  If 
you fail to control the bikers with at least yield signs, there will unquestionably be accidents.  Probably 
serious injury accidents for the bikers.  Even WITH the stop signs, we’ve seen this over the years.  
We’re always very cautious approaching in our cars even though we hold the right of way, but the 
FACT is that it is really hard to get square to the intersection when heading uphill and to get a good 
look at the trail in both directions (foliage obstruction isn’t the issue here).  One approaches from the 
south, turns hard left uphill, and the driver is still left with a tough over-the-shoulder view south on the 
trail to check for bike traffic.  With a cyclist commuting at dawn or dusk and not slowing to yield, there 
will be accidents.  If not actual injurious impacts, at least there will be lots of sore feelings between 
riders and drivers.  It’s just not necessary to cause this to happen, and the first biker to have a serious 
injury in a collision with a car will prove this point.  Let’s not prove the point.  

I know there are “engineering standards” which must be acknowledged, but I’m sure there is some 
room for latitude in interpreting these standards in practice.  This intersection, because of the heavy 
vehicle traffic and the difficult approach angles, is clearly one area where you should carefully apply 
these standards in favor of public safety.   

Respectfully submitted,  

Gordon & Mary Stephenson 

14540 Edgewater Lane NE 
Lake Forest Park,  WA 98155 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-42 – Gordon Stephenson 
 
1. Refer to comment I-34-2.   
 
 



From: Pacific Constructors Intl. Inc. [mailto:pcii@verizon.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 3:48 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: 147th and Burke Gilman 

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists and 
a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact Statement 
is final.

Sincerely,

Andrew E. Peterson

14320 Edgewater LN NE
Seattle, WA 98125

Moble 206.714.1088
Office 425.481.1600
Fax     425.483.3164

Comment Letter I-43
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-43 –  Andrew E. Peterson 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1. 



From: Reed&Eileen [mailto:adastracat@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 1:48 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject:

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists and 
a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact Statement 
is final.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely,

Reed Lockwood MD

Eileen Lockwood

Comment Letter I-44
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-44 – Reed and Eileen Lockwood 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1. 



From: Bettigene Kindberg [mailto:bettiboop-1@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 3:29 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: anthony@avaseattle.com 
Subject: Sign reversal 

 Dear Ms Auld, 

It has been brought to our attention that there is a plan to reverse the stop sign at 147th and the Burke Gilman 
trail... Before this decision is made permanent please take the time to drive this yourself and see the hidden 
dangers: 

There is a jog on the north side of the trail...When you are on Edgewater Ln you would not be able to see an 
oncoming bicyclist that is traveling at 15mph or faster (which is the norm)... 

There is thick vegetation in both directions on the trail... 

This puts an undo liability on the car and driver and makes it dangerous for the bike and rider... 

Thank you, 
Bettigene Kindberg and Dean Davis 

Peek-a-boo FREE Tricks & Treats for You! Get 'em!
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-45 – Bettigene Kindberg and Dean Davis 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1. 



From: Keith Magnuson [mailto:keith@stonegardens.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 3:20 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: Anthony Vega 
Subject: Stop sign at NE 147 and Burke-Gilman Trail: attention Gina Auld 

Gina, I am a bike rider, trail walker and resident on Edgewater Lane NE. To change the sign such that cars must 
stop is to beg for bike/car accidents. It is marginally possible to see a bike coming at 15 mph and still have time to 
cross the trail without impeding the bike. It is easy to not see a bike coming even if the bike rider is at or below the 
15 limit. There is a lot of shade on the trail and it would be very easy to overlook or not see a bike coming out of 
these shadows. When you consider the many bike riders who are speeding, it makes for an impossible situation 
with the liability being put on the motorist. It is also inconsistent with every single sign South of that cross street.  
When I see bikes, even though I have the right of way, I stop for them as a courtesy.  Almost all of them run the 
stop signs anyway with the unwritten rule that if a car shows up, the biker must stop. I do it myself, but am always 
prepared to stop because the car has rights.  This loose arrangement has worked well for many years.  To 
change the situation to favor bikers is grossly unfair to motorists and dangerous to bike riders.   Sincerely, Keith 
Magnuson
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-46 – Keith Magnuson 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1.  



From: Meagan Howland [mailto:meaganhowland@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 2:44 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: panic at 165th and the Burke Gilman 

Hello there-- 

I am a member of the Sheridan Beach community club. I have lived a block up from the Burke Gilman Trail on 
165th for the last 8 years. During those 8 years, my four children and I have spent many days--several times a 
day--walking up-and-down that hill to the Sheridan Beach Club below. More frightening to me than any car is the 
bikers on the Burke Gilman. Children have actually been hit by the bikers on the Burke Gilman crossing the TRAIL 
to the beach club. The cars are already so afraid of the bikers that they automatically slow down even though the 
stop sign is not for them. It is so difficult to see the trail as you make that turn that of course, you slow down, 
not wanting to kill a biker. This is good for the major traffic at that intersection. My kids who range in age from 2-
10 LOVE to run down that hill. It is the most panicked part of our walk for me and I have grown accostomed to 
screaming, "Stop for the bikers! Watch out for the bikers!"  But what 2-year old boy in the joy of the moment of 
the rush of running down a long hill listens to his mother every time?  

This is ludicrous that you would make this type of a decision at an intersection that has already caused so many 
problems. I am shocked by your lack-of-discernment. I would hope that improving the trail would make it more 
safe and not less. 

--Meagan Howland 
16529-41st Ave. N.E. 
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 

Windows Live Hotmail and Microsoft Office Outlook – together at last. Get it now!
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-47 – Meagan Howland 
 
1. The Redevelopment Alternative provides improvements to the trail in accordance with 
safety and design guidelines.  The County retained two consultants to assist with traffic analysis 
(The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006).  As described in 
Section 3.11.3.1 of the EIS, they conducted research on traffic engineering and "right of way" for 
this crossing.  While the NE 165th Street crossing does have a higher volume of vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic than do other crossings along the trail, trail volumes still exceed cross-trail 
vehicle and pedestrian volumes. Based on MUTCD and AASHTO recommendations, right-of-
way should therefore be assigned to the leg of traffic with higher volumes.  Making an exception 
for NE 165th Street by retaining a stop sign for trail traffic, or providing a four-way stop at a 
crossing of multiple modes (automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians) as some have suggested, may 
lead to greater confusion and increased risk exposure. 
  
In addition to improving sight distances, the Redevelopment Alternative proposes several 
supplemental measures for pedestrians at this crossing.  Sidewalks along both sides of NE 165th 
Street will be extended through the crossing to the corners with Beach Drive NE, to formalize the 
pedestrian travel-way; and additional signage, including warning signs, will advise cyclists to 
yield to crossing pedestrians.   



From: Alison Potter [mailto:alisonapotter@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 2:28 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Urgent: The Removal of the stop sign on the Burke-Gilman Trail and 165th 

Greetings – 
I use the stretch of Burke Gilman Trail between Lake Forest Park Town Center and 153rd daily. I primarily use the 
trail for walking and biking with my 2 year old son. 
I am extremely discouraged by 2 elements of your Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Plan:

1) Removing stop signs (especially at 165th)
2) Increasing the speed limit

I am pro- trail like I know everyone who uses the trail is. We want bikers, walkers, runners, etc to all feel 
comfortable – it is a wonderful part of our community. BUT we cannot sacrifice everyone else so bikers can go 
faster and use the trail as a speedway. I am an extremely “cautious” walker – I make sure to give bikers their 
space but even though I go out of my way to accommodate their mode of transportation I encounter incredibly 
rude bikers who use the trail as a speedway, without regard to others. BIKERS GO TOO FAST ALREADY! Why 
would we encourage bikers to go even faster? 
The crossing at 165th is extremely dangerous where bikers/walkers/cars all intersect. Why make this more 
dangerous for the kids in our community?

I strongly urge you to reconsider removing the stop signs and increasing the speed limit and around Sheridan 
Beach. Safety should be our #1 goal. It is in the streets so why shouldn’t it be on the trail? The message you are 
sending is the trail will be only for bikers – please don’t do that!!!

Thank you,
Alison Potter 
Sheridan Heights 
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-48 – Alison Potter 
 
1. Refer to responses I-32-1 and G-2-18. 



 

 
November 13, 2007 
 
 

Karen L. Hedine 
PH: (206)368-9926 

khedine@micronics.net 
 
 
 
Ms. Gina Auld 
King County Services Management Division 
Seattle, WA 
 

Re: Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project 
 
 
Dear Ms. Auld 
 
 
As a resident of Riviera Place (which merges with Edgewater) who must cross the Burke Gilman 
Trail (the “Trail”) each day to enter and exit my neighborhood, I am writing to express my concern 
regarding certain modifications proposed as part of the Trail Redevelopment Project.  
 
As you may be aware, the Riviera-Edgewater road (the “Road”) is a single lane access. This means 
that there is limited access and maneuverability for cars as they enter and exit the Road. Further, 
the Road is not adequately maintained, particularly at the crossroads where it intersects the Trail, 
which means that cars frequently swing to avoid substantial potholes as drivers head up and over 
the Trail from the Road.  
 
With these pre-existing concerns in mind, it has come to my attention that there is a proposed plan 
to remove the existing stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Trail, and that these are to be 
replaced with stop signs for the cars.  Given the already-limited maneuverability issue noted above, 
with a speed limit (for the cyclists) of 15 miles an hour, this ill-advised change poses a grave 
danger to both cyclists and motorists alike.  The proposed change also places an unfair liability on 
motorists and gives false security for cyclists. As a concerned motorist and cyclist I urge King 
County to carefully reconsider this matter before finalizing its plans. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. Overall, we who access the Trail greatly appreciate the 
redevelopment efforts.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
 
14012 Riviera Place N.E. 
Seattle, WA 98125  
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Comment Letter I-49 – Karen Hedine 
 
1. Refer to response I-34-2.  
 



From: Anthony Vega [mailto:anthony@avaseattle.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 10:26 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: FW:

Dear Ms. Auld,
I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists and 
a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact Statement 
is final.
Sincerely,Heather Pinkley
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Comment Letter I-50 – Heather Pinkley 
 
1. Refer to response I-36-1.  



From: Kerri Hallgrimson [mailto:kerri@hallgrimson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 12:37 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Comment 

My name is Kerri Hallgrimson, I live at 16703 41st Avenue Ne, Lake Forest Park.  

I am also the Sheridan Community Club, Public Safety Chair.  I would like to comment that during the planned 
trail upgrade, The Clubs Board would respectfully ask that the contractor be made aware that a thru way needs to 
be kept from 165th and Beach Dr to the entrance of the Club.  Our Club operates from Mid-May thru Mid-
September, and this is the major access way to entrance to the club, especially for pedestrians.  We would be 
concerned that many pedestrians, especially children, would try to go thru the construction areas if a thru way 
were not provided during the Club operation in the summer.  

Safety is our concern!

Thank you again,
Kerri Hallgrimson
Public Safety Chair
Sheridan Community Club
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Comment Letter I-51 – Kerri Hallgrimson 
 
1. As described in Section 2.6.4, King County intends to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible. At locations where there are no safe alternatives, 
it is the County's goal to avoid shutting down the trail by providing safe passage through the 
construction corridor. As described in Section 3.11.3, at times, the trail could be closed for short 
periods of time. Detour locations will be determined as part of final design and permitting. See 
Section 3.11.4.1 for additional information. 
 
 



From: Kerri Hallgrimson [mailto:kerri@hallgrimson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 8:44 AM 
To: kmartin@adolfson.com 
Cc: kerri@hallgrimson.com; SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: FW: Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Comments 

Thank you for listening to comments made to your group last evening.  As I said, I would be happy to provide your 
group with more numbers or information if you would like.  I would welcome an opportunity to work with you on 
the proposed signage at the 165th and Burke-Gilman trail intersection.  Please feel free to contact me at this email 
or phone me at 206 -365-0928.  

I have attached the below email with our minimum estimate of children crossings at this intersection in the 
summer months.  I will tell you that this number with double and triple at various times during the week.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Kerri Hallgrimson
Public Safety Chair
Sheridan Community Club

From: Kerri Hallgrimson [mailto:kerri@hallgrimson.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2007 3:26 PM 
To: fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov
Cc: kerri@hallgrimson.com 
Subject: Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Comments

To those responsible for the current Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Plan,

I would like to thank you for your hard work on the proposed Redevelopment of the current Burke-Gilman Trail.  
As a user of the trail, avid biker, and mother of elementary age children, these upgrades are sorely needed.  We 
are looking forward to redevelopment and resurfacing in the proposed areas.

I am also writing this email as the Public Safety Chairperson for the Sheridan Community Club.  We in the 
Sheridan Beach/Heights area of Lake Forest Park are extremely concerned for the safety of the biking community 
and our pedestrian community who use the 165th and Burke-Gilman trail crossing.  We have repeatedly express 
concerns about the planned removal of the stop sign and the proposed increase to 20 MPH through this 
crossing.  

I would like to give you an idea of the amount of pedestrian traffic occurring at this intersection during Sheridan 
Community Club operations in hopes that you may become better informed about the realities of our concerns.  
The Sheridan Community Club contains a beach access area and an outdoor pool.  The greatest majority of the 
traffic to the Club, occurs when the pool is open from Mid-May until closing in Mid-September.  The Sheridan 
Community Club is located at the end of 165tth, just past the Burke-Gilman trail. This last year, our Pool Members 
numbered 160 families.  This  means roughly 320 children are making use of the club from mid-May until mid-
September.  The majority of the members must use the 165th Burke-Gilman crossing to gain access to the Club.   

The Club has a youth swim team, comprised of 120 kids ranging from 4-16 years old this year.  Swim team 
practices occur M-F.   Since the kids must cross back and forth to get to the pool, that is 240 crossing of children. 
The Club also operates swim lesson sessions open to the community.  We had 40-60 children who attended the 
sessions for swim lessons this past year.  That is an additional (60x2) 120 children crossing per day M-F.  Doing 
the math, you are looking at a minimum of 360 times that a child will be crossing at this intersection M-F.   I have 
NOT calculated the number of children who attend our Open swim sessions which occur 7 days a week.  During 
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open session children will be going back and forth a multitude of times, some with young guests.  You could be 
looking as several hundred additional crossing of children per day.   We host Swim meets where teams larger 
than ours will be coming in with more children than ours making this same crossing back and forth. We host a 
variety of Special Events throughout the year.  This may be 4th of July events, Kid’s overnighters, ice cream 
socials, camps, band performances, etc.  I have not counted the numerous adults that will make the crossing, 
many accompanying their children, but not all.   

I focus on the children crossing this path on purpose.  We all know that children are impulsive, may make poor 
choices, and have a more difficult time judging distance and speed.  We could all debate about who is responsible 
for a child’s safe crossing, the impulsivity of children, until what age a child should hold your hand when crossing, 
when a child can safely cross on their own,  how we should teach safe crossing, etc.  What I am mostly 
concerned with is that all parties crossing at the 165th and Burke-Gilman trail are aware that a potentially 
dangerous crossing is approaching.  This would mean all way stop signs and the slower speed of 10 MPH, not 
the current proposed 20 MPH.  What about the signs indicating that a playground is ahead so cyclists are aware 
that they are likely to encounter children crossing ahead?  

Did I forget to mention that a street must also be crossed at this same spot?  That pedestrians must watch for 
bikers and cars at the same crossing? That children may be making this decision?  That cars turning to cross in 
front of the bike lane do not have a clear view of the Trail at this point?  That speeding bikers make judging how 
long you have to cross more difficult.

Given that a minimum of 360 times/day a child will be crossing at this intersection in the Summer months,
I must implore you to reconsider your current plan to remove the stop sign and increase the speed of the trail at 
the intersection of 165th and Burke-Gilman Trail. 

Respectfully,

Kerri Hallgrimson
Public Safety Chairperson 
Sheridan Community Club

PS.  Of a personal note, many of us in the LFP community have views that could potentially be block by trees. 
Please pick species that are low growing (ie under 12 feet) if any replacements are made.  Thank you.
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Comment Letter I-52 – Kerri Hallgrimson 
 
2. Refer to responses G-2-18, I-32-1, and I-40-3. 
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Comment Letter I-53 – Melanie Paquin 
 
1. Additional information on wildlife in the project area, including salamanders, has been 
added to Section 3.4 of the Final EIS. Small populations of northwestern and long-toed 
salamanders may exist in and near wetlands and streams along the Burke-Gilman Trail, though 
habitat for these species is limited by residential development and the compacted rail grade 
substrates located within the trail corridor. In addition, moist cover beneath woody debris and 
large rocks that are important for these species is also lacking in the trail corridor.   
  
Though there may be impacts to individual animals during construction, animal populations in 
these areas should continue to exist, given the avoidance and minimization measures employed 
and compensatory mitigation provided. See Section 3.4 of the EIS for more details on anticipated 
habitat impacts and mitigation.  
  
2. Additional information on wildlife located in the project area, including mountain beaver, 
has been added to Section 3.4 of the Final EIS. Small populations of mountain beaver may exist 
in and near the trail corridor in remnant forest and shrub patches, especially between the trail and 
Lake Washington. In most trail corridor areas, however, native vegetation areas preferred by 
mountain beaver for foraging are lacking and the substrates consist of compacted rail grade not 
conducive to mountain beaver burrowing.  Burrowing animals prefer porous soils. Though there 
may be a loss of some burrowing substrate for mountain beaver adjacent to the existing trail, 
foraging areas will be enhanced by the native plantings proposed for mitigation in wetland and 
buffer areas. 
 
3. A few fragmented patches of native habitat are found in the predominantly developed 
trail corridor and will be avoided to the extent possible. Onsite and offsite habitat enhancement as 
part of mitigation for wetland and wetland/stream buffer impacts will include invasive species 
removal and native plantings. These enhancements are expected to increase habitat functions and 
features for providing shelter, food, nest sites for native birds, mammals, and amphibians in and 
near (but offsite) the trail corridor.  
 
4. Mitigation sequencing: avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation is being 
implemented to minimize negative short and long term impacts to native habitats and species in 
the trail corridor. See Section 3.4 of the EIS for more details on anticipated habitat impacts and 
mitigation. 
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Comment Letter I-54 – Carol Haig 
 
1. Both the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives will improve sight distance at all 
crossings by removing fencing, trimming or replacing vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal 
curves, realigning the crossings, and adding design elements with traffic calming effects (advance 
warning strips or “alert bars,” bollards and striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  
These modifications will increase visibility, reduce risk and increase comfort to trail users. The 
behavior of individual bicyclists is difficult to control.  Designing the trail to be consistent with 
AASHTO and MUTCD guidelines, as proposed in the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives, 
will provide consistent intersection treatments and new signage directed specifically at bicyclists 
placed at regular intervals.  
 
2. Alert bars or “rumble strips” will be placed in advance of this area of more intense 
pedestrian crossings, as will additional signage warning trail users of increased pedestrian 
activity, and increased lighting. 
 
3. The Redevelopment Alternative calls for permeable retaining walls to be built to facilitate 
water flow. Many existing drainage problems in the vicinity of the trail corridor are related to off-
site runoff; poorly maintained, failing and/or inadequate local drainage systems; and natural 
seeps. While redeveloping the trail, including constructing retaining walls, will not significantly 
influence these problems, the Redevelopment Alternative will improve the capacity of the 
trailside ditch to convey water.  
 
4.  As described in Section 3.8.5.2 of the EIS, the County will coordinate closely with utility 
providers to identify and physically locate utilities prior to the initiation of any construction 
activity. Property owners would be notified in advance of breaks in service to any affected 
utilities.  Contact information will be posted on the County's web site for questions or other needs 
during construction. 
 
5. The County intends to preserve buffering and privacy to the greatest extent possible, 
consistent with current County policies and guidelines. The County’s first priority is to improve 
safety along the trail, which includes increasing sight distances by removing or trimming 
vegetation and removing fences located within sight-distance triangles. Trimming vegetation and 
removing fencing will be determined by best engineering practices and / or standards with regard 
to improving sightlines. Most of the vegetation within the sight distances that would be removed 
or trimmed are ornamental, non-native species. These would be replaced with native, or near-
native species (species similar to natives, but originating in a different region) under the 
vegetation management plan described in Section 2.5.1.10 of the EIS. 
  
Most of the 60 total trees to be removed during project construction are ornamental, non-native 
trees such as Lombardy poplar.   
 
6. With the incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle 
speeds are expected to be less erratic and more consistent. In advance of each crossing, signage 
and advance warning strips or “alert bars” made of textured concrete will warn trail users, 
particularly cyclists, that they are approaching a crossing.  Each crossing will be surfaced in 
textured concrete to contrast with the asphalt trail, and demarcated with bollards on each side of 
the crossing.   All of these elements are intended to clearly define a “mixing zone” and to 
promote heightened awareness, slower trail speeds, and caution where trail users and motorists 
navigate the crossing. State law specifies the obligations of vehicles approaching intersections 
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marked with a stop or yield sign.  For examples, see RCW 46.61.190 (vehicles entering stop or 
yield intersection); RCW 46.61.200 (stop intersections other than arterials); RCW 46.61.205 
(vehicle entering highway from private road or driveway).    
 
7. The Parks Division maintains the 175 mile regional trail system (which includes the 
Burke-Gilman Trail) through a Parks Maintenance Plan (PMP). This plan includes details of 
required tasks, including scope and frequency. Safety is among the factors considered under the 
PMP. Any tasks required beyond the scope of regular maintenance are addressed in the Division's 
capital projects budget. 
 
8. Property owners can make arrangements with the King County Parks Division to ensure 
that special deliveries and other, occasionally necessary access is provided.  
 
9. The Redevelopment Alternative calls for permeable retaining walls to be built to facilitate 
water flow and avoid build-up of pressure.   
 
10. The King County Sheriff enforces King County park rules. The sheriff will respond to 
calls from residents regarding trail rule enforcement as part of their patrol responsibilities, as they 
do throughout the park system 



Comment Letter I-55

1

2



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-55 – Carol Haig 
 
1. Your comments are acknowledged. Lighting will be provided at trail intersections. 
 
2. Refer to response I-54-2. 
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Comment Letter I-56 – Ron and Karen Fasano 
 
1. Your comment is acknowledged.  On-site verification of vegetation removal at this and 
other sight distance triangles will be conducted during final design. 
 
2. The design team will consider the repositioning of the junction box in the final design. 
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Comment Letter I-57 – Nadene and Marguerite Sammann 
 
1. The potential removal and replacement of 60 trees represents a maximum number of trees 
that may be removed to accommodate a widened trail. Most of the trees that would be removed 
during project construction are ornamental, non-native trees, such as Lombardy poplar.  As 
described in Section 3.4.5 of the EIS, trees would be replaced with appropriate native deciduous 
and coniferous trees at a 1:1 ratio or greater and monitored for survivability after planting, all in 
accordance with the City of Lake Forest Park’s tree removal ordinance. Refer also to response I-
2-1. 
 
2. The trail is being designed to enhance safety and comfort for all users. Bicycles and 
pedestrian conflicts can occur on any shared use trail because of the speed differential between 
cyclists and pedestrians. The current trail width, chicanes at crossings, overgrown vegetation and 
poor sight-lines make it particularly challenging for cyclists and pedestrians to use the Burke-
Gilman Trail simultaneously.  The paved trail is intended for all trail users, not just bicyclists, and 
the increased width under the Redevelopment Alternative is intended to accommodate bicyclists 
and pedestrians more comfortably and with less risk.  Many pedestrians prefer a soft-surface, and 
the shoulder area is for their use, but they are not restricted to that area.  However, since the 
compacted crushed-rock surface of the shoulders is generally unfriendly to many bicycle tires, 
that zone can be construed as a “refuge” from bicycles.  Furthermore, signage through the 
approximately 2 miles of trail will remind cyclists to yield to pedestrians, and use courtesy when 
passing, by warning with a bell or voice.    
 
3. Your comments are acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter I-58 – Diana Lim 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-59 – Martin and Jan Rood; James and Marlene Fletcher  
 
1. The 1975 EIS for the trail's original development was prepared in accordance with 
adopted plans and policies which were current at that time. Updated, now-current national, state, 
and local guidelines were considered for the redevelopment project.  
 
2. The Burke-Gilman Trail is recognized as a regionally important multi-purpose trail 
facility. Some cosmetic maintenance throughout the King County Park system was necessarily 
curtailed between 2003 and 2007 as a result of temporary parks funding limitations.   
 
3. The CAG's mission was to help guide the design of the redevelopment project, though 
liability, maintenance, and enforcement were all discussed in the CAG process, to some degree 
(all the CAG's reports are available on the project website: 
http://www.metrokc.gov/facilities/burkegilmantrail/) 
 
Maintenance and enforcement are policy-related issues that ultimately rest with the County, and 
the CAG's recommendations were shared with County officials. The Redevelopment Alternative 
incorporates best engineering practices and nationally recognized guidelines for trail design and 
engineering, including right of way assignment. The intent of the project is to reduce risk and 
increase comfort for trail users as well as crossing motorists and pedestrians.  Given the wide 
variety of factors that may contribute to any accident, it is not possible to determine in advance 
the assignment of potential liability.  Furthermore, as a matter of law, liability is typically decided 
on a case-by-case basis. 
 
4. The paved trail is intended for all trail users, not just bicyclists, and the increased width is 
intended to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians more comfortably and with less risk.  Many 
pedestrians prefer a soft-surface, and the shoulder area is for their use, but they are not restricted 
to that area.  However, since the compacted crushed-rock surface of the shoulders is generally 
unfriendly to many bicycle tires, that zone can be construed as a “refuge” from bicycles.  
Furthermore, signage through the approximately 2 miles of trail will remind cyclists to yield to 
pedestrians, and use courtesy when passing, by warning with a bell or voice.   
 
5. It is acknowledged that most of the fencing along the trail was installed by the County.  It 
appears that limited fencing has been installed by property owners subsequent to the trail’s initial 
development. Outside the scope of this project, the County will be reviewing possible 
encroachment issues.  
 
6. As described in response I-59-1, the 1975 EIS was prepared in accordance with adopted 
plans and policies which were current at that time. Updated, now-current national, state, and local 
guidelines were considered in the design of the present redevelopment project. Regardless of the 
history of stop sign placement on the trail, it is the County's objective to design this project using 
current guidelines based on best engineering practices for trail safety and design. Trail stop and 
yield signs on the Lake Forest Park trail section were placed as much as 30 years ago.  Since that 
time, trail use has grown dramatically, exceeding the decades-old trail design projections.  King 
County, as well as other jurisdictions, now recognizes that trail traffic substantially exceeds 
automobile traffic at many of these crossings.  As such, King County, as well as other 
jurisdictions, are taking measures to reassign rights-of-way on busy trail crossings as they 
maintain and upgrade their trails.   
  
The statement at the bottom of page 3.11-4 has been stricken to avoid confusing the issue.  
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7. The AASHTO guidelines are commonly referred to as standards because many states and 
jurisdictions, including King County and WSDOT, have based their standards on them, or in 
some cases have adopted them outright as standards.  To avoid confusion, references to AASHTO 
as standards have been changed to guidelines as appropriate.  
 
8. As described in Section 2.6.4, King County intends to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible. Construction phasing will incorporate 
considerations for ongoing use. At locations where there are no safe alternatives, it is the County's 
goal to avoid shutting down the trail by providing safe passage through the construction corridor. 
As described in Section 3.11.3, at times, the trail could be closed for short periods of time. Detour 
locations will be determined as part of final design and permitting. See Section 3.11.6 for 
additional information. You may contact Gina Auld, King County Project Manager, at 
206.263.7281 if there any questions or concerns during construction of the trail.  
 
9. Your comment is acknowledged. However, matters regarding the replacement or 
upgrading of utilities is outside the scope of this project. 
 
10. The County will provide both onsite and offsite mitigation to compensate for wetland and 
buffer losses as described in Section 3.3 of the EIS.  Wetland enhancement will be provided at a 
6:1 mitigation ratio, with approximately 6,000 square feet of wetland enhancement onsite and 
7,000 square feet offsite.  Buffer impacts will be mitigated with enhancement at a 1:1 ratio, 
mainly onsite.  Wetland and buffer enhancement will include invasive species removal and 
replanting with native shrub and tree species.  The addition of large woody debris and other 
habitat features may also be used to enhance these areas.  Given the disturbed conditions of the 
impacted wetlands and buffers, this enhancement is expected to provide higher overall habitat 
functions than are presently provided in the trail corridor. 
 
11. The project’s civil engineers and wetland scientists have examined drainage in this area, 
and prepared reports on storm water flows along the entire length of the trail project area, 
including basin studies and proposed flow calculations.  The Redevelopment Alternative is based 
on this research, and includes regrading of ditches to ensure proper flow. Many existing drainage 
problems in the vicinity of the trail corridor are related to off-site runoff; poorly maintained, 
failing and/or inadequate local drainage systems; and natural seeps. While redeveloping the trail 
will not significantly influence these problems, the Redevelopment Alternative will improve the 
capacity of the trailside ditch to convey water.  
 
12. During the design phase, King County will examine site-specific soil and groundwater 
conditions to ensure appropriate selection of retaining wall type and design.  Section 3.1.5.6 has 
been revised to include groundwater conditions as an important factor in the site-specific design 
of retaining walls. In addition, the Redevelopment Alternative would utilize permeable retaining 
walls to facilitate water flow.  Permeable retaining walls are not prone to develop water 
“pressure.”  Refer to response I-59-11. 
  
13. The Parks Division maintains the 175 mile regional trail system (which includes the 
Burke-Gilman Trail) through a Parks Maintenance Plan (PMP). This plan includes details of 
required tasks. Safety is among the factors that are considered under the PMP. Any tasks required 
beyond the scope of regular maintenance are addressed in the Division's capital projects budget. 
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14. The County intends to preserve buffering and privacy to the greatest extent possible, 
consistent with current County policies and guidelines. The County’s first priority is to improve 
safety along the trail, which includes improving sight distances by removing or trimming 
vegetation and removing fences located within sight-distance triangles. Trimming vegetation and 
fencing will be determined by best engineering practices and guidelines or standards with regard 
to improving sightlines. This may reduce privacy in some cases, as acknowledged in the EIS.   
The purpose of the EIS is to identify significant impacts. While sightline clearing may be 
significant to individuals, it may not be significant on a regional or project level. Issues regarding 
exact plan depiction of sightline clearing are, therefore, not addressed in this EIS. Sight distance 
conditions would be updated and considered during final design.   Information on the proposed 
vegetation management plan for the redeveloped trail is included in Section 2.5.1.10 of the EIS. 
  
At sight distance triangles, proposed replacement vegetation will provide a buffer, but at a lower 
height, so property owners accustomed to taller vegetation will experience long-term 
disruption. Increased visibility is a primary tool for reducing risk at the crossings, and the 
Redevelopment Alternative proposes a number of different warning measures at each crossing to 
clearly define a “mixing zone” and to promote heightened awareness, slower trail speeds, and 
caution where trail users and motorists navigate the crossing.  
 
15. Issues regarding exact plan depiction of sightline clearing are not addressed in this EIS 
(see response I-59-14). Sight distance conditions would be updated and considered during final 
design. The County will make decisions on the trimming and removal of vegetation based on the 
circumstances described in Section 2.5.1.10 (Vegetation Management).   
 
16. The Draft EIS was drafted to comply with SEPA requirements as well as acknowledge 
specific concerns of potentially affected individuals. Section 3.5.3 acknowledges that many 
neighbors have raised concerns about potential quality of life impacts such as loss of privacy and 
increased potential for crime and trespass with a redeveloped trail. Because of the large number 
of property owners adjacent to the trail, the word “potential” is often used to avoid overstating 
impacts. Not all property owners would be impacted in the same manner or to the same degree. 
Many types of impacts are subjective and what is considered an impact by one property owner 
may not necessarily be considered an impact by another property owner. The County addressed 
the concerns related to potential for crime and trespass in Section 3.12.3.1 and the potential loss 
of privacy in Sections 3.5.3.1 and 3.12.2.2. Mitigation measures presented in Sections 3.6.5.2 and 
3.12.5.1 address measures to minimize impacts to adjacent uses.   
 
17. Trail use projections are typically based on historical user counts. General trends can be 
stated for the Lake Forest Park section of the Burke-Gilman Trail based on limited user surveys 
that have been performed every five years (starting in 1980) on one Saturday and one Tuesday in 
May.  Results have varied from survey to survey with some years showing dramatic increases and 
some surveys actually showing trail use declined. Information on past user counts have been 
added to Chapter 3.6 of the Final EIS as a result of this comment.  As discussed in Sections 
3.6.3.1 and 3.11.3.1, trail usage is anticipated to increase in the future as the general population 
and popularity of alternative forms of transportation continues to grow. Local usage patterns 
suggest that this trend has continued in the King County region. Specific trail use projections 
were not made as a part of the EIS effort as this is an existing trail and it is expected that trail 
usage on the redeveloped trail would be similar to current usage and would follow current, 
broader trends. If, in the future, the County determines additional data is needed, surveys will be 
conducted to monitor trail usage. 
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As clarification, 'long term disruptions' is referring to issues such as the potential for increased 
noise from the redeveloped trail, not issues of crime.  Chapter 3.12 of the EIS discusses crime and 
safety and security issues associated with the Burke-Gilman Trail. Refer also to response I-1-2 for 
information on crime and safety issues associated with the trail.  
 
18. Refer to response I-59-17. The redeveloped trail is not expected to result in a major influx 
of new activity, though future increases in trail use are possible as the regional population grows. 
As described in response I-59-17, it has been King County's experience on the Burke-Gilman 
Trail and other trails in its system, that the risk of trespass or other crimes is counterbalanced by 
increased public presence on trails.  
 
19. King County understands that people who use the trail for commuting would be 
constrained by the dawn to dusk hours of operation. Refer to response  I-5-24. The County 
presently has no plan to alter the hours of operation on the Burke-Gilman Trail, but it could 
propose to do so in the future if demand warrants.  
 
20. As described in Section 3.12.2.2 of the EIS, study results from around the country, 
including one study in the City of Seattle, indicate that trails seem to be viewed as desirable 
quality of life enhancements that, despite occasional problems, make homes and property more 
desirable and improve the quality of neighborhood life. It is acknowledged that some property 
owners do not find the impacts of trails to be desirable or life enhancing, however, there are 
numerous factors that affect property value, making it difficult to isolate the effects of a trail on 
the value of a residence. While the EIS acknowledges there is a potential for long term 
disruptions (i.e. trail noise) as trail use increases over time, these impacts would not be significant 
on a regional or project-level basis. 
 
21. Trail replacement as proposed is to accommodate current and anticipated use, not to 
promote increase use. Thus current noise volumes should not increase as a result of this project. 
Research shows that vegetation is in fact poor attenuation for noise, and there is very little space 
available for berms or other physical barriers. Refer to the response to comment I.2.1.  All 
manhole and utility covers within the trail surface will be reset as a part of the reconstruction. 
 
22. This section has been corrected to note that the trail runs behind and above (not below) 
the houses to the east.  
  
Trimming vegetation and fencing will be determined by best engineering practices and / or 
standards with regard to improving sightlines and may have the effect of opening up views of 
Lake Washington. This sightline clearing may reduce privacy in some cases, which may be 
perceived as significant by some individuals. While sightline clearing may be significant to 
individuals, it may not be significant on a regional or project-level basis. Consideration will be 
given during the design phase of the project for identifying design solutions that are site-
appropriate, and working to balance safety concerns with the concerns of property owners.   
 
23. Refer to responses I-40-1 and G-2-18. 
 
24. The paved trail is intended for all trail users, not just bicyclists, and the increased width 
under the Redevelopment Alternative is intended to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians more 
comfortably and with less risk.  Many pedestrians prefer a soft surface, and the shoulder area is 
for their use, but they are not restricted to that area.  However, since the compacted crushed-rock 
surface of the shoulders is generally unfriendly to many bicycle tires, that zone can be construed 
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as a “refuge” from bicycles.  Furthermore, signage through the approximately 2 miles of trail will 
remind cyclists to yield to pedestrians, and use courtesy when passing, by warning with a bell or 
voice.   
 
25. The EIS notes that several trailside residents have expressed concern that redevelopment 
of the trail may encourage some bicyclists to travel at higher speeds. Planned improvements 
include a more consistent surface, but whether increased speeds will result is speculative. 
Planning studies on the Burke-Gilman Trail have found that the average speed of bicyclists 
sampled was 13.6 mph, below the 15 mph maximum specified by King County Code (The 
Transpo Group, 2005). Average cyclist speeds on this trail are consistent with the other trails in 
the regional system. With the incorporation of best engineering practices in trail design and 
signage, bicycle speeds are expected to be less erratic and more consistent. The posted speed limit 
will be consistent with the rest of the County’s Regional Trail System. Trail design features 
meeting or exceeding nationally recognized AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the 
Redevelopment Alternative. These measures are intended to reduce potential conflicts between 
trail users.    
 
26. The Redevelopment Alternative indicates the use of several such elements at the trail 
crossings.  In advance of each crossing, signage and advance warning strips or “alert bars” made 
of textured concrete will warn trail users, particularly cyclists, that they are approaching a 
crossing.  Each crossing will be surfaced in textured concrete to contrast with the asphalt trail, 
and demarcated with bollards on each side of the crossing.   The bollards located in the center of 
the trail travel-way will be clearly marked with pavement markings, and the bollards themselves 
will be reflectorized.  All of these elements are intended to clearly define a “mixing zone” and to 
promote heightened awareness, slower trail speeds, and caution where trail users and motorists 
navigate the crossing.  
 
27. Additional signage and other warning/calming measures will be explored in the final 
design.  Throughout the project corridor, consistent additional signage is proposed to guide trail 
use and provide clarity regarding safe shared use. 
 
28. Refer to response G-2-18. 
 
29. Yield compliance does not dictate the control of the intersection; right-of-way is assigned 
based on traffic volumes. 
  
The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives incorporate best engineering practices and 
nationally recognized guidelines for trail design and engineering, including right of way 
assignment. The intent of the project is to reduce existing risks along the trail.  MUTCD and 
AASHTO both advise that intersection geometry, traffic characteristics (volumes, type), and sight 
lines be considered in the assignment of right-of-way.  The Redevelopment and Rebuild 
Alternatives have taken horizontal alignment as well as visibility into account at every crossing, 
and propose sight-line improvements for motorists and trail users. They also include several 
measures to promote slower speeds, higher awareness, and channelization through the crossings.  
Given the physical circumstances, volume of trail traffic and the implementation of these 
measures, it was determined that the assignment of right-of-way proposed under the 
Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives is correct and consistent with sound engineering 
practice (The Transpo Group, 2005; Transportation Engineering Northwest, 2006). State law 
specifies the obligations of vehicles approaching intersections marked with a stop or yield sign.  
For examples, see RCW 46.61.190 (vehicles entering stop or yield intersection); RCW 46.61.200 
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(stop intersections other than arterials); RCW 46.61.205 (vehicle entering highway from private 
road or driveway).    
 
30. The King County Parks Division presently maintains an event permit process for all park 
areas including the regional trails. Future events on the Burke-Gilman Trail will be scheduled and 
permitted by King County Parks.  
 
31. Refer to I-59-29. 
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Comment Letter I-60 – Tim Ahern 
 
1. The bollards will be reflectorized to be visible during low visibility conditions. Bollards 
will be used in a consistent, predictable manner at each crossing, so that trail users will anticipate 
them at each crossing. Several other elements will ensure their visibility: advance signage 
warning of each crossing, textured "warning strips" or "alert bars" 30 feet in advance of the 
bollards, and pavement markings to channelize bicyclists to either side of the bollards. 
 
2. As described in Section 3.1.3.1 of the EIS, based on geotechnical investigations, the trail 
redevelopment is not expected to destabilize uphill slopes. At most locations, the limits of 
construction would not extend onto these existing slopes. The potential for slope instability would 
be addressed and mitigated by site-specific geotechnical investigation, engineering design, and 
construction techniques that would be detailed as part of the final design and permitting phase of 
the project. 
  
The Redevelopment Alternative proposes a retaining wall on the east or lake side between the 
project beginning at the Seattle City Limits and NE 147th Street. The intent of the wall is to retain 
the widened trail, not to stabilize the toe of the slope. Geotechnical engineering studies for this 
area recommended against interfering with the slope in that area.   
 
3. It is the County's goal to provide safe alternative detour routes around construction areas 
where possible. While detour routes will be determined during final design, use of Edgewater 
Lane as a detour route is not currently contemplated, and repaving Edgewater Lane is not being 
considered in this project.  
 
4. Refer to response I-54-7.  
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Comment Letter I-61 – Jeff Altman 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-62 – Fritz Anderson 
 
1. Refer to response I-5-13. 
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Comment I-63- Chuff Barden 
 
1. Pursuant to King County Code 14.30 and consistent with its management of the regional 
trails system, King County maintains a special-use permit process to authorize or deny private use 
of County-owned property. These permits are typically 5 to 10 years in duration, and the County 
reserves the right to revoke a special use permit. Changes to these policies and the permit process 
are not being considered as part of this project. Any future changes would be subject to separate 
rule-making processes, including appropriate public input. However, during the design and 
construction phase of this project, King County will be reviewing existing permits to ensure they 
are compatible with the redeveloped Burke-Gilman Trail. 
 
2. The NE 155th Street end is the property of the City of Lake Forest Park, not King 
County, so the County has no authority to develop or use it as a park. 
 
3. King County takes trail safety concerns very seriously.  As part of its regular  
maintenance program, King County regularly inspects its trail system for conditions that may 
pose a risk to trail users. Any potential liability exposure relating to unpermitted encroachments 
on King County's right-of-way would be addressed on a case by case basis with regard to the 
Washington State Recreational Immunity Act, RCW 4.24.200 and -.210, and background 
principles of law, including but not limited to tort and premises liability law.  An in-
depth discussion of legal issues regarding encroachments is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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Comment Letter I-64 – Tony and Britt D'Andrea 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



Comment Letter I-65

1

2



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-65 – John Dwyer 
 
1. Despite the apparent width of the right-of-way, additional trail and shoulder width in this 
corridor is difficult to achieve. Because the trail bed is actually quite narrow, increasing the trail 
and shoulder width requires a combination of cutting into the hillside, extending the trail bed 
horizontally with fill, and retaining that extra width with retaining walls.  In many areas it is not 
feasible to increase the trail or shoulder width without major impacts to the surrounding hillsides 
and property owners.  The Redevelopment Alternative does provide for a segment of widened 
and separated shoulder between NE 165th and the McAleer Creek Bridge. 
 
2. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-66 – Della Friend 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-67 – Mark Gorman 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-68 – Thomas Grava 
 
1. Refer to response I-59-30. 



From: Jack Hirschfelder [mailto:j2hirschfelder@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2007 6:37 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: Comment on BURKE-GILMAN TRAIL REDEVELOPMENT Environmental Impact Statement 

Gentlemen:

During construction, trail users will be required to use detours.  The only passage in the EIS that addresses this is

2.6.4 Management of Pedestrians and Vehicles around Work Areas
Several measures would be used during construction to provide for pedestrian safety, driveway access,
and traffic control along roadways. These measures include:
1. Temporary Detours and Trail Closures. It is the County’s goal to provide safe alternative detour
routes around construction areas where possible. At locations where there are no safe
alternatives, it is the County’s goal to avoid shutting the trail down by providing safe passage
through the construction corridor. Advanced notice and signage would be provided.

While there should be some discussion on what these detours will be, and their impact on trail users, there is 
none.

Of particular concern is the segment between Ballinger Way and the south end of Log Boom Park.  Here the trail 
is sandwiched between Beach Drive NE and Bothell Way NE.  Detouring trail users onto Bothell Way NE would 
be highly unsafe for all users, and Beach Drive NE deadends at the south boundary of the park, in a fence.  Are 
you going to open the fence at Log Boom Park so that trail users can use Beach Drive NE as a detour?

John J. Hirschfelder
PO Box 15260
Seattle WA 98115
206-361-2203

j2hirschfelder@comcast.net
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Comment Letter I-69 – John J. Hirschfelder 
 
1. As described in Section 2.6.4, King County intends to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible. At locations where there are no safe alternatives, 
it is the County's goal to avoid shutting down the trail by providing safe passage through the 
construction corridor. As described in Section 3.11.3, at times, the trail could be closed for short 
periods of time. Detour locations will be determined as part of final design and permitting. See 
Section 3.11.4.1 for additional information.  
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Comment Letter I-70 – Jon Howell  
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-71 – Rick and Peggy Hudson 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-72 – Benjamin K. Jones 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  
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Comment Letter I-73 – Tami and Ryan Kedar 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  
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Comment Letter I-74 – Janiese Loeken 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-75 – Sandy Koppenol 
 
1. Refer to response I-5-2. 
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Comment Letter I-76 – Ronald Long 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-77 – John McGinnis 
 
1. The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives have been designed to consider national, 
state, and local safety and design guidelines for multi-use trails, including providing controlled 
crossings, safe alignment, and adequate stopping distances. As described in Section 2.5.1.7, 
obstacles to vision within the needed sight distance would be removed at existing residential 
driveway crossings.  Speed limits for trail users will be 15 mph, in accordance with King County 
code. 
 
2. Refer to responses I-40-1 and G-2-18.  
 
3. The Burke-Gilman Trail is recognized as a regionally important multi-purpose trail 
facility. Some cosmetic maintenance throughout the King County Park system was necessarily 
curtailed between 2003 and 2007 as a result of temporary parks funding limitations.  Refer to 
response I-54-7 for additional information. 
 
 



Comment Letter I-78

1



Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-78 – Erik Myklestad 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative is acknowledged. Despite the apparent 
width of the right-of-way, additional trail and shoulder width in this corridor is difficult to 
achieve. Refer to response G-2-7 for additional information. 



From: Dennis Neuzil [mailto:dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 11:25 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: I support the Redevelopment Alternative for the Burke-Gilman Trail thru Lake Forest Park and vicinity 

I strongly support King County's Redevelopment Alternative for the improvement of the Burke Gilman Trail 
through Lake Forest Park and vicinity.  It is particularly important that:
1. This trail segment be improved to the latest AASHTO high-type trail design standards for width, alignment and 
other geometric design features.
2.  Minor streets and driveways be placed under STOP or YIELD sign control, and
3.  Improved sight lines be provided where needed at existing and all realigned/relocated driveway and street 
crossings of the trail.

Dennis  Neuzil, Dr.Eng., P.E 
2307 - 94th Avenue NE 
Clyde Hill, WA  98004 
Tel 425-455-1419  (Fax 425-454-9122) 
Email: dennisneuzil@foxinternet.com
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Comment Letter I-79 – Dennis Neuzil 
 
1. The measures you support have been noted and are included in the Redevelopment 
Alternative.  
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Comment Letter I-80 – Mark Oliver 
 
1. Refer to responses I-32-1 and I-47-1. 



From: ROBERT PINKLEY [mailto:hpinkley@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 1:21 PM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Cc: anthony vega 
Subject:

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists 
and a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact 
Statement is final.

Sincerely,

 Heather Pinkley
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Comment Letter I-81 – Heather Pinkley 
 
1. Refer to response I-42-1. 
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Comment Letter I-82 – Mitch Price 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-83 – Rosemarie Schmidt 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-84 – Don Scott 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-85 – Carol Shankel 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-86 – Amnon Shoenfeld 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-87 – Jon Skamser 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-88 – Ken Smith 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-89 – Rob Spiger 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-90 – Scott Steffens 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-91 – Gordon and Mary Stephenson 
 
1. Refer to response I-42-1. 
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Comment Letter I-92 – Michael Stiber 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



December 14, 2007 

Maggie Brown 
Parks CIP Supervisor 
Facilities Management Division 
201 South Jackson, #700 
Seattle, WA 98104 

RE: Draft EIS for Burke-Gilman trial redevelopment 

Ms. Brown, 

King County should be applauded for the trail changes proposed in the draft EIS for the 
Burke-Gilman redevelopment. My husband and I commute daily on this section of the 
trial, and are both strongly in favor of the proposed redevelopment option.  

The much-needed improvements will make the trial safer for all users, and will reduce 
conflicts with crossing motor vehicles. We are especially in favor of the plan to remove 
the useless stop signs currently posted at most private driveways. As the EIS correctly 
points out, trail traffic vastly outnumbers vehicles crossing. Although we share the trail 
with many hundreds of users each day (even in winter), it is extremely rare to see a car 
crossing at any non-signalized intersection in the redevelopment region. 

Another important proposed improvement is the increased ‘sight distance triangles’ at 
each intersection. Many of the driveway crossings, and even the crossing at 165th street, 
have very poor visibility. Removing fences and vegetation will be a tremendous 
improvement in safety for both users and motorists.  

Despite this exemplary proposal, I have several suggestions to further improve the 
redevelopment project.

One suggestion is the removal of all unnecessary fences. Is there any reason to rebuild the 
fence between the trail and Beach Drive? The substantial grade difference between the 
trial and the adjacent public street will keep cars off the trail and children out of the 
street. Without a fence, trail users will have an increased view of lake, and will be able to 

Comment Letter I-93
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utilize a greater portion of the improved surface (as they naturally move away from 
barriers along the edge). Adjacent homeowners will also have increased access to this 
fantastic resource. If the reason for the fencing is increased privacy, then let the 
homeowners erect a fence on their own property, and not in the public right of way.

An additional suggestion is to eliminate or severely limit the number of bollards added to 
the trail. As discussed in the EIS, bollards are a serious danger to trail users, and have 
resulted in both death and paralysis in several local accidents. There are currently very 
few bollards on that section of trail, and I have never seen a car on the trail. Perhaps 
install a bollard on each side of a busy intersection, but there is no reason to place 
bollards at all of the private driveway crossings. This is akin to placing concrete blocks at 
random intervals on the freeway to keep unauthorized users out of the carpool lane – 
totally unnecessary and extremely unsafe for everyone.  

We also recommend eliminating the tactile surfacing before each intersection. These 
ribbed strips are used in Seattle, but do not have any positive effect on bicyclists. They do 
not create any noise when you ride over them, as they do in a car. Thus they are barely 
noticeable (except when they settle to a height less than surrounding asphalt and cause a 
hazardous bump, distracting attention from the upcoming intersection). These strips are 
also very dangerous for in-line skaters, as they catch the wheels and easily lead to a fall. 
Tactile strips are not currently used on this section of trail, and would be safest to 
eliminate them from the proposed design. 

One final point is to amend the hours of operation. My husband and I both commute 
year-round on the trail, and in the winter this often means one or both trips are in the 
dark. With appropriate bicycle lights, using the Burke-Gilman trial pre-dawn or after 
dusk is a safe and pleasant experience (as compared to being forced onto Hwy 522).  

Many thanks for a thorough and progressive improvement plan. The suggestions above 
should not delay these necessary and important improvements to the Burke-Gilman trail. 

Sincerely,

Mickey. Taylor 
16517 78th PL NE 
Kenmore WA 98028 
(425) 485-8146 
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Comment Letter I-93 – Mickey Taylor 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
2. Comment acknowledged.  The need for fencing will be re-evaluated during final design.  
 
3. Refer to response I-5-2. 
 
4. Your comment is acknowledged.  The City of Seattle has installed these bands on the 
newer segments of the Burke-Gilman Trail, and the County has concluded they are a useful 
warning tool and possible traffic calming measure at the crossings.   
 
Though the patterning is subtle, and the width relatively narrow (2’6” wide), the contrasting 
material,  texture and predictable placement 30’ in advance of each crossing serve as a secondary 
reminder to cyclists who do not observe the signage. The strips are designed with a footing to 
prevent a differential settling of the adjacent asphalt. 
 
5. Refer to response I-5-24.  
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Comment Letter I-94 – Arthur Valla 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  



From: Anthony Vega [mailto:anthony@avaseattle.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 10:25 AM 
To: SEPAcomments, FMD 
Subject: FW: Stop Sign Change 

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 
known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists and 
a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact Statement 
is final.
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely,
Reed Lockwood MD
Eileen Lockwood

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Anthony Vega
To: 'Cooley Family' ; 'reed and eileen' ; girlitalian@hotmail.com ; 'martin' ; 'gail' ; 'jim' ; 'annie' ; 'doug and jill 
knorr' ; 'rob spiger' ; 'heather and Robert' ; 'john and deetsy' ; ivesters@comcast.net ; hhardy1@comcast.net ; 
pavinato@comcast.net ; unholydame@earthlink.net ; metteer1@comcast.net ; 'carla and greg' ; 
laued@statewideinc.com ; 'keith' ; gstephenson@rpaseattle.com ; 'nancy ahern' ; 'tim ahern' ; 'kolbeck' ; 
'nplunkett' ; 'arlys maxwell' ; 'sam maxwell' ; 'norm thomassen' ; 'bertino' ; wilsononlake@comcast.net ; 
capriel@aol.com ; deb-dan@comcast.net ; donmartin@raincity.com ; jnmbus@aol.com ; 
pakushmerick@comcast.net ; petersonae@hotmail.com ; timmiej@msn.com ; bdmparker@comcast.net ; 
'buck' ; 'tracy heims' ; khedine@micronics.net ; 'mary stephensen' ; stevep@synapsoft.com ; 'rick harper' ; 
riggmcadams@comcast.net ; 'mary starkebaum' ; 'helenrockey' ; 'bettigene k' ; 'lyle & stephanie waterman' ; 
vickiannelson@hotmail.com ; evangardner@comcast.net ; 'alison perrin' ; 'chris' ; 'jackie' ; 'chuong' ; 'lisa' ; 
'trevor' ; 'mary ellen'
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2007 12:46 PM
Subject: Stop Sign Change

Hi Everyone.  There was a meeting on the 13th re the Trail Redevelopment Project.  John and Mary attended 
and learned the following:

The stop signs at 147th and the trail are to be reversed, so the stop is for cars.  As I am sure you all realize, the 
liability issues for all of us and the danger to the cyclists are of great concern.  Please email Gina Auld, King 
County Services Management Division, fmd.sepacomments@kingcounty.gov – please cc me so that we have 
an idea of how many people we know she heard from.  Below is a sample you could copy and paste for your 
convenience.

Anthony

Dear Ms. Auld,

I am writing to you with concern for the Burke Gilman Trail Redevelopment Project.  It has come to my attention 
that the stop signs for the cyclists at 147th and the Burke Gilman Trail are to be removed and replaced with stop 
signs for the cars.  With a speed limit (for the bikes) of 15 miles an hour (that is never enforced, and cyclists are 

Comment Letter I-95

1

known to go much faster) this will pose a grave danger to cyclists and motorists alike.  It is extremely difficult at 
that intersection to have a clear view of the trail from a stopped position.  This is an unfair liability to motorists 
and a false security for cyclists.  King County should address this matter before the Environmental Impact 
Statement is final.

Sincerely,
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Burke-Gilman Trail Redevelopment Final EIS    
Response to Comments  

Comment Letter I-95 – Anthony Vega 
 
1. Refer to response I-42-1. 
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Comment Letter I-96 – Daniel Weise 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Comment Letter I-97 – Lourdes Acuesta; Karen Fasano; Carol Haig; Brent Norton; Vivian 
Peterson; John Clayton; Ron Fasano; Amy Norton; Dean Peterson; Donovan Tracy; Linda Tracy 
 
1. Refer to response I-59-1. 
 
2. Refer to response I-59-2. 
 
3. Refer to response I-59-3. 
 
4. Refer to response I-59-4. 
 
5. Refer to response I-59-5. 
 
6. Refer to response I-59-6. 
 
7. Refer to response I-59-7. 
 
8. Refer to response I-59-8. 
 
9. Refer to response I-59-9. 
 
10. Refer to response I-59-10. 
 
11. Refer to response I-59-11. 
 
12. Refer to response I-59-12. 
 
13. Refer to response I-59-13. 
 
14. Refer to response I-59-14. 
 
15. Refer to response I-59-15. 
 
16. Refer to responses I-59-6 and I-59-16. 
 
17. Refer to response I-59-17. 
 
18. Refer to response I-59-18. 
 
19. King County understands that people who use the trail for commuting would be 
constrained by the dawn to dusk hours of operation. These hours are consistent with King County 
Code section 7.12.480, which establishes the general hours of operation for all facilities in the 
County's regional park system. However, King County has the authority to tailor specific hours of 
operation for each facility within its regional system, including trails. To do so, under King 
County Code section 7.12.030, the County would need to undertake an administrative rule 
making process with separate environmental review and public comment. The County presently 
has no plan to alter the hours of operation on the Burke-Gilman Trail, but it could propose to do 
so in the future if demand warrants.  
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20. Refer to response I-59-20. 
 
21. Refer to response I-59-21. 
 
22. Property owners can make arrangements with the King County Parks Division to ensure 
that special deliveries and other, occasionally necessary access is provided.  
 
23. Refer to responses I-40-1 and G-2-18. 
 
24. Refer to response I-59-23. 
 
25. Refer to response I-59-24. 
 
26. Refer to response I-59-25. 
 
27. Refer to response I-59-26. 
 
28. Refer to response G-2-18. 
 
29. Refer to response I-59-28. 
 
30. Refer to response I-59-29 and response I-59-6 regarding statements referenced from the 
1975 EIS.  
 
31. Refer to response I-59-30. 
 
32. MUTCD and AASHTO both advise that intersection geometry, traffic characteristics 
(volumes, type) and sight lines should be considered in the assignment of right-of-way.  The 
Redevelopment Alternative has taken horizontal curvature as well as topography into account at 
every crossing, and proposes sight-line improvements for crossing motorists and pedestrians, and 
well as trail users, as well as realignment of the intersections.  It also includes several measures to 
promote slower speeds, higher awareness, and channelization through the crossings.  Given the 
volume of trail traffic and the implementation of these measures, it was determined by multiple 
design and traffic engineering firms that the assignment of right-of-way in the Redevelopment 
Alternative is correct. 
 
33. Refer to response I-59-31. 
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Comment Letter I-98 – Dean R. Peterson 
 
1. The EIS notes that the speed of some cyclists is a frequently cited concern in this segment 
of the Burke-Gilman Trail. While some cyclists do exceed the speed limit, planning studies for 
the project have found that the average speed of bicyclists sampled on the trail was 13.6 mph, 
below the 15 mph maximum specified by King County Code.  Average cyclist speeds on this trail 
are consistent with the other trails in the regional system.  There is no evidence that the poor 
condition of the trail surface currently affects average speeds (a greater concern is the potential 
for “spot” surface failures to cause accidents).  Planned improvements include a more consistent 
surface, but whether increased speeds will result is speculative.  With the incorporation of best 
engineering practices in trail design and signage, bicycle speeds are expected to be less erratic 
and more consistent. The posted speed limit will be consistent with the rest of the County’s 
Regional Trail System. Trail design features meeting or exceeding nationally recognized 
AASHTO guidelines have been incorporated into the Redevelopment Alternative. These 
measures are intended to reduce potential conflicts between trail users. Refer also to response I-
40-1. 
 
2. King County and their design them carefully considered the drainage design for the trail 
and determined that sloping the trail toward the lake is the best approach for multiple reasons.  
 
Grading - A key consideration in widening the trail has been minimization of grading impacts, 
both upslope and downslope of the trail. Based on geotechnical evaluations, the design has 
avoided areas of steep and historically unstable slopes on the upslope side of the trail, to the 
extent feasible. Any grading or addition of walls on the upslope side near these areas has the 
potential to destabilize the existing slope and would require extensive and cost prohibitive design 
measures to ensure a safe design. Under the Redevelopment Alternative, the trail would be set as 
far towards the hillslope as possible without destabilizing uphill slopes, then graded at a 2 percent 
slope across the full 18 foot improvement width. At the lakeside edge of the improved width, the 
proposed grade would adjust as necessary, to a point where it matches the existing grade. In many 
areas, walls are required to accomplish this. This 2 percent slope taken across the 18 foot trail 
width is almost over 4 inches in vertical elevation. If the pitch were to be reversed to drain 
upslope, then the lakeside edge of the trail would be approximately 9 inches higher than currently 
proposed, resulting in approximately 2,000 to 4,000 lineal feet of additional walls along the 
lakeside of the trail in order to meet the existing grade. With these additional walls would come 
the removal of landscape screening and fencing that are installed along this downslope boundary. 
Pitching the trail towards the lake minimizes grading impacts as well as screening (privacy) 
impacts.  
 
Drainage - Minimization of drainage impacts has also been a key consideration in the design of 
the widened trail section. Additional information has been added to the Final EIS to address 
runoff from the trail. The preferred best management practice for handling runoff from the trail is 
basic dispersion in accordance with the 2005 King County Stormwater Design Manual. For the 
majority of the trail, sufficient area is available to utilize dispersion per the Manual. Trail 
segments without sufficient area to meet recommended dispersion requirements will be identified 
and evaluated for potential drainage issues. In addition, downstream rockeries, steep slopes, and 
effects on private property will also be evaluated during final design; and a geotechnical opinion 
on dispersion feasibility will be included. The basic dispersion approach offers important 
benefits, including natural attenuation and treatment of runoff through soil and vegetation, a 
decrease in dependence on the existing stormwater infrastructure, as well as the opportunity to 
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grade the proposed trail so as to minimize proposed walls and impacts to existing screening along 
the lake side of the trail.         
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HEARING TESTIMONY (TS-1) 
 
Hearing Testimony – Karl Cook 
 
1. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
Hearing Testimony – David Hutchinson 
 
2. Refer to response I-5-13. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Tim Ahern 
 
3. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
4. The County recognizes that while some trail users are concerned about the safety of 
bollards, the proposed use of bollards is consistent with the 175 plus miles of trail in the regional 
trail system.  The County believes that bollards offer trail users protection from intruding vehicles 
and serve to “calm” (slow) and channelize bicycle traffic.  In the Redevelopment Alternative, 
bollards will be used in a consistent, predictable manner at each crossing in accordance with 
AASHTO guidelines, so that trail users will anticipate them at each crossing.  Several other 
elements will ensure their visibility:  advance signage warning of each crossing, textured warning 
strips or “alert bars” 30 feet in advance of the bollards, and pavement markings to channelize 
bicyclists to either side of the bollards.  The bollards themselves will be reflectorized, and will be 
placed with generous clearance between them.  
 
5. Refer to response I-60-2. 
 
6. Refer to response I-60-3.  
 
7. Refer to response I-60-4. 
 
8. Refer to response I-60-4. 
 
Hearing Testimony – John Mack 
 
9. The Redevelopment Alternative will improve sight distance at 147th and other crossings 
by removing fencing, trimming or replacing vegetation, revising the trail’s horizontal curves, 
realigning the crossings, and adding design elements with traffic calming effects (advance 
warning strips or “alert bars,” bollards and striping, contrasting surfacing, additional signage).  
These modifications will increase visibility and reduce risk. The behavior of individual bicyclists 
is difficult to control.  However, designing the trail to be consistent with AASHTO and MUTCD 
guidelines, as proposed in the Redevelopment Alternative, will  provide consistent intersection 
treatments and new signage directed specifically at bicyclists placed at regular intervals.  
  
The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives incorporate best engineering practices and 
nationally recognized guidelines for trail design and engineering, including right of way 
assignment. State law specifies the obligations of vehicles approaching intersections marked with 
a stop or yield sign.  For examples, see RCW 46.61.190 (vehicles entering stop or yield 
intersection); RCW 46.61.200 (stop intersections other than arterials); RCW 46.61.205 (vehicle 
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entering highway from private road or driveway).   As a matter of law, liability is typically 
determined case-by-case based on the specific facts of the incident. 
 
10. Many existing drainage problems in the vicinity of the trail corridor are related to off-site 
runoff; poorly maintained, failing and/or inadequate local drainage systems; and seeps. 
Redeveloping the trail will not significantly influence these problems, but will improve the 
capacity of the trailside ditch to convey water. The primary purpose of the drainage 
improvements is to prevent upslope wash-outs, flooding, and siltation from intruding on the trail. 
  
11. Roads near the trail include roads owned and maintained by the City of Lake Forest 
Park or private roads owned and maintained by private associations. These roads are outside of 
King County's jurisdiction and outside the scope of this project.  
  
12. As described in Section 2.6.4, King County intends to provide safe alternative detour 
routes around construction areas where possible. At locations where there are no safe alternatives, 
it is the County's goal to avoid shutting down the trail by providing safe passage through the 
construction corridor. As described in Section 3.11.3, at times, the trail could be closed for short 
periods of time. Detour locations will be determined as part of final design and permitting. See 
Section 3.11.4.1 for additional information.  
 
Hearing Testimony – Kerri Hallgrimson 
 
13. The Redevelopment Alternative is based on best engineering practices and / or standards 
and proposes several measures that will improve the sight distances at this crossing -- realignment 
of the crossing and replacement and trimming of existing vegetation, which will enhance 
visibility and safety for both motorists and trail users.  In fact, this crossing has fewer sight 
distance challenges than do other crossings because of the flatter grade. The Redevelopment 
Alternative also proposed several supplemental measures for pedestrians at this crossing.  
Sidewalks along both sides of NE 165th Street will be extended through the crossing to the 
corners with Beach Drive NE to formalize the pedestrian travel-way; and additional signage, 
including warning signs, will advise cyclists to yield to crossing pedestrians. King County does 
not propose a 20 mph speed limit on the trail, but has instead adopted speed limits based on 
currently applicable regulations, trail conditions, consistency with King County policies, and 
other factors. Refer to response G-2-18 for additional information. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Martin Nelson 
 
14. Refer to response I-54-7. 
 
15. Refer to response I-34-2.  
 
Hearing Testimony – Virginia Hebron 
 
16. The use of actuated warning lights was investigated during the design process.  It was 
concluded that the technology is relatively new, without a comfortable record of durability and 
accuracy.  The risk, then, is that reliance on this type of system for crossing movements would 
put the trail user at a greater risk of accident/injury if there is system failure than reliance on their 
own judgment.  
 
17. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
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Hearing Testimony – Ron Hebron 
 
18. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
19. Refer to response G-2-18. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Martin Rood 
 
20. The trail, when first constructed, was designed in accordance with adopted plans and 
polices that were current at that time. Updated, now-current national, state, and local guidelines 
were considered in the design of the Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives.  
  
People who use the trail for commuting purposes are currently constrained by the dawn to dusk 
hours of operation. These hours are consistent with King County Code  section 7.12.480, which 
establishes the general hours of operation for all facilities in the County's regional trail system. 
The County does not currently propose to alter those hours, but it could choose to do so through a 
separate process at a later date. 
 
21. Property owners can make arrangements with the King County Parks Division to ensure 
that special deliveries and other, occasionally necessary access is provided.  
 
22. The signage improvements proposed for the crossing of NE 157th Place are consistent 
with all other crossings of the trail, whether public or private.  Access to any public right of 
way or arterial corridor is subject to traffic control, signage, and access management.  The 
assignment of right-of-way is based on volume of traffic, just as NE 157th is where it meets SR 
522/Bothell Way NE. 
 
23. Refer to response I-40-2. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Fritz Anderson 
 
24. Refer to response I-5-13. 
  
Hearing Testimony – Stan Graves 
 
25. Refer to responses I-32-1 and I-40-2. 
 
26. The Redevelopment Alternative proposes to realign the trail crossing at NE 170th Street 
to provide better visibility.  There will be more “stacking” room for trail users waiting for the 
light, better signage, and other measures to increase awareness.  Changes outside of the trail right-
of-way, to Bothell Way or NE 170th are outside the scope of this project. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Donald Tracy 
 
27. King County extended the comment period as requested. 
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Hearing Testimony – Kerri Hallgrimson 
 
28. The planting plan for the project takes into consideration the views of hillside property 
owners by selecting plants by ultimate growth height. Section 2.5.1.10 describes the use of low 
screening and medium screening plantings. By selecting plants with a growth height of 6-feet or 
less, vegetation that is planted should not impact views. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Martin Nelson 
 
29. Refer to response I-34-2. 
 
Hearing Testimony – John Mack 
 
30. Refer to response I-59-29.  
 
Hearing Testimony – Mary Mack 
 
31. Refer to response I-36-1. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Martin Rood 
 
32. The Redevelopment and Rebuild Alternatives include removing stop signs on the 
trail and providing stop or yield signs at roadways. This will be done in conjunction with other 
important safety improvements. The assignment of right-of-way is based on the leg of the 
intersection with the heavier volume of traffic, not whether the crossings is public or private.   
 
33. Refer to response 1-59-27. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Gail Holmes 
 
34. Refer to response I-36-1. 
 
Hearing Testimony – Chuff Barden 
 
35. Your comments are acknowledged.  
 
Hearing Testimony – Bill Mart 
 
36. Your support for the Redevelopment Alternative has been noted.  
 
37. For the purpose of this project, the County will be utilizing the area required to redevelop 
the trail. Pursuant to King County Code 14.30 and consistent with its management of the regional 
trails system, King County maintains a special-use permit process to authorize or deny private use 
of County-owned property. These permits are typically 5 to 10 years in duration, and the County 
reserves the right to revoke a special use permit. Changes to these policies and the permit process 
are not being considered as part of this project. Any future changes would be subject to separate 
rule-making processes, including appropriate public input. However, during the design and 
construction phase of this project, King County will be reviewing existing permits to ensure they 
are compatible with design.  
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Hearing Testimony – Melanie Paquin 
 
38. Refer to response I-53-1 (migration of amphibians) and responses I-3-6 and I-4-2 
(drainage). 
  
Proper wall design will be used to evaluate the internal stability of the wall and the overall stabile 
of the slope to minimize the potential for exacerbating existing slope instability issues at proposed 
wall locations. Retaining walls will also be designed to facilitate water flow and thus will not 
result in any increase in water pressure that could result in wall failure.   
 
Hearing Testimony – Brad Hanson 
 
39. Due to space limitations, as well as for ease of understanding, the plan sheets included in 
the Final EIS are simplified versions of the construction documents, and some design elements, 
including the drainage system, are indicated in a diagrammatic fashion. However, the trail 
drainage system has been engineered to adequately address and improve upon existing storm 
drainage systems, and to meet King County and State Department of Ecology surface water 
requirements and regulations. Detailed plans of the drainage system are available for the public to 
view at King County offices. Any vegetation removed as part of the reconstruction will be 
replaced in-kind, with similar native or native-like species.  
 
Refer also to response G-2-16. 
 
40. Your support for the Rebuild Alternative is acknowledged. 
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