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Summary of Public Involvement for the Downtown and Little Bear Creek Corridor '
Master Plan (as of January 14, 2004)

This Master Plan is the result of the most extensive public involvement process in the City’s
history. Since April of 2001, to date, this process has included (75| public involvement
opportunities, including meetings of the City Council, Planning Commission, Parks and
Recreation Commission, joint Commission meetings, Master Plan workshops, neighborhood
outreach sessions and key stakeholder meetings. The documented attendance at these
opportunities is 260 persons, although not all persons attending signed attendance sheets. A total
of @ written comments have been received and oral comments have been noted in minutes
of meetings or staff notes. Below is a summary of public involvement, followed by the number
of meetings or comments received.

Summary of Public Involvement

Public Meetings ~
Planning Commission meetings:

Park and Recreation Commission meetings:

Joint Planning/Park & Recreation Commission or City Council meetings:
Master Plan workshops:

Key Stakeholder meetings:

Outreach meetings in stores:

Wedge Neighborhood meeting:

Open house at City Hall:

Public Hearing (12/03/03 and 12/10/03):

~]

PO = = 00 hh hh 0 00 W

)

Total Public Meetings (through January 14, 2004)

Written Comments

Written comments received at Planning Commission meetings or by mail or email: 64
Written comments received at the 5 workshops

(summarized in the Master Plan Workshop Appendix K-2): 188
Written comments received through the fall 2002 mailer sent to City addresses 387
Written comments received at the Wedge Neighborhood meeting: 8
Written comments received at the Public Hearing 24
Total Written Comments (through December 17, 2003) 671
Oral Comments
Oral comments from Planning Commission meeting minutes: 179
Oral comments noted by staff at the Wedge Neighborhood meeting: 32
Oral comments received at the Public Hearing (12/03/03 and 12/10/03): 21
Total Oral Comments (through December 10, 2003)
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Downtown and Little Bear Creek Corridor Master Plan

Public Meetings
(April 18,2001 - January 14, 2004)

04/18/01 Ide

fied Corridor isslies, items, and concents 1o be addressed in the
visionin g process.

05/1 5/01 Pubhc Open House. Kick - yoff meeting for road lmprovements
project and corridor study concept.

06/15/01 Identified possibility of land use changes mcludlng aliowed uses and
development regulations within the (General Business) GB Zone.
Planning Commission requested tour of corridor and building height

= Planning Commission
= Public
= Corridor Property Owners

= Planning Commission

= Parks & Recreation
Commission

10/04/01 Reviewed Corridor Natural Systems Data presented by staff.

Plan Wgrk Program = Planning Commission
09/06/01 Developed Draft Corridor Master Plan Goals and reviewed Study Area | = Parks & Recreation
boundaries. Commission
09/19/01 Reviewed revised Draft Corridor Master Plan Goals and Study Area . e
boundaries. = Planning Commission

= Parks & Recreation
Commission

10/17/01 Reviewed Corridor Natural Systems Data presented by staff.

11/01/01 Reviewed Social Systems Data presented by staff.

= Planning Commission

= Parks & Recreation
Commission

11/11/01 Joint meeting between the City Council, Planning Commission, and
Parks Commission to discuss the vision for the Downtown Master
Plan.

= Council and Commissions

11128/01 Rewewed Soc:al Sy ms Data presented by staff

corridor concepts.

12/06/01 Rewewed presentatlon by Unlversny of Washmgton Students on ‘ =>6 F;ér‘ks;& F{ecreatlen B

Commission

12/1 2/01 ldentified specific key features to be in the Corrldor Master Plan

k 01/29/02 First Downtown Master Plan Meeting. Questlons asked: What
improvements would you like to see in Downtown Woodinville? What
are your top two improvements?

03/04/02 Key Stakeholder Interviews.

= Joint Commission Meetin

= Commissions
= City Council

= Staff

03/28/02 Second Downtown Master Plan Meeting. Evaluate and comment on

04/11/02 I emlzedw(‘:erri‘ctor eature prlbrl les. )

':> Joint Commission Meetin

= Commissions
= City Council

04/22/02 Key Stakeholder Interviews.

05/23/02 Third Downtown Master Plan Meeting (Frrst mtegrated DT and LBCC
meeting). Evaluate and comment on refined concepts.

= Staff

= Commissions

= City Council
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06/10/02 Received update on Master Plan progress and approved integration

uly 2002

with the Downtown Master Plan. = City Counil
06/25/02 Individual Little Bear Creek Corridor (LBCC) Stakeholder Presentation .
of Master Plan concepts. = Corridor Property Owners
06/25/02 Introduction of Plan integration with Downtown Plan and draft = (F;“b"c. .
concepts of Corridor (Open House). = ~ommissions
= City Council

09/03/02 Community Information Session. Public Outreach — Tully’s.

07/11/02 Fourth Downtown Master Plan Meeting (2“d ST and LBCC meeting). = gubllc- .
Evaluate and comment on refined concepts. = ~ommissions
= City Council
07/25/02 Final workshop to identify preferred concepts of circulation, land use, z gl;lr)rlxlr%issions
and parks/open space. —  Citv Council
= Staff
08/01/02 Parks and Recreation Commission: reviewed and discussed Mailer. = Parks & Recreation
Commission
h
08/07/02 Planning Commission meeting: reviewed and discussed Mailer. = Staff . L
= __Planning Commission

City Council
Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff

09/04/02 Community Information Session. Public Outreach — Albertson’s.

LU

City Council

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff

09/04/03 Planning Commission meeting: Draft Regulations Discussion.

Planning Commission
Staff

09/05/02 Community Information Session. Public Outreach — QFC.

A

City Council

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staft

09/07/02 Community Information Session. Public Outrezach — Barnes & Noble.

Planning Commission
Staff

09/10/02 Community Information Session. Public Outreach — Top Foods.

U4l

Staff
Parks & Recreation
Commission

09/12/02 Community Information Session. Public Outreach — Barnes & Noble.

14U

City Council

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff

09/18/02 Planning Commission meeting. Joint Meeting format discussion.

Planning Commission
Staff

09/26/02 Public Outreach for Mailer Questions — Barnes & Noble.

LU o

\

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff
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09/28/02 Public Outreach for Mailer Questions — Starbucks.

10/02/02 Planning Commission meeting: Draft Plan Presentation.

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff

44

f; November 2002
11/06/02 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study

= Planning Commission
= Staff
= Parks & Recreation
10/03/02 Parks & Recreation Commission meeting: Draft Plan Presentation. Commission
= Staff
] = Planning Commission
10/16/02 Public Open House 5-7*. Joint Planning Commission and Parks & = Parks & Recreation
" Recreation Commission meeting. Commission
= Staff
10/16/02 Joint Planning Commission and Parks & Recreation Commission = Planning Commission
meeting. Public Roundtable. = Parks & Recreation
: Commission

= Staff

Planning Commission

=3
Session. = Staff
11/20/02 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff

concepts.

‘ December 2002
12/04/02 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. ' = Staff
12/18/02 Joint Planning Commission and Parks & Recreation Commission = Planning Comm|§ ston
meeting. Master Plan Study Session on parks, trails, & open space = ggrmk;?;;{;c:reatlon

= Staff

: ary. 200 .
g Draft Master Plan Study

02/05/03 Planhing Cdmmiésibn nieefing. Workin
Session.

o \ 1ary 2003 ‘

01/08/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff

01/15/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. => Staff

Plahnlng Commlssmn
Staff

02/13/03 Public Workshop for Downtown Property Owners on Grid Road.

Staff

02/19/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study
Session.

03/04/03 Wedge Neighborhood Forum.

Planning Commission
Stalff

Lo oy

City Council

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

Staff

L4y

03/05/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study
Session.

Planning Commission
Staff

03/06/03 Parks & Recreation Commission Park Blocks Revision Review.

bjuuu

Parks & Recreation
Commission
Staff

03/19/03 Joint Commission meeting for Park Block Review.

Planning Commission
Parks & Recreation
Commission

= Staff

L4
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Plaﬁmﬁg bommisski‘oun‘ rhéeth. Working Draft Master Plan Study
Session — Developer Roundtable Discussion.

~04/02/03

Plaﬁnlng Commission
Staff

04/09/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study
Session — Outstanding Issues.

Planning Commission
Staff

04/23/03 Planning Commission meeting. Working Draft Master Plan Study
Session.

05/07/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study
- Session

"06/04/03 Planmng Coh'lmiss”ith'heétiAng -
~  Session,

07/02/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draﬂ MéSter Plan Study

Planning Commission
Staff

Lol

Planning Commission
Staff

o

P'I/é'nymng .Commlssbn -
Staff

4y

Session

08/20/03 Pﬂanning Commission méeting - Working DréﬂlMasiér Plan Stmdy
Session.

69/03/03 Planning Commission meeting - Workiﬁg Draft Mas‘ter‘PIan Study

= Planning Commission
Session. = Staff
07/16/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
=

Staf

Plénhihg Comniiséion
Staff

Session.

‘October 2003

= Planning Commission
Session. = Staff
09/17/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff
09/24/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
fruad

Staff

Sessmn

11;05/03 \Plannlng Commlsswn ‘meetmg Workl‘r‘lngré‘ﬂ Maéter Plan Study

10/01/03 Planning Commlsswn meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff
10/22/03 Planning Commission meetmg Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
fome

Staff _

Planning Commission

12/03/03 Planning Commission meeting — Public Hearlng on the Workmg Draft
Master Plan.

=
Session. = Stalff
11/12/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Plan Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff
11/19/03 Planning Commission meeting - Working Draft Master Pian Study = Planning Commission
Session. = Staff

Pianning Commission
Staff

12/10/03 Planning Commission meeting — Public Hearing (continued) on the
Working Draft Master Plan Study Session »

01/14/04 Planning Commission meeting - Worklngk‘ Draft Maéter Plan Study
Session.

Ly

Planning Commission
Staff

= Planning Commission
= Staff
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APPENDIX K
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2. Master Plan Workshops:

Work Session 1 — January 29, 2002

Work Session 2 — March 28, 2002

Work Session 3 — May 23, 2002

Work Session 4 — July 11, 2002

Work Session 5 — July 25, 2002
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2. Master Plan Workshops\

Work Session 1 — January 29, 2002







Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

Approximately 60 people interested in contributing to the design and
future development of Downtown Woodinville met for Work Ses-
sion #1 of the Downtown Master Plan Study. In opening remarks,
Councilperson Don Brocha said the master plan is a critical and logi-
cal next step for the City in an ongoing process. Carl Smith, City
Planner explained that the basis of the downtown plan stems from
the City’s 1996 Comprehensive Plan vision: “...Woodinville is a
pleasant place in which to live, work, play, and visit, with a compact,
inviting downtown that is attractive and functional.”

The Work Session took place on the evening of January 29, 2002 at
City Hall. The purpose of the meeting was to identify community
and stakeholder desites and concerns for Downtown Woodinville,
This meeting was the first of four public work sessions that will be
used to generate design concepts. These concepts will be refined and
presented at subsequent meetings (see work task schedule).

The meeting focused on the following questions:

1. What improvements would you like to see in Downtown
Woodinville?

2. What ate your top two improvements?

The table below summarizes the top ten improvements noted on the
response sheets, and indicates common themes for Downtown
Woodinville. Wotk Session 2 is scheduled for Thursday, March
28 from 7 to 9 PM. The purpose of this meeting will be to establish
project goals, and review and evaluate preliminary design alternatives.

Top 10 Improvements Suggested by Participants
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Number of Times % of Top Ten

Noted Improvements

1} Create an attractive, pedestrian-friendly enviroriment. 21 18%
2) Address traffic issues, particularly congestion an 175th Street. 21 18%
3) Create and improve parks and apen spaces. 16 13%
4) Encourage multilevel, higher densities or taller buildings. 16 13%
5) Create mixed-uses including more residential uses. 13 1%
6) Establish a library andfor a theater downtown. 10 9%
7} Uimit density and keep height to under 4 stories. 8 7%
8) Protect and enhance access to Litlle Bear Creek. 6 5%
9) Encourage unique shopsfdiscourage strip-mall development. 6 5%
10} Minimize surface parking. consider structured/underground options. 5 4%
Total 100%




Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 279, 2002
Public Comments Received

Small Group Presentations

Participants worked in groups of four to eight people at each discussion table to address improvements they
would like to see in Downtown Woodinville. Their
responses and observations are summarized below:

Table 1

= Busy traffic on 175% needs to be addressed.

« TRF layout with massive parking and shopping at
edge is not the desited pedesttian-friendly form.

= Green spaces with cars managed in structured
parking is desirable.

= The downtown should be a destination center —
not just a place for errands, or a truck route.

»  Residential development in the downtown is
desired.

= Downtown should have an inviting look.

Table 2

*  The downtown should be pedestrian friendly.

=  Downtown’s design should have a garden
otientation.

= Consider measuring the height limit in stories
rather than in feet.

= Help manage traffic by connecting Garden Way
down to the south bypass road (171st Street).

= Create a transit-otiented development at the
Park & Ride lot.

Table 3

= The downtown should be pedestrian friendly.

= Park underground. Replace surface parking lot
with pedestrian friendly places.

= Building heights should be no taller than the
tallest tree.

Table 4

= Consider one-way auto circulation on 175% and
171st Streets to relieve traffic gridlock.

= A reparatory theater needs a2 downtown venue.

Table 5

= The wine clientele and tourist district present an
oppottunity. Give them downtown amenities to
enjoy.

= No sttip malls.

*  Make downtown work without the need to
drive.

= Establish more green and parks.



Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

Table 6

= Emphasize Woodinville’s history, for example with historical markers.

= Provide multifamily residential uses.

= Provide mixed uses.

v Allow office uses.

= Grow notrth along Woodinville Snohomish Road meeting design guideline requirements.
= Locate a professional quality theater venue in the downtown.

= Provide a fareless shuttle.

= Explore opportunity for train station on the east side of the river.

= Provide a community gym.

Table 7

= Retain Molbak’s.

= Existing scale is good. Don’t go higher than three stories.

v Retain and improve the cemetary.

= Improve street capacity on 175t Street and 140t Avenue/

= Make streets pedestrian friendly. Provide attractive, pleasant outdoor seating,
«  Link to bike path along river by adding bike path to 171s,

= Provide structured and buffered parking.

=« Provide mixed uses.

= Add parks.

Table 8

= Create an 18 to 24-hour destination city.

= CBD zoning to allow for mixed uses.

= Woodinville Creek to be designed as a gateway to the downtown.
= Plan traffic flow to improve business viability.

= Five to seven stoties for maximum heights.

= Integrate streams in the downtown.

= Encourage non-motorized uses.

Table ¢

= More community uses — i.e. library, arts facilities and classes.

= Provide open space and greenery.

=  Provide pedestrian and bicycle connections throughout the downtown.

= Pesdestrian and bicycle supportive design

= Change restrictions so we can go up (build taller).

= Provide a fountain with seating — a downtown focal point and community gathering place.

= Use the parking availability at the Tourist District and make coming upriver an attraction: gondolas and
hotse-drawn carriages. Tie the districts together with complementary uses.

= Use water in the downtown as an amenity for Woodinville residents.

Table 10

= Provide visual breaks — well-placed open space.

= Improve the use of DeYoung Park.

= Address the traffic problem.

= Provide a downtown library — now that place is Barnes & Noble.

= Expand to the north with green space and sidewalks along Woodinville-Snohomish Road.
= Connect the design of architectural development to the CBD.



Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

Written Responses .~ |

Forty-nine written response sheets were collected and recorded below. In some cases, more than one petson
responded on a single sheet. Responses addressed the following questions:

" What improvements would you like to see in Downtown Woodinville?
What are your top two improvements?

1. Improvements:

= We would like to see a mote garden-friendly city. With Molbak’s central to our town’s identity, it only
seems natural to extend the “look” of gardens throughout the city. Planters, pots, green areas that in-
vite lingering and/ort walking.

» Fountain with seating so people could meet, some similar to “the bears” fountain in Redmond Town
Centet.

Top two improvements:

1. More gardens, open spaces, people-friendly areas.

2. Traffic improvement down 175% to make it more pedestrian-friendly.

Comments: A wonderful forum for residents/business owners!

2. Improvements:

* Increase the number of people living in the CBD and encourage them to walk and ride bikes into the
business and shopping center. To accomplish this, the height of buildings in the atea should be much
higher so it is economical fot everyone.

=  Make the CBD pedestrian friendly. Put more walkway and rest stops, pethaps a fountain, through the
CBD and shopping center in the CBD.

Top two improvements:

See above.

3. Improvements:
= Reduce pedesttian impediments by putting patking underground. Reduce the “car town” feel of the -
TRF central plaza.
Top two improvements:
1. Add train overpasses/underpasses connecting Woodinville-Snohomish Road and Little Bear Creck.
2. Add 5 to 7 stoty buildings (mixed-use). Use the permit fees to fund #1.

4. Improvements:
» Road grid improvements paid by tax payers.
Top two improvements:
1. Higher density in downtown.
2. Better traffic flow.

5. Improvements:

= More green.
»  Less parking spaces — change to parking garage.
= (Civic Area.

Top two improvements:
1. To change the existing “parking lot” felling of downtown to a parking structure and give mote green
pedestrian-friendly, community gathering space. ‘

4



Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

10.

2. To clean up the 175% Street for more attractive green areas and utilize by-pass of 171st Street more.
Add a bypass from exit to 202 over train/undet train tracks.

Improvements:

= Make downtown a more pedestrian, garden wise and friendly city. This would be addressed by better
traffic, pedestrian crossings and garden plantings and settings.

= - Make Woodinville a destination place for all.

Top two improvements:

1. Putin more planters/greens/flowers focused on some pedestrian traffic and rest areas. Cteate more
safe crossings for peds — acress heavy traffic roads — 175% etc.

2. Bring in multilevel, multipurpose buildings ie: shops — condos, apartments above much like what has
gone on in Redmond north of Ben Franklin.

Comments:

= Clusters of planted pots on key corners needing beautification.

= ‘Would like to see hanging planters at some point.

= Sculpture and water (flowing) feature to enhance the city. Our Garden Club has donated pots which
can be strategically used in cluster plantings.

= We have a vision of how this would work.

= 140th Avenue needs greenety.

Improvements:

= Make downtown area more pedestrian friendly. More vegetation. Garden friendly.

Top two improvements:

1. Traffic congestion.

2. More garden friendly. Find funding for using pots donated by the Woodinville Garden Club to en-
hance the pedestrian area and parks. We would also like to see water features in the pedestrian area
and parks as well as artwork.

Improvements:

= The goal of “mixed-use” multi-story uses in the downtown is a good one but is difficult to attain be-
cause of preventative height limits.

= In order to encourage housing above retail shops, perhaps a better maximum would be number of sto-
ries (rather than feet).

= In other communities, four stories of housing above retail shops has wotked well. Two stories of
housing is too expensive to develop and that is the difficulty with the present plan.

Top two improvements:

1. Find a way to connect Garden Way to the south bypass (171st). (Map shows new north-south connec-
tion through Molbak’s.) ‘

2. Find a more productive use for the existing Park-and-Ride lot.

Improvements:

= On 175% raise height limit to 6-stoties to allow for retail and a minimum of four levels of apartments.
Top two improvements:

1. Raise height limits.

Improvements:

*  More density within main downtown area so that perimeter more natural area can be enhanced.
Top two improvements:

1. Allow for more multifamily development in main core to improve density.

2. Make guidelines such that it allows for more creative design

5




Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

11.

Improvements:

= More green spaces — garden/vegetation to give visual breaks
« Make downtown walking-friendly.

= Public att/sculpture/fountain.

= Townhouses with shops on 1st/ground level.

» Downtown civic/teparatory type theater.

Improvements:

= Need facilities to accommodate bikes and pedestrians. Bike lanes and sidewalks need to link whete
people live, work and play.

*  We need sidewalks with separation from fast-moving traffic.

= We need more and safer crosswalks. I’d like to see mote outdoor seating.

Top two improvements:

1. Better facilities for bicyclists.

2. Better facilities for pedestrians.

Comments

= Want to see more green belt connections, planted median islands.

= Want library downtown.

= Keep building heights to three stories or less.

= Like tourist points — wineries, breweries, Molbak’s, Train Spirit of Washington.

= Encourage small businesses.

= Preserve historical places.

*  Add bike lane an median island (shown on map on 131st and 171st Streets up into neighborhood).

*  Connect neighborhoods with downtown.

. Improvements:

= Add more open space and parks downtown. Wilmot and DeYoung Parks are great! Need more parks
and connections between these parks.

s Add separated bike trail along NE 171t (shown on map on east side of 131, north side of 171t past
140%). Add a bike trail (separated) by removing vehicle capacity. Would also help separate walkway
from vehicles. Need bike trail to provide safe connection to bike trail along the Sammamish River.

= Also add landscaped median along NE 171st,

*  Add more pedestrian crossings (shown on map at 175% St, 140 Ave., and Woodinville-Duvall Road
around intersection area of these streets).

= Good location for housing and mixed-use is between Little Bear Creek and Woodinville Snohomish
Road but protect Little Bear Creek.

= Add more retail that serves resident’s day to day needs, rather than trying to be a major retail center.

= Keep existing street trees and add street trees for any new streets.

Top two improvements:

1. Bike trail on 1715,

2. Add more pedestrian crossings as shown on map (see above).

Comments: Things that are important to protect:

= Keep building heights at pedestrian, small town scale — not more than 3 stoties in cettain locations and
predominately 1 to 2 stoties.

= Keep NE 175th and 140th Ave. at existing car capacity. Don’t expand.

14. Improvements:

»  More public space for social interaction.
= Hide the cars.

= Capitalize on the water.

= Get rid of the strip malls.



Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

16.

17.

8.

= Help make the downtown district pedestrian friendly (preferred) (fussganger zone)
Top two imptovements:

1. Hide the cars.

2. Get 1id of strip malls.

Improvements:

» + We have vety “run down” properties (buildings) along 175%, across from the cemetery. If these eye-
sores could be removed, and become the location for some of the “new ideas”, their removal would be
welcome.

= Item 2 (location noted on map at southwest corner of 175% and SR 202 Woodinville-Redmond Road)
hosts business aftet business that fails. No real backing is one problem. Traffic at that location would,
prevent me from frequenting anything in that spot. Again, removal of these eyesores would be great.

Top two improvements:

1. Longer term — when we begin to develop along Woodinville-Snohomish Road — to safely integtate the
Little Bear Creek as a beautiful, educational element (without exposing it in any dettimental way) of
our city.

Comments:

= We have many things that are unique to Woodinville and we feel, must be retained. Specifically, Mol-
bak’s don’t lose these guys due to...anything.

Improvements:

= On 175%: Easy access i.e. traffic to businesses. Congestion. Friendly/wider access by pedestrians. Tie
175t to 177% by more than one road. Open feeling of 175,

= Public parking underneath

= Libraty to center of town to old school. Back to learning center.

= Keep buildings from contributing to congestion of 175%. No high rise. Like Kirkland Redmond dual
use.

Top two improvements:

1. Access to businesses — utilize wider pedestrian, improve public parking

2. Enlarge open space of 175t

3. Retutn Library to center of Woodinville. Bothell is closer!

Improvements:

= Perhaps we should consider what we want this to look like. I would like to see building no higher than
3 stories, with commercial fronts.

= T would like to see flowers on poles & on curbsides, similar to that of Edmonds.

s The plans to provide access to 405 need to be completed.

=  Entty ways to city need to be somewhat standardized and enhanced.

Top two improvements:

1. Keep building heights to no more than three stofties.

2. Mote open space and enhance gateways to city.

Improvements/Comments:

= Increase the height limit for the Sirkin property. The Comp. Plan puts Woodinville’s multifamily re-
quirements on this parcel. Wetlands are so pervasive that without height limit adjustments it is unlikely
enough housing can be built to satisfy comp plan requirements. By raising the height limits, building
footprints can be smaller, thus helping create even more open space and helping the environment. Be-
cause of the lay of the land, increased height limits will not impact surrounding neighbors. Increasing
the height limit will allow mote people to live there, thus increasing the tax base and customer base for
business. g



Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 1: January 29, 2002
Public Comments Received

19. Improvements:

=  Remove decorative pole in front of JAMBA JUICE and place an architectutal/sculptural element more
representative of Woodinville.

»  Downtown needs a fountain/gatheting place/focal point.

Top two improvements:
= Parking at community center — needs many more stalls either underground or a patking garage to

maximize use of community/civic centet.

=  Housing at the Patk & Ride (public/affordable). No need to drive to work and shopping;

20. Improvements:

= Would like our downtown to more emulate Kirkland’s downtown. They have an outdoor pool, next
to the library, next to a park. When I go with my family, I park at public parking and then enjoy all
these services. I use Woodinville for shopping only.

= ] would also enjoy a community center for classes for kids.

= TIwould enjoy a theater.

*  Wilmot Park could use things for older kids — they love playgrounds but the new one is too juvenile
for elementary kids.

= Parking garage would be nice — no more parking lots.

*  More public setvices for kids and families.

Top two improvements:

1. Satellite library

2. Outdoot pool.

3. Community center for kids and adults.

~

21. Improvements:
= Civic center with library and theater.
= Bulldoze old Shucks building and expand patk/be mote of a focal point.
= More art — public to enjoy.
= Easier traffic flow on 175%. Alternatives not to take you around city but other ways to access busi-
nesses.
*  More pedestrian-friendly.
= Bicycle friendly — connections with other areas.
= Increase height limits for multi-use — 3 stories.
Top two improvements:
1. Easier traffic flow through and around downtown.
2. More mixed-use that includes open space, park lands, pedestrian friendly.

22. Improvements:

= T would like to see less emphasis on retail development and more residential development — more
townhomes.

»= I would like to see a branch of the Woodinville library in downtown, preferably in the area of the
Woodinville Civic Center. .

= T would like to see the DeYoung Park expanded, maybe adding a fountain for kids, and grass added.
(Perhaps the empty building next to the park could be knocked down.)

= T would like to see sidewalks or bike paths throughout downtown. For instance, there’s no sidewalk
on Woodinville-Snohomish Road. Pedestrians cannot easily walk from Target to the Post Office.

Top two improvements:

1. Woodinville library branch. This is 2 must!

2. Sidewalks and bike paths...maybe a bike path branch running from the one along the river

Comments: :
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= Limit the height of all residential and commercial propetty so that views of Mt. Rainier can be allowed.
It seems like a good job has been done already.

= The civic center is a must!

= Itis very important to keep Molbak’s.

23. Improvements:

= Increased housing opportunities — more people living downtown.

= Gathering areas with strong/safe pedesttian connections to housing/restaurants /businesses.

= Street improvements — sidewalks, street trees, street furniture, street edge landscaping, bicycle lanes
(where appropriate).

Top two improvements:

1. More housing, but need to increase height (Sirkin R-48 site) to encourage and make Woodinville
marketable to housing developers and also to get work force housing/affordable housing,

2. Public amenities — gathering areas, theater, friendly and connected to transit and connected to housing.
(e.g. the fountain at Rose Garden sports arena in Portland.)

Comments:

Look at expanding plan area to include property on north side of Woodinville Snohomish Road — see

above. This area has positive green amenities at the creek and should be physically and visually connected

to the CBD area.

24. Improvements:
= More of the goods and services provided.
= Keep us off the freeways.
= Multi-story and multi-use facilities.

25. Improvements:
= To create 2 much more self-contained CBD environment — business, retail, services, entertainment and
residential — combined with a 21st century infrastructure.
Top two improvements:
1. Bting life to the CBD after hours — mixed use/residential/pedesttian friendly.
2. Take the majority of parking underground.

26. Improvements:
= Small town feeling that has a unique atmosphere.
= Small, unique businesses.
= Bed & Breakfasts.
= Less traffic clogging (traffic management)
= Tourist-focused shops and unique restaurants.
= Vashon Island
= Historic feeling
= Museum, art, theater.
Top two improvements:
1. Avoid sttip mall feeling. Small, unique shops.
2. Woodinville theater — student theater.

27. Improvements:
= Bring back the small town country feel by putting in small shops, galleries, boutiques.
= Make the town pedesttian friendly for out of town guests.
= Replace strip mall with small shops.
= Add more green areas, parking benches, wide sidewalks.
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28.

29.

30.

2002
= Tie-in to the wine country visitors and spirit of Washington train — provide shopping and restaurants

for this crowd.

*  Build Bed & Breakfast homes.

= Expand farmer’s market.

Top two improvements:

1. Avoid strip malls — replace with individual shops.

2. . Attract small businesses as opposed to large chains and franchises.

Improvements:

= Pedesttian friendly.

*  Small town atmosphere

= Wine country feeling

»  Bed & Breakfast

»  Boutiques — avoid strip mall look.

Top two improvements:

1. Destination toutist zone.

2. Traffic management — pedestrian friendly.

Imptrovements:

= Develop boat traffic on Sammamish River. Whidbey is.

= Better traffic management

= Boutique feeling (ex. Kitkland; LaConner; Temecula, CA; Carmel, CA; Sebestopol, CA; Napa Valley;
Geotgetown TX.)

= Dog park

=  Bed & Breakfast

= Wine country

= Avoid sttip mall look.

»  More landscaping — open spaces — trails.

= Theater — like Issaquah theater and museum.

= Make 175% visually more attractive.

= Underground parking.

= Downtown library branch.

Top two improvements:

1. Traffic management — especially 175%.

2. Small-town motif — charm — “stroll-friendly”

Improvements:

= Specialty shops — key off wineries (Carmel, CA)

= Keep Molbak’s

= Pedestrian friendly

= Bed & Breakfasts

= Country village style — LaConner; Langley; Leavenworth; Temecula, CA; Vashon; Snohomish.
»  Traffic issues — 175,

*  Restaurants (destination, unique)

=  Portland Saturday Market concept.

= Destination toutist zone.

= Avoid sttip mall look.

Top two imptrovements:

1. Destination tourist zone. Downtown Woodinville. Connect to winery and brewery district.
2. Traffic management. ;
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31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

Improvements:

= We need more historic flavor. For instance, street naming, area naming, artifacts here and there, parks
with something historic displayed, 2 museum in the community center, historical matkers.

= Multi-story buildings throughout town.

= Street trees, sidewalks, plantings north of Highway 9, shaded benches.

= Small, downtown transit.

Top two improvements:

1. A museum in the brick school building,

Improvements:
= Allow/encoutage a hotel zone. )
= Complete NE 195% Street interchange to aid traffic.

Improvements:

= More trees and small parks.

= Pedestrian sized — pedesttian friendly buildings — small scale (under 4 story)

= More historic references: buildings, historic sites and markers.

= Better pedestrian amenities- crosswalks, walk signals.

= Routes for through-traffic to go around downtown.

= Transit.

= Parking under and on top of buildings — less parking lots.

= Keep Woodinville’s unique character.

= Family-friendly activities.

= More offices downtown.

= Turn Sorenson parking lot into City Square.

= Community Centet/Senior Center.

Top two improvements:

1. Pedestrian scale buildings friendly to walkers (under 4 stories), set back a bit from the street with pe-
destrian friendly sidewalks.

2. Better focus on attracting stable businesses and retaining existing small businesses that make Woodin-
ville unique.

Improvements:

= Living quarters above stores in downtown area.

= Name streets and places after people, places.

= Train station — link to other train (Snohomish).

= Large square for group gatherings.

= Trees.

= Upgrade Highway 9 to improve main street into town.
Top two improvements:

1. Trees, patks.

2. Family attractions — arts, parks, events.

Improvements:

= Professional level theatet.

= Smooth flow/interface of traffic into and out of town onto 522, 202, others.
= A sense of charm, new/retro ambience.

= Mult-stoty offices/residential.

= Library.

= Community sports gym.

= Activate ot remove the Snohomish Road train tracks.

11
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36. Improvemernts:

Shaded, covered benches in areas least expected (safe areas).

Park areas with picnic areas near Target and transit.

More histotic places, markers.

Small van (17 passenger — not small access type) service during early spring through fall.

- Less stacking of people on top of people. Or provide adequate playground area in the development.

(Small basketball court, swings, climbing areas, etc.)

Route traffic away from town.

Social Service Centet.

Fountains in park areas and throughout town (tie-in a gray water process).
Community theater.

Library @ the Park & ride development.

Senior Center @ the Park & ride development. ~

Top two improvements:

1. Mote housing for those undet %20 median income free from K.C. Housing Authority. Rent/own
plan.

2. Food bank, full service Social Setvice atea (@ the transit center develepment.

Comments:

Best place ever was for Social Services. That is a place where all those 5 cars can very easy get there.

37. Improvements:

Would like to see a variation of multi-story buildings sprinkled through town.

Would like to see historical markers placed around town.

Would like to see future comercial development continue on Woodinville-Snohomish road with same
development standards as NE 175t

Would like to see offices and residential as a permitted use in “General Business™ areas such as the
Woodinville — Snohomish Road.

Top two improvements:

1.

2.

Would like to see future comercial development continue on Woodinville-Snohomish road with same
development standards as NE 175t%,

Would like to see offices and residential as a permitted use in “General Business” areas such as the
Woodinville — Snohomish Road.

38. Improvements:

Histoty: more histotic flavor. We have the history and don’t want to lose it. History makes a city into
a warm fuzzy house.. Personality! Markers, roads, names.

Some more pedestrian amenities such as benches, green areas.

Multi-story buildings throughout the town for height variation.

Woodinville’s commercial has only one way to grow — same design standards as NE 175,

'Offices and residential should be a permitted use in the business-zoned areas so that multi-story build-

ings are feasible to be built.

Amenities to Wotk For (wish list):

1

2.
3.
4.

Professional quality theater.

Free shuttle service or local business transit.
Community sports gym.

Main station, pethaps linked with other eastside cities.

39. Improvements:

Make all places pedestrian friendly.
Reduce traffic congestion.

12
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40.

41.

42.

= Tty to discourage single-story strip mall development.

= Enlarge the riverfront park.

= Libraty/civic center in the CBD.

= Sculptures around town.

= Bicycle friendly.

= Develop boundaties to the north along the Burlington Northern Right-of-Way

= - Develop residential areas in core.

= Planting throughout core to enhance the urban forest concept.

= Several commercial/residential areas throughout core.

= Restrict some businesses within core. e.g. gas stations on too many prime crossroads focal points.
Shield some businesses from street.

= Meandering walks with apptroptiate planting — both sides.

Top two improvements:

1. A cohesive traffic plan including the core, but not confined to it.

2. More park-like center with plantings throughout rather then in pockets.

3. Developments along river.

Improvements:

= One-way traffic immediately on 175yh — “90 day benefit”.

= Multi-story car park in TRF suitably disguised, think of Freeway Park in Seattle.

Top two improvements:

1. One-way traffic on 175%/171st Streets.

2. Second center opened east Woodinville to drain off density and traffic.

Comments:

= Can you bring statistics to the next workshop on 1) percentage through vs. destination traffic; 2) num-
bet of ttips per day/day of week/time of day/etc.; 3) density of population in city limits.

= City growth is organic (best) and so plan at a high level of principle rather than a nit-picking level, plus
minimal detail standards, e.g. lighting, sidewalks, signage.

= Traffic and density are the enemy.

= Scope of downtown is too small for solution: a) Traffic solution needs large area with complete isola-
tion of through vs. destination traffic; b) Density solution requires second centet, say top of avondale,
anchored by major store, e.g. Fred Meyer, offering alternative to existing downtown. Density solution
requires limiting further destination developments to those that are unique to a city, e.g. performing
arts, library, etc.

Improvements:

= Very necessaty to improve the entrance streets on main downtown streets (widn, coordinate stop
lights, etc.) The traffic NOW is bad. To improve retail stores would encourage even more traffic
making the mess even worse. Improve traffic first.

Improvements:

= More pedestrian friendly.

= Add more trees/greenery to 175t & 140t & 171st.

= Add trees/gtreen to parking lots.

= Add an indoor center similar to crossroads or third place books.

= Add places like Molbak’s.

= Add sidewalk to Woodinville/Snohomish Rd. (Route 9) connecting downtown to High School and
industrial park.

= Develop Patk & ride — Enlarge shelter — redecorate.

= Add center islands to 1715t with trees (similar to 148t% in Bellevue). Slow down traffic.

*  Remove (or redesign) latge advertisment signs.
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43,

44.

45.

= Addalibrary!
= Protect famlands from further development.
= Morte attractive art.
»  Possible rail (or monorail) connection
= Farmers market — locate in a parking lot near Molbak’s.
Top two improvements:
* Add library/community center/student union (like Thitd Place Books) possibly at the Park & Ride

area with underground parking.

2. Add center islands to 171st,

Comments:

= Convert open lot to play field or park (indicates area between Little Bear Creek and Woodinville Sno-
homish Road on map).

= Thanks for the opportunity to contribute!

Improvements:

= Less strip malls /more sidewalk retail.

a  Retain old trees.

*  More restaurants, galleries.

= Bury utilities.

= Route traffic around town.

*  Connect City Hall to 175%.

= Bridge 522 near Home Depot.

=  Protect Little Bear Creek from development.
= Protect all farmland south of South Bypass.
= Better bike paths.

Top two improvements:

1. Protect Little Bear Creek.

2. Less sttip malls/more retail on the sidewalk, along the street and housing.

Improvements:

= Parking must be provided around perimeter and naturally feed pedesttians into the retail and enter-
tainment facilities. I like the look and feel of Redmond Town Center — you patk and then get to walk
from store to store.

= Ttwould be nice to see the library downtown.

Top two imptovements:

1. Make downtown more pedestrian inviting and friendly — streetscaping.

2. Focus on development of the area immediately north of the CBD along the tracks: That is such an
eyesore n1ow.

Improvements:

= Afleviate car traffic (congestion) on NE 175t

= Widen sidewalks for benches, bicycle racks.

= Leave open undeveloped space, undeveloped. More parks, green space — functlonal Continuous
paths for pedestrians to walk.

= Leave historical buildings, structures — build around cemetery.

= Recreational areas — tennis, basketball, volleyball.

= Buffer zones to protect salmon habitat such as Little Bear Creck.

=  Downtown library.

Top two imptrovements:

1. Retain small town feel by leaving farmland, historical areas, open spaces, (old structures, cemetery),
wetlands — permanently.
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46.

47.

48.

49.

2. Alleviate congestion, mote pedestrian friendly, safe (continuous) wide walkways.

Improvements:

= More parks — green space — open area.

=  More bike-friendly streets — bike paths.

= Better flow of traffic.

= Building or theater for Woodinville Rep to perform in.
= Keep small-town feel.

= More restaurants.

= Gym for recreational use — basketball, volleyball.
Top two improvements:

1. Improve traffic.

2. More parks.

Improvements:

= To reduce traffic gridlock now present at peak hours, normally around 12:00 noon and evening com-
mute hours.

= Traffic on 175% could be one-way for 3 lanes, allowing left lane for businesses on that side, a center
lane for through-traffic and the right lane for businesses on that side.

*  Through-traffic coming into Woodinville from the 522 Freeway could continue on 1715 to 140%. This
would allow 4 lanes for this travel. I feel that one-way travel would greatly relieve the bumper-to-
bumper tie-ups through Downtown Woodinville.

Top two improvements:

1. Traffic

2. New businesses such as Nordstrom Rack, hardware store, top restaurant or others, performing arts
Reparatory Theater — pethaps in a vacated warehouse or other large building.

Improvements:

= Improvement in traffic flow.

= More attractive signage.

= Mote trees/floral.

= More areas in which to gather and commune, i.e. “plaza.”

= Fewer large retail stores.

= Architectural compatibility.

Top two improvements:

1. Traffic improvement.

2. Fewet large retail stores (like Top Food). Mall —looks like a big parking lot.

Email Response:
I was pleased to attend the community workshop session last night, where the city staff was asking for
comments from residents about how they would like to see the downtown core of Woodinville develop.

There are two comments that I forgot to suggest last night, but that I feel are important to be put into the
record. I left these on your voice mail eatlier, and this e-mail to you is at you suggestion so that a “hard”
copy would be in with the other comments that people left last night.

Comment one:

I believe that the city should actively pursue obtaining the notth half of the diamond on the NE 195t
street intetchange. Presently, the only two accesses to Highway 522 northbound are at the interchange
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north of Woodinville in Snohomish county, and right in the downtown core of Woodinville at the NE
131t interchange.

Presently a good portion of the traffic seeking access to 522 northbound comes right through the heart of
downtown Woodinville, adding substantially to the congestion during peak hours. Completing the notth
portion of the diamond at 195%, would certainly help with Woodinville’s congestion during peak hours,
which seemed to be a very common complaint during last night’s community discussion.

Comment two:
The other very common wish last night appeared to be the need for more “greenery” or open space or
parks in Woodinville.

The BN Rail tracks go right through the heart of Woodinville's future growth expansion area of busi-
ness/commetcial development, from the NE 131st street intersection north to the city limits. Presently the
RR tracks are dirt, blackbetries, and the like, from years of industrial use, and the previous adjoining indus-
trial zoning. Yet, this corridor is the main entrance from the north to Woodinville. If you will recall, a cou-
ple of people made comments last night this area looked so dingy and dirty.

This 1s a natural location for the "greenery" and open space that will make the city much more resident
friendly. This area should be green grass, street trees, bicycle path, sidewalks and all of the design elements
that are presently in force for downtown Woodinville. Thete is a good portion of the RR right-of-way that
fronts on two streets INE 132nd and the Woodinville-Snohomish Road) that should have these same de-
sign standards applied on both sides. This will create a "boulevard" design all through town and up to the
city limits, and would be very attractive.

And, at the same time, this would take some of the pressure off of the property owners along NE 131st
whose land is impacted by the Little Bear Creek setback requirements on their back sides, and the road de-
velopment requirements on their front sides.

The question of securing easements from BN will come up. I have found that BN

Is generally hesitant to grant easements for traffic, but that they most certainly WILL grant easements for
landscaping, walking paths and the like. Such a plan as this is very do-able!

Then, I would suggest that the landscaping and the like be accomplished by citizen involvement. When this
happens, and citizens band together to do this kind of community work, absolutely everyone benefits! Can
you imagine having a tree-lined boulevard, with walking paths and park benches, trees, and bicycle path,
and street lighting right through the heart of this town? With this plan, there would be no cost of park land
acquisition, no dedications required by adjoining property owners, and at the same time, being able to get
rid of a dusty, dirty eye-sore down the heart of our key retail business entrance sectot! -

Everyone will win!
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Mote than 50 people interested in contributing to the design and future
development of Downtown Woodinville met for Work Session #2 of the
Downtown Master Plan Study. Work Session 2 took place on the evening of
March 28, 2002 at City Hall. The purpose of the meeting was to evaluate and
comment on alternative development concepts. The preferences indicated by
patticipants on the Response Sheet 2 ballot (shown at the tight) are summarized
below.

Wotk Session 3 is scheduled for Thutsday, May 23 from 7 to 9 PM. The
purpose of this meeting will be to evaluate design options developed for the
preferred land use and circulation concept C1. The preferred concept features
linear park blocks and a main street located on a future extension of Garden
Way.

RESPONSE SHEET 2
Wasiavie Danstoon Musier Plan M T 500
FRAMEWORK CONCEPTS tndhatePretovence
Main Street L'—] I‘j ﬁ
Open Space Loop D D D
LAND USE/CIRCULATION CONCEPTS ~ ikaiststang
Base Case
A No change from today []
Centrat Park
BI Main Street on Gardea Way [
B2 Main Street on 175th Street N
Park Blocks
€1 Muin Street op Garden Way Extension ||
C2 Main Street on 175th Street N

Cormmacats

FRAMEWORK CONCEPTS
Yes No
Main Street 90% 2%
Open Space Loop 98% 0%

*Yes/Maybe if heights kept to 4 stories, Molbak's retained, & full spectrum retail offered.

LAND USE/CIRCULATION CONCEPTS

Base Case

Other

A No change from today

Central Park

First/Second Choice 0%

B1 & B2

Main Street ol Garden Way Extension

AN
Madain Street on 175t Street

Park Blocks
AR 4 C2
87% First Choice & I

N
X

NN
Mdain Street on Garden Way Extension

N

Main gffeef on 175th Street
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_ Small Group Presentations

Participants wotked in groups of four to eight people at 10 discussion tables to determine their preferences for
Land Use, Open Space and Circulation Concepts. Their responses and observations are summarized below:

Table 1

= Plan sounds great.

= Who can afford to develop these shops? Will only high end
retail be viable?

»  What about the permitting process?

= Will this be paid by taxes? Developers?

= Plan concepts are good.

Table 2

= Half of our table goes with the Main Street concept C1 — half is
not cetrtain.

= The concern is that the Main Street in concept C1 is on Molbak’s
property which is our downtown destination.

= ‘Need to configure this plan for Molbak’s.

Table 3
= We like C1.
= Thete are some concemns about this not connecting directly

enough with the anchor (TRF).

Table 4
= We prefer Bl.
= We recommend extending the Main Street down to 171st,
= Wete going to have to go up and increase
density.
= Green loop conceptis good. There are
concerns where is crosses to the east where the

land is steep and fully developed.

Table 5

= We like C1 best because of park block connecting to City Hall.
»  What type of housing would be planned for?

= What is Molbak’s doing?

Table 6

= We like C1. .

»  The patk blocks stand out. They will invite people to walk and provide a good residential amenity.

= The patk blocks also provide a good pedestrian connection from west residential uses to the Main Street.
»  For visitors, the park blocks will also be attractive.

»  Why not relocate Woodin Creek to the south of 1715t
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Table 7

s We like C1 with the linear park linking civic uses.

= We like the Main Street extending to the south but what is the south anchor?
= We also support additional height. ’

Table 8

= Our first choice is C1 and C2 is our second choice - we like the linear park.
= Why take out McDonalds?

= Consider 1-way vehicle access.

= The Gatden Way extension is a natural and will relieve congestion.

= What about connections to the north along Woodinville-Snohomish Road?
= Is the new retail for destination shoppers (like Molbak’s) or for residents?

Table 9

= C1and B1 are favored (Main Street on Garden Way extension).

«  The linear park and pedestrian connection is favored.

= Bl can allow for some retail development on 175%.

= Consider old City Hall for library and/or historical museum.

= What about a trail through downtown instead of looping around the edger

Table 10

= We like C1.

= We think Molbak’s is an anchor and should not be removed.
= Bottlenecks into town are a problem to consider.

= We advocate high density.

«  Consider pedestrian bridge over 175%.

Additional Comment

= T have a strong concern about congestion. No one uses SR 202. The state should provide freeway access.
The intersection design and function must be resolved. Solve access and congestion.

= For historical perspective, it took 15 years for the north bypass to be built and 15 years for the south.




Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 2: March 28, 2002
Public Conments Received

_Written Respdhsesl

The following preferences, choices and written comments were included on the 42 Response Sheets submitted.
In some cases, more than one person responded on a single sheet. Some respondents indicated multiple first
and/or second choices, or did not respond to some of the items. Land Use/Citrculation Concept “A” Base
Case indicating no change from today was unanimously overlooked by all respondents as neither a first or sec-
ond choice.

1. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loaop fremework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension and C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden Way Esctension were both marked as
first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, and both B2 Main Street on 175% Street and C2 main Street on 175% Street
were both marked as second choices.
No comments.

~

2. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept.
What will dtive development? The CIP to put basic amenities? Developers responsible through zoning
codes. What is the impact on propetty taxes? What is the benefit to homeowners and existing small busi-
nesses? How affordable will the new retail spaces ber If development costs are too high, how will it be af-
fordable to small, unique business owners? Small support services such as personal services like childcare,
ptivate schools, nail salons, hair salons, dry cleanets, etc.’ Where do these businesses relocate to? Need
tiered permitting to make room for small, unique businesses. Land is so heavily regulated as it stands, how
will you balance land owner rights (both residential and commercial)?

3. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circnlation concept, B2 Central Park with Main Street
on 175% Street the second choice.

I love Molbak’s. I would hate to seen them to and would not want to do anything to send them away!
They are the only business that gives the current downtown individuality!

4. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way exctension the second choice.

Retain Molbak’s as an anchor retailer on Main Street. Fix bottle-neck at 1315, 175t and 522. Higher den-
sity. Pedestrian bridge over 175% to connect.

5. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B2 Central Park with Main Street
on 175% Street the second choice.

Bicycle traffic to and from downtown area and Main Street. Slough trail stop.

6. Respondent indicated “other” for the Main Street framework concept with the following qualification:
Ouly if building heights can be limited to four stories to maintain a pleasing scale to the community.
Respondent indicated “yes” for the Open Space Loop framework concept. C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden
Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street on Garden Way
exctension the second choice.
Molbak’s should be shown as an anchor. Will the Main Street concept be affordable to the small retailer
without losing the scale of community and going above four stories? It seems difficult to maintain Main
Street continuously across 175%. I'd like to leatn mote about the traffic concerns in making 175% the Main
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

7;‘50'; Gmwﬁ‘ﬁ
2002

Street and forcing traffic to use the south by-pass. The location of the TRF anchor is misleading. A gro-
cery store Top Foods is not an anchor. If the anchor symbol is placed where shops are located, the Main
Street options proposed are not connected with the anchor.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Esctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way exctension the second choice.

Ilike park on C1. Important: Woodinville needs a library! How does mass transit fit in? Can the park and
ride be utilized? Sidewalks along Woodinville-Snohomish Road. Add more greenery — center island with
trees on 171t An indoor gathetinig space like 3« Place Books/Crosstoads. Possibly locate at Patk & Ride
—underground parking. Would setve as bus depot too.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. BT Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension and C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden Way Boxtension were both marked as
first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, and both B2 Main Street on 175% Street and C2 main Street on 175% Street
were both marked as second choices.

No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, no second choice indicated.
No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept with Main Street on Garden Way
exctension the second choice..

No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way exctension the second choice.

1 especially like the lineatr park anchored by civic facilities. This would give Woodinville a real sense of
place. The lifestyle — street pedestrian-oriented retail could be 50,000 to 100,000 more square feet.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept.
Do your traffic control first. Useable property not tourist.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. Bl Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept.
Extend Garden Way to south by-pass.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street framework concept and “other” for the Open Space Loop concept with the
Jollowing qualification:

Can it really be connected? If not, no.

B1 Central Park with Main Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept with
the following qualification, and B2 Central Park with Main Street on 175% the second choice.

Main Street on Garden Way Extension extended to 171s,

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept. :
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

23.

24.

25.

I would like B1 providing that Garden Way would be extended on the south and tie in (intersect with) to
NE 1715 Street.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way extension the second choice.

No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framewor’e concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, no second chozce.
No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, no Yecond choice.
No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Esctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, BT Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way extension the second choice.

No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, no second choice.
No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street with the following comment:

Or a “hybrid” version.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Open Space Loop framework concept. C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden
Way Extension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept.

. Respondent indicated “maybe” for the Main Street and “yes” Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with

Main Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way extension the second choice.
Too much traffic on 175% for pedestrian otiented street.

Respondent indicated “yes” Open Space Loop framework concept, no indication for Main Street Concept. B1 Central Park
with Main Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, C1 Park Blocks with
Main Street on Garden Way extension the second cbozce

No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension and C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden Way extension were both indicated.
Need traffic reduction at the railroad underpass and traffic light at 175% & south bypass.

Respondent indicated “Other” for Main Street framework concept with the following comment (no indication for Open Space
Loap): Yes if feasible at about 4 stories, Molbak’s stays, and we keep a full spectrum of retail, specialty and
basics for residents. C7 Central Park with Main Street on Garden Way Exctension was the only choice for the land
use/ circulation concept.

I don’t support heights higher than 4 stories — particulatly for the Main Street concept area.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop frameworte concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Gardeﬂ W@/ Extension was tbe only choice for the land use/ drcu/atz'on concept.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way extension the second choice.

Really like C1 but have these concerns: do not want to lose Molbak’s in Woodinville. Retail space must be
affordable to assure profitability and longevity of shops; Main Street is segmented — potential for north
segment to be less vibrant, would like to keep buildings at 3 to 4 story maximum to preserve small down-
town feel.

.Respondent indicated Open Space Loop framework concept and provided no indication for Miin Street. , B1 Central Park
with Main Street on Garden Way exctension and C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden Way were both indicated for
the land use/ circulation concept.

Small shops —who can afford to start a new business. How many businesses would have to be moved if
C1 is adopted.

Respondent indicated “no” for the Main Street and “yes” Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with
Main Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way extension the second choice.

It is absolutely vital to know the cost effect of each of these improvements. So all of the above responses
are conditional to: maximum building height, density, cost. Retaining Molbak’s is a must do.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept.

The only problem with this is main street would be too shortt if a left turn lane is put in to turn to 175% and
the part separated by 175% could be too detached.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the only choice for the land use/ circulation concept with the following qualification:.
B1 modified with linear park like C1. Flip civic to west side of street at east end of 1731, Need other uses
above shops on Main Street (tesidential floots above retail/restaurants first floor with 3-4 stories above.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street framework concept and “no” Open Space Loop framework concept. B2 Cen-
tral Park with Main Street on 175% Street was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, C2 Park Blocks with
Main Street on 175% Street the second choice.

Push 175t south as south of 175t develops. This approach makes room for parking on 175%. Main Street
already started on 175%] New overpass will relieve downtown traffic. I support limiting building heights
on downtown buildings to four stories.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the only chotce for the land use/ circulation concept.

Add trail through downtown (Open Space Loop). Like the idea of a round-about; incorporate art, water,
statues, etc. Save Molbak’s.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Cem‘m/ Park with Main Street
on Garden Way Exctension was the second choice.

Left turn on C-1 to 175t
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the only choice for the land use/ cirenlation concept.
No comments.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. B1 Central Park with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B2 Central Park with Main Street
on 175% Street was the second choice.

Want to design connectivity to the Bear Creek corridor.

Respondent indicated “yes” and “other” for the Main Street framework concept with the following comment: Multiple main
streets? Respondent indicated “yes” for the Open Space Loop framework concept with the following comment: More atten-
tion to how people move from Open Space Loop to Retail Center(s).

Propetty along Little Bear Creek should be considered in any “downtown” development. Perhaps a sec-
ond “main street” there. Transportation and traffic control are key to any succedsful downtown develop-
ment. Don’t need mote retail — we need better retail. Consider various one-way streets to facilitate flow.
Much more attention to downtown access from the open space loop. Pedestrian, bicycle, skaters, etc.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way exctension the second choice.

Relocate setvice businesses (i.e. Goodyear, firestone, etc.) to the area adjacent to Little Bear Creek. The
linear park is a great idea — Garden Way extension for shopping — creates a better thruway using 140 Ave-
nue. A library would be too expensive to operate and unnecessary. Traffic at the railroad underpass needs
to be addressed.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, C2 Park Blocks with Main Street
on 175% Street the second choice.

I like the idea of attracting boutique shops and restaurants to a Main Street concept with a downtown
“centet.” I like the long park linking the civic areas — with the Main Street area completing a kind of mall
or loop. ‘Spreading the town our instead of too centralized. I do like the idea of the open space loop. I
love to see Garden way go through to 1715t Street. One concern would be that this way to route traffic
may bwe limited by the pedestrian area of a narrower Main Street. Perhaps a short cut through the open
space loop so you can do 4 the loop is an option.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way extension the second choice.

I really like the tie from Civic Center to Main Street in the C1 plan. It seems to be the most pedestrian
friendly of the plans.

. Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street and Open Space Loop framework concepts.. C1 Park Blocks with Main
Street on Garden Way Extension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept, B1 Central Park with Main Street
on Garden Way exctension the second choice.

Height limit needs to be raised to promote mixed-use density in CBD.

Respondent indicated “yes” for the Main Street framework concept and no indication for Open Space Loop framework con-
cept. BT Central Park with Main Street on Garden Way Exctension was the first choice for the land use/ circulation concept,
C1 Park Blocks with Main Street on Garden Way extension the second choice.

Why wasn’t the Little Bear Creek Master Plan Area/cottidor considered as a potential Main Street area?
Its no mote an “edge” than Redmond Town Centet is to Redmond.
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. Additional Written Comment

The follow letter was submitted on March 28, 2002:

My proposal is an ambitious plan that aims to remedy three problems. The basic premise is that the downtown
cote can nevet grow propetly until the “bone Structute” issues are addtessed. We also have minuses cutrently
that could be transformed into big pluses with creative collaboration. This proposal attempts to address three
problems:

1. The need for a permanent home for the historical society and its artifacts.

2. A home for the Woodinville Repertory Theater and destination for the Dinner Ttain

3. The need for better traffic flow on the north side of downtown

We have a cemetery in the center of the downtown that fails at all levels. Itis l‘l.gly, unkempt and inacces-
sible to the citizens of Woodinville. Can we imagine how the eatly settlers of this town would feel if they knew
their graves would create such a blight in the heatt of town?

We must open this area up by creating a memorial patk using the resources of the Parks commission and the
historical society. This park could be the keystone for a lineal greenbelt that extends along the railroad tracks.

We have a dinner train that has no destination in downtown Woodinville. The track is ugly and creates
traffic flow problems. We could take this minus and use it to our benefit. I think it is possible to get develop-
ment rights to the air space above the track. It would serve everyone’s interests if we built destination attrac-
tion that serviced the needs of the Dinner Train. The theater group’s dream of a permanent home could be a
part of this complex. Parking and even condominiums tights could be sold to offset costs.

There is inadequate connection between the post office and the area to the north of the tracks.

In conjunction with this destination complex, an underpass could be built that would connect the post office
with the other side of the tracks. This would improve the “bones” of the town a facilitate development on
what is currently the “wrong side” of the tracks. The road along the north side of the tailroad tracks could help
reduce congestion on 175% if it was better connected to the rest of the town.
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The following letter was submitted March 12, 2002. The proposals attached to the letter is available through
Catl Smith at the City of Woodinville (425) 489-2757, ext. 2282.

Dear Sirs:

We attended the city sponsored public workshop kicking off the Master Plan in January, which in turn kicked
off a family discussion of what we would like to see Woodinville become.

Some of our desires follow:

Woodinville as a destination town that offers activities other than shopping and “fast food.” They are im-
portant inclusions but not the end all.

Improved traffic flow, especially on 175%, at noon and late afternoon/evening.

Less of a strip mall appearance — though we understand the historical reasons for the development as it has
occurred.

Toutist attraction in town — so that it does not become the “truck-loop” as tourists and attractions end up
gravitating to the “winery district”.

A permanent location for the Woodinville Heritage Society treasures.

Some unique personality — related to its pioneer history. “Out of towners” often comment to me that they
thought our town was named after all the trees here — and that someone just didn’t correctly spell
wooden, otiginally!

Beautification of the Woodinville Cemetery, petimeter included.

Our family would like to share its vision of the future of Woodinville, as you continue to work on the Down-
town Master Plan, Comprehensive Plan and the Capital Projects Budget. We have attached our proposal for a
rather grand vision which we think also addresses some of the major points that arose at the January meeting,
At the bottom of the cover sheet is a list of people and organizations to whom we are also sending copies.

As a family, we sttive to search “outside the box™ for solutions to problems, to dream big, to respond beyond
ourselves, to be resourceful and think analytically. We hope to get some feedback from you; and, would like to
offer our time and resources if there is anything we can do for you. We would be happy to gather or research
information. We look forward to hearing from you, and seeing you again at the March workshop.
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Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 3: May 23, 2002
Public Comments Received

Summary

Approximately 60 people interested in contributing to the design and
future development of Downtown Woodinville met for Work Session #3
of the Downtown Master Plan Study. Work Session 3 took place on the
evening of May 23, 2002 at City Hall. The purpose of the meeting was to
evaluate and comment on refined alternative development concepts. The
preferences indicated by citizens on the Response Sheet 3 ballot are
summarized below.

Work Session 4 is scheduled for Thutsday, July 11 from 7 to 9 PM.
The purpose of Work Session 4 will be to present the Draft

Land Use & Circulation Plan. Potential project phasing will :
be identified, and a financial strategy for implementing the plan will be dlscussed

RESPONSE SHEET 3

‘Woodinville Downtown Master Plan May 23, 2002

57 Response Sheets were submitted. In some cases, respondents did not indicate a preference for all items
listed. The figure for percentage of “Yes” votes reflects the total number of respondents to that specific

itemn.
CIRCULATION CONCEPT %“Yes” Votes Yes  No Other
Public Street Grid 81% [5] [¢]
. Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop 88% LT_]
175th Street Improvements 92%
OPEN SPACE '
Open Space Concept 83% @ E
Park Block Location 81% El
LAND USE
Land Use Concept 1% IZ] E]
DISTRICTS
1 GARDENWAY Z
Garden Way Retail Street 4% I—T—l
2 PARKBLOCKS %
Park Block Character 84% [5] El

3 CIVIC A X 85% Ellzl

New Intersection at 173rd Extension

4 WESTE.ND . 89% El @

New Train Station & 132nd Improvements

5 LITTLE BEAR CREEK

Railroad Crossing at 132nd & Enhanced Mill Place Crossing 4% B:l E
6 MILL CROSSING o

Garden Way Pedestrian Improvements & Street Retail 83%
7 NORTHEND >

Pedestrian Railroad Crossing at 140th 70%
8 EASTEND A 78%

Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & Ride Site
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Preferences indicated by citizens for proposed plan and design concepts are shown below and on the following
page with a descriptive graphic describing each item.
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e . Distiicts .
1 - Garden Way 5 - little Bear Creek
Garden Way Refall Street Rallrood Crossing af 132nd & Enhc:noed Mill Pl Crossing

R

Yos  No Other
94% “Yes® Votes  [ad][2][1] 94% “Yes” Votes  [48][3][ - |
2 - Park Blocks 6 - Mill Crossing
Park Block Character CRSOfg:iilen Way Pedestian Improvements & Street
= : 6

‘ = s No Ofer ¥ Yes No Other
84% “Yes” Votes . E‘w] . 83% “Yes” Votes . . @
3 - Civic 7 - North End
New Infersection at 173rd Extension Pedeshlan Railroad Crossxng at 140th

Yos No Other ! Yes No Cther

85% “Yes” Votes  [44][6][2] 90% “Yes” Votes  [44][2][ 3]
4 - West End 8 - East End

New Train Station & 132nd Improvemems Mixed Use Resndenﬁol/Ofﬁce Useon Park & Ride Site

T Yes ‘ r
89% “Yes” Votes
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‘Small Group Presentations

Participants worked in groups of six to eight people at 9 discussion tables to determine their preferences for
Plan Concepts. Their responses and observations are summarized below:

Table 1

= Good vision and ideas. For example, the train
station.

= Who pays? The City? The developer? And
how?

* Need to address height, density and parking.
= The old school and cemetary are vitally
important.

Table 2

= We love the concept.

»  How will it be paid for?

= Suggest putting concepts on website, or publish
in the weekly paper.

= Add the Schucks building to DeYoung Park

Table 3
= The concepts are good — we voted all “yes”
votes.

»  Economics will drive what is practical.

Table 4

= We like the plan.

= We have cost concetns.

= Join the Little Bear Creek plan with the
Downtown Plan.

Table 5
»  We like alot of the plan.
»  Who pays?

= We like the grid and small blocks.

= We like the green lanes.

= On the Off-Street Pedesttian/Bicycle Loop,
maybe some of it is pedestrian only.

*=  We like the Land Use Concept.

= We ran out of time discussing the Districts.
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Table 6
= We are pretty happy. Some were not as happy
but they left. We like it.
= Train station concept good but the location is
 hard to tie to the downtown.
= We like boutique shops.

Table 7

=  We answered “yes” to the questions.

«  Building height — maybe 4 stories that are
designed well (terraced) could be OK.

* Do we need all the streets shown through
Canterbury Square?

= We need underground patking.

Table 8

= We like the plan — visionary.

= We would like a civic plaza at the east end —-
maybe swap DeYoung Patk.

s The train station is good.

= Density and small blocks are good. Trade-off 1s
required. Put value back by allowing increased
density and height.

Table ¢

= We like it with reservations.

» Provide a walking plaza (like 3« Street
Promenade)

= There are density issues.

= Provide for parking, entry and egress for
businesses.

= How would CIP improvements ovetlay on these
concepts?

= Costissues — Should we scale back and spend
money elsewhere?
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Written Resp

The following written comments wete included on the 57 Responée Sheets submitted.

Respondent 1.

Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Public Street Grid with comments: Grid “OK” as long as Canterbury is able to stay if they want.

Grid above Canterbury OK to begin with.

= “No” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: We've got the Sammamish Trail already.
= “No” for 175th Street Improvernents with comments: We need more traffic lanes not trees in the middle of the
70ad.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Park Block location with comments: Do shadow analysis to make sure there is enough sunlight even
with buildings on the sides.

Land Use Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for Land Use Concept with comments: Yes with the exception of housing — leave housing out.

District Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for New Intersection at 173 Extension with comments: Use an elevated (above street) pedemzaﬂ bridge
vs. the existing.

= No indication for Garden Way Pedestrian Improvements and Street Retail with comments: No streef retazl
unless roads| parking are bigger. Theater parking takes up Top Foods parking as it is.

General Comments: “Library” is needed in downtown. Please don’t allow anymore parking lots where we can’t maneu-

ver around at a speed that allows traffic to back up into Street. Excample: Top Foods — across from theaters — when you pull

in off of Garden Way and need to make an immediate right to get to the 17 row (bandicapped parking in front of Top

Foods), there’s hardly any lane room and you have to slow down enough to back up traffic on Garden Way. On Mill

Place/ Targer, there needs to be driveways — not just off Garden Way and the north end of the Target parking lot. Under-

ground parking is good. No paying for parking anywhere in Woodinville. 1 don’t go to Bellevue because of having to pay for

parking.

Respondent 2.
General Comments: Loop sidewalk/ trails from Sammamish Trail around Redhook, Willows, etc and back down
140%. Keep focus on connectivity. No one-way streets! Yes! Underground parking.

Respondent 3.

Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Public Street Grid with comments: Shops and stores below, housing above. Try to reduce streets by 30%.

I want green/ pedestrian streets.

* “Yes” for Off-Street Pedesttian/Bicycle Loop with comments: Needs exccellent connection to Gilman bike
path/ trail.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” fot Park Block location with comments: DeYoung Park will probably work better with 175% Street.
More pedestrian friend)y.

Land Use Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” and “Other” for Land Use Concept with comments: Why “Retail Mixed Use” Can'’t also be “High
Density Housing/ Mixed Use..

District Respondent indicated:
* “Yes” for New Train Station and 13274 Improvements with comments: Everyone loves a train station.
= “Yes” for Railroad Crossing at 13274 & enhanced Mill Place Crossing with comments: Nature parks will
really enbance Woodinville and can become a model of community-enviro interaction..
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* “Yes” for Garden Way Pedestrian Improvements & Street Retail with comments: Defindtely needs improve-
ment..

General Comments: Re: economics/ who pays and meeting/ exceeding enviro/ wetland considerations: Suggest “Youth

Enviro Corps” run by King County to restore Little Bear Creek, along Sammamish river ete. Educational program that

utilizes cheap youth labor while training them in return. Many areas that are restored haven’t been maintained and have be-

come overvun by noscious invasive plants. Many, many other areas are overrun by invasives where native plants conld self-

restore if the noxcious plants were cleared ont.

Respondent 4.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Open Space Concept with comments: Expand DeYoung Park into old Schucks property.

= “Yes” for Park Block location with comments: Cyeate park on East side of Metro lot.

Land Use Respondent indicated:

®* “Yes” for Land Use Concept with comments: Do not fike area of commercial use in pink. Limit height in high
density to 3 floors-stories. Underground Parking.

Districts Respondent indicated:

& “Yes” for Park Block Character with comments: Great idea

= “Yes” for New Train Station & 1320 Improvements with comments: Can we enbance cemetery so more can
enjoy park-like setting?

General Comments: Regone north area of CBD 1o get rid of (regone) commercial area between Little Bear Creek lineal

park and Woodinville-Snohomish Road.

Respondent 5.
General Comments: I order for street and pedestrian friendly areas, the land use and density must be addressed. The
economics are going to be difficult without more density. More residential if the sidewalks will be nsed. 41% of land for
streets need higher density.

Respondent 6.
Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:
= “Other” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: Yes but encourage bikes, ete.
General Comments: [ /ike the general concept in general. Off-Street Bike/ Ped Loop: I am not a biker. But I think
bikers have been treated as second class citizens. Other than the one existing bike path, it is very difficult to get around town.
The development should enconrage bikes throughout downtown. Provide one very good bike/ ped trail from excisting trail to-
wards Mil] Place crossing. Public Street Grid: May consider T-way streets in grid. Traffic may be simpler.

Respondent 7.
Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for 175th Street Improvements with comments: Yes make more pedestrian friendly, better
crossings, and street scaping..
Open Space Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for Open Space Concept with comments: *Please buy Schucks & add it to DeYoung Park.
Land Use Concept Respondent indicated:
= “Other” for Land Use Concept with comments: Concept good but don’t like where each large group is
District Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for Garden Way Retail Street with comments: OK but also want more east-west..
¥ “Yes” for New Intersection at 173 Extension with comments: Great improvement..
= “Yes” for New Train Station & 132nd Improvements with comments: Interesting..
= “Yes” for Railtoad Crossing at 1324 & Enhanced Mill Place Crossing with comments: Inzeresting..
General Comments: Please increase sige of DeYoung Park. Like idea of “a city within a park.” This plan fol-
lows this idea pretty well. Want to connect Burke-Gilman to downtown. Like lineat park. Want street-
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scape to tie city together: patk benches, tree grates, trees, etc. Yes, get rid of bike lanes of 175% but please
sidewalks large enough that bikes can go on it also. Can we add street front retail to TRF? Like idea of
trying to improve this area so more walking friendly. Enhance historic aspects — i.e. cemetary. Can it be
tied into Civic Center. Sorenson old brick school house can go away as far as I am concerned. East side
destination plaza is a great idea! Train station idea interesting. My only negative comment was on location
of “downtown” area/residential/etc. I would like to see more retail going east-west, like around lineal park
rather than Gatden Way. We do need mote residential downtown. Little Bear Creek — Please, no indus-
trial giant parking lots. Want more street-front businesses. Want a linear park along railroad tracks.

Respondent 8.
General Comments: Public street grid — doa’t want so many new streets, perhaps create %2 the number
of street in the Canterbury Square area. Park Block Character — Never thought I’d say this, but I'd prefer
fewer trees. I’d rather maximize the amount of space in this thin park. Could we increase the width of the
patk? Make sure there is enough sunlight in the park, and it won’t be shaded. West End — Great idea on
the train station. We would need to add some small retail in the area to give evening visitors something to
do. How about a fountain or plaza at the end of the park? Pedestrian crossings are a great idea to connect
one district to another.

Respondent 9.
Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” and “Other” for Public Street Grid with comments: Don’t run Canterbury out of town.
= “Yes” for 175th Street Improvements with comments: Want the sidewalks and greenery down the middle of
the street.
Land Use Respondent indicated:
s “Other” for Land Use Concept with comments: 4-story building near park should be rettaced backwards to al-
low maxinmum sunlight, less shadow.

Respondent 10.
Districts Respondent indicated:
*  “Yes” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & ride Site with comments: To the one in Overlake.
General Comments: Re 1) Park block adjacent building with adjacent building with commercial/ residential use: the ar- .
chitecture (4 stories) should be stepped back (i.e. terraced— to allow maximum light to all apartments/ businesses and reduce
the verticality and canyon-like effect which usually happens with rows of buildings facing each other across the space of @ linear
park. 2) All new structures should have undergronnd parking mandated by City Conncil.

Respondent 11.
General Comments: How can anyone give more than a quick opinion on these items, let alone vote on them seriously
with a very quick presentation. I wonld bate to think you would put so much weight on these responses afler being able to view
each slide for less than a minute. There are some great ideas but this info should be in a newspaper an on a website so people
can evaluate in detail and then make a recommendation. INo one at the table I talked to felt comforiable with understanding
each category. 1 need more time to look at all of these longer before I can respond. Downside to some of these wonderful ideas
is that it is more than we can afford or have space for in such a small town. Still selecting some of the best of these ideas into a
miore miodest plan. »

Respondent 12.
General Comments: Cost(?). Buy Schucks — enlarge DeYoung Park. Put info on web site. Advertise. Allow people
to email their comments. Where do peaple park? Hook Bear Creek Park plan to Downtown plan. Underground or strue-
tured parking? 4 stories max.
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Respondent 13.

Circulation: Respondent indicated:

& “Yes” for Public Street Grid with comments: Make a5 many green streets as possible.

= “Other” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: T7y #o separate bike from pedestrian, don’t
think loop makes sense though I like the idea. V

Open Space: Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Open Space Concept with comments: Tike extension of 173 great start. But try to link up

" with as many green spaces as possible and pedestrian ways.

»  “Yes” for Land Use Concept with comments: Garden Way extension is best part of this. The rest seems pretty

much what is already there.

Respondent 14.
General Comments: Love the concept if it was starting from scratch. Concerned about traffic, no parking for incoming
consumers buying from stores, transit seems to be disappearing, while more cars being brought in. Keep the school (Sorenson)
and the pool. Like the linear park idea, but wondering, why not use Woodin Creek at the FElast End as an enbancement
rather than narrowing it and putting stores right next fto it. That area would be great for a plaga and more green space adja-
cent 10 the creek for a more natural park fo contrast with all the man-made structures. Noticed that all the slides that were
shown showed buildings no higher than 4 stories. Since there seems to be such a push to raise beight limits, perbaps the shides
that are shown shonld have these taller buildings in them. I hope this plan is for looking far inte the futnre and that it will be
phased slowly. There are several cities in King County that bave next to no retail, and very low density — they are surviving
very well. The most beantiful cities in Enrope and the U.S. grew “organically.”

Respondent 15.
Land Use: Respondent indicated:
= “Other” for Land Use Concept with comments: What is it? Not well defined.
Districts: Respondent indicated:
= “No” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & Ride Site with comments: Needs more study.
General Comments: It’s not clear from the presentation — land use — what does “high density” mixed use look like?
What does “medinm density” misced use look like? 1 don’t understand the purpose of the bike loop where does it go? There
is enough like facilities with the trail. I am concerned about the proposed street improvements. Who pays? Who benefits?
Tran stations? Where would pegple go? What happened to the Little Bear Creek Plan? I am in favor of limiting building
heights to 30/40 feet. Woodinville will not get ‘passed by’. Developers will most assuredly not suffer. The small grid is not
realistic. Development occurs just like we see at Woodinville’s TR development — few streets, parking lots, minimal pedes-
trian amenities except on pedestrian-oviented streets. Who is going to pay for all this?

Respondent 16.
Districts: Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for Park Block Character with comments: How do you pay for it?
= “Other” for Garden Way Pedestrian Improvement & Street Retail with comments: No# enough parking
1o meet tenant requirements.
General Comments: Good ideas! Like to discuss how to realistically implement ideas. Good use of Little Bear Creek
but look closely at how (it parks).

Respondent 17.
General Comments: Changing the Little Bear Creek Area to office will put some pressure on businesses that operate
General Business. Will businesses have to leave because we have a scarce amount of General Business?

Respondent 18.
General Comments: None.
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Respondent 19.
General Comments: None.

Respondent 20.
Districts Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” for New Intersection at 1734 Extension with comments: Especially a commuter rail service.
General Comments: Connectivity from Little Bear Creek across 522 to upper Woodinville and the High School is a great
idea, such as (see sketch). 1deally this wonld be an exctension of the bicycle logp and spokes.

Respondent 21.
General Comments: None.

Respondent 22.
General Comments: Escellent overall vision. Cost concerns. Economic viability. Timing. Compare to examples of in-
city development around the U.S. Are there cases showing this works on a similar scale? Pull Little bear Creek Corvidor in
more strongly to downtown.

Respondent 23.
General Comments: None

Respondent 24,
General Comments: The concept is good. May need modification as we proceed with the study. Economics will drive the
plan as to what will be practical.

Respondent 25.
General Comments: Could train station be in the “old part of town” where DeYoung's mill was located — with a hotel
— restanrant ar the site also to belp tie in that end of town to the core area. Woodinville needs a Park & Ride and to lose
that space may be a problem in the future. Railroad crossing needs to be a bridge over — not ground level.

Respondent 26.
General Comments: 1) Did not go into the individual districts — felt I need more time to evaluate each item. 2) Like
the overall concept of the various districts having access to “downtown” feeding that area. 3) Would also like to see data on
proposed traffic flow. 4) Costs? 5) Underground parking,

Respondent 27.
General Comments: .A/jow higher buildings in the #3 Commercial/ Office Misced Use Area to the developer can achieve
an economic use. Otherwise it will not be developed until years later and probably with even higher buildings at that time.
Woodinville now is at a time when high buildings in the central core would be appropriate.

Respondent 28.
Circulation Respondent indicated:
= “Other” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: I /ike the idea but not the excact location.

Respondent 29.
Genertal Comments: 7) Train Station good idea — difficnlt to implement. 2) With 14 wineries in Woodinville, it would

be nice to see them represented in boutique shops in town. Also, good draw for train.

Respondent 30.
No Comment.
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Respondent 31.
No Comment.

Respondent 32.
No Comment.

Respondent 33.
No Comment.

Respondent 34.
No Comment.

Respondent 35.

Citculation Concept Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Public Street Grid with comments: Looks good cost, timing, implenientation, densizy.

= “Yes” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: (?) Phased.

= “Othet” for 175% Improvements with comments: Left/ right turns, traffic congestion a concern.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Park Block Location with comments: Long, narrow residential square, more space fo run, gather-
ing. Role of DeYoung Park. Move DeYoung Park to civic area. Make DeYoung Park retail. Attached Park to
stream buffer well.

Districts Respondent indicated:

= “No” for Garden Way Retail Street with comments: Depends on how it is done.

= “No” for Park Blocks Character with comments: Narrow vs. public gathering.

s “Yes” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & Ride Site with comments: Co-focate train station
and Park & Ride.

Respondent 36.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

*  “Other” for Open Space Concept with comments: Yes fo land use. Is the linear park the right confignration.
Larger open space at East end? .

Districts Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Park Blocks Character with comments: Concern with width. Is it wide enough to accomplish its pur-
pose?

*  “Yes” for New Train Station and 1322 Improvements with comments: Parking? Closer to train/ Park &
Ride.

= “Yes” for Garden Way Pedestrian Improvements & Street Retail with comments: Is 2his feasible?

= “Yes” for Mixed Use Residential/ Office Use on Park & Ridk site with comments: Good idea.

General Comments: Good plan overall. Implementation? Timing? Cost— Who pays for this?

Respondent 37.
Open Space Respondent indicated:
s “Yes” for Open Space Concept with comments. Need public gathering space at east end.

Respondent 38.
Open Space Respondent indicated:
s “Othet” for Park Block Location with comments: Concern about reality of development based on land pur-
chase.
Land Use Respondent indicated:
#  “Yes” for Land Use Concept with comments: Consider a land swap - relocate DeYoung Park.
Districts Respondent indicated: :
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*  “Yes” for Garden Way Retail Street with comments: But real businesses — no cute shaps.

= “Yes” for Park Block character with comments: Narrow is OK. Needs anchor on the east end,

*  “Other” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & Ride site with comments: Relocate to proposed
new train station. Note concern — Cost? Affordable? Real Need?

General Comments: Really like pedestrian/ bike trail loop that links to destination.

Respondent 39.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Open Space Concept with comments: Iinking concept good, also should consider adding a town
square gathering spot at one end. Plaza/gathering place conld even be accomplished as part of the retail (as Westlake
Center is a gathering place in downtown Seattle.)

Districts Respondent indicated:

= “Other” for Park Block character with comments: See above.

*  “Other” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Patk & Ride site with comments: If relocate park &
ride, yes. Don’t see the concept of development over Park & Ride working in Woodinville in the near term.

Respondent 40.

Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:

*  “Yes” for Public Street Gtid with comments: Concerned about the beight of buildings. 2-3 stories rather than
42 Density is important to allow the owners a trade off but? Concern about shadows from 4 stories.

= “Yes” for 175% Street Improvements with comments: Smaller trees in the center landscape strip would be bet-
ter.

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Othet” for Park Block Location with comments: Park Block need a larger public gathering space at the east
end with retail around it which runs in the east west direction maybe all the way to 143 Avenue.

Districts Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Park Block character with comments: Width seems narrow. Also see above.

»  “Yes” for New Train Station & 1320 Improvements with comments: Train station a great idea but where
do you park? North across road?

*  “Yes” for Garden Way Pedestrian Improvement & Street Retail with comments: Yes, great but retail at
Top Foods is going to create parking problems.

= “No Response Indicated” for Mixed Use Residential/Office Use on Park & Ride site with comments:
Maybe in the future a good idea. But much more density would be needed.

General Comments: How do you pay for this?

Respondent 41.
General Comments 7) Remove road south of City Hall; 2) No need to purchase additional property for a city center;
3) Use park money to purchase property in residential neighborboods instead of commercial land.

Respondent 42,
Genetal Comments: Cireulation-Good road plan conld use some revisions. 175% Street Improvements — What is the
impact on businesses?

Respondent 43.
General Comments: 1) I will like to see the recommendations on a phasing timeline/ cost. 2) What could the public
spaces around the cemetery become? 1t is a great asset that can become part of a library or theater space. 3) Please highlight.
How capital (private) projects will interact with these recommendations. 4) Parking and egress/ entyy issues. 5) Continued
density issues. 6) Walking tour of some of the key points. 7) Walking Plaza.
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Respondent 44.
General Comments: Let’s not block the view of Mount Ranier. Address the underuse of DeYoung Park and vacant
building next to it. Perhaps putting grass and a play structure wonld help. Where wonld a theater and library go? Maybe at
the civic center. I like the idea of underground parking. 1 do not like the train station idea. Why would anyone want to exit
at 1324 Avenne? Overall, the plan is great. I'd love to know the cost.

Respondent 45.
Citculation Concept Respondent indicated:
= “Other” for Public Street Grid with comments: Grid concept wider.
Open Space Respondent indicated:
= “No response indicated” for Patk Block Location with comments: Maybe with modifications to concept.
Land Use Respondent indicated:
= “No response indicated” for Land Use Concept with comments: Partially.
Districts Respondent indicated:
= “Yes” Garden Way Retail Street with comments: With some changes.
= “No” for Park Block chatacter with comments: Use large blocks. Maintain current goning in CBD area.
General Comments: Block concept using 200° x 200° blocks too small to promote active business development. 40,000
§f blocks reduce property values and increase the cost of development to the public. “Commercial” primary goning needs to be
maintained throughout the CBD and any residential to be vertical, high density and secondary to commercial development.

S

Respondent 46.
General Comments: Noze.

Respondent 47.
General Comments: Nove.

Respondent 48.
General Comments: Noze.

Respondent 49.
General Comments: Ruaise building height limit to at least 6 stories — not by feet height.

Respondent 50.
General Comments: Has t0 be economically feasible..

Respondent 51.
General Comments: Good ideas — good vision, train station. Who is going to pay for this? City? Developer? Consid-
eration to height, density and parking bave to be addressed to make it economically feasible. Buy roads — right-of way, parks,
street improvement. If you substitute buildings for parking, where are people going to park and who is going to pay for it? Of
conrse, add old brick school and cemetery.

Respondent 52. v
General Comments: The cemetery needs parking for about 10 cars. 1 am all for a train dept. Are there any other pos-

sibilities?

Respondent 53.
General Comments: Noze.

Respondent 54,
General Comments: Noze.
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Respondent 55.
General Comments: Noze.

Respondent 56.
General Comments: 7) Part of what is pegged as Little Bear Creek Area should be included with the downtown study
area rather than to divide the two areas down the center line of a roadway. 2) Small blocks are great, but higher rises must be
allowed to make that kind of development feasible. 3) Train station should be located along siding or R O.W. area in front
of Fire Station. Location as suggestion is too small, too hidden. 4) Possibility of a commuter railf car/ line/ system from
Monroe to Woodinville to Redmond. 5) We are already abead of our hosing requirements under GMA — So stop promoting
residential.

Respondent 57.

Circulation Concept Respondent indicated:

*  “Yes” for Public Street Grid with comments: Identify key grid streets. Like small blocks but allow flexibility of
some small blocks to emerge — allow alleys, green streets.

= “Yes” for Off-Street Pedestrian/Bicycle Loop with comments: Some segments may be better as pedestrian
only (steep; sensitive area constrained segments.).

Open Space Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Open Space Concept with comments: Connections; Wayfinding from park to park.

Land Use Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” for Land Use Concept with comments: Need higher density to implement; § for parks, grid streets, street
improvements, structurall underground parking.

Districts Respondent indicated:

= “Yes” Garden Way Pedestrian Improvements & Retail Street with comments: Strong pedestrian link to
2409,

= “Yes” for Pedestrian Railtoad Crossing at 140t with comments: Needs fo work with property owners.
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Approximately 50 people mterested in conmbunng to the design and future development of Downtown Woo
ville met for Work Session #4 of the Downtown Master Plan Study. Work Session 4 took place on the evening of
July 11, 2002 at City Hall. The purpose of the meeting was to present the Draft Land Use & Circulation Plan, and
to evaluate and comment on project phasing, essential street designations, and building heights. In addition, a fi-
nancial strategy for implementing the plan was presented. The preferences indicated by citizens on the Response

Sheet 4 ballot are summarized below.

RESPONSE SHEET

4

Woedinvitle Downtown Master Plan

July 11, 2002

40 Response Sheets were submitted. Inaddition, 6 sheets responding to 1 of the 4 questions were submitied and
are included in the tallies below. In some cases, vespondents did not indicate a responseto all 4 guestions. The
figure for percentage of “Yes” votes reflects the total number of respondents 1o that specific question.

CATALYST PROJECT PBASING PROPOSAL
Do you support the proposal?

% “Yes” Yes No Other

70 23’@

ESSENTIAL STREET FRAMEWORK

Do you support the essential street designations?

%“Ygs” Yes  No Other

IlEIn

CORE AREA BUILDING HEIGHT. = 5
=
Do you support the 55 proposal? f

Y supporting
heightincrease*  Yes  No Other

25| [12

3 of the *Ne™ and 7 of the “Other™ wotes come
mented ot hoight should b grester than 857
allow for architoctural poofetions, andior ex-
pavd to arca aovth of 175th.

Do you support the 677 propoesai?

% supporting ’
heightinerease®* Y& No Other

22116119

LITTLE BEAR CREEK AREA BUILQING ﬁElGél’I’ f ;

*3 of the "Other™ wotes comrented that height
should be greater than 67

& Féar Creek Arec
xigtlagy Helght
V;}nﬁm s-s-»-r -4
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| |Small Group Presentations .

Participants wotked in groups of six to eight people at 8 discussion tables to determine their preferences for
Plan Concepts. Their responses and observations are summarized below:

Table 1
= Confirm water table allows for 1 to 2 levels of
underground parking.
= Office uses seem segregated from residential. Need to mix
uses.
*  Suggest a height based on 5 stories.
= 173 to 1715t connection an issue. ~

»  Both sides of street needed for good tetail. Include both
north and south side of 175t Street.
= Consider parking under the Park Blocks.

Table 2

= We like proposals.

= Height proposal would make Little Bear Creek properties
more developable.

= Make sure buildings ate patked.

Table 3
= Plan has a very positive direction.
= There will be challenges, yes and good lessons to learn.

Table 4

= We liked all the proposals.

= Maybe give a bit more height for visual variation at the
roof.

= We like the Redmond Town Center model.

= The water table may require case by case exceptions.

Table 5

= We have mixed comments on height.

= We agree with the essential streets.

= Little Bear Creck should extend up to the north boundaty
— provide a gateway.

=  Step or modulate buildings above 3 floors.

= No subsidized housing in the downtown.

= Modulate flat walls.

= Fine-tuning needed. Not all building will be built to the
maximum height.

= Some at this table oppose height proposal.

* Mechanical equipment should not exceed 5’ to 6.
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Table 6

= We support the catalyst projects.

= The planning framework is good.

= Consider parking under the Park Blocks.

= Iwould like density to go up to 65 in the core area —
higher in Little Bear Creek area.

= Higher density supports more parks and is related to lower
infrastructure costs.

Table 7
= All at this table are negatively impacted by this plan. The
property owners here would have a road go through their
propetty. <
= Is it necessary to wipe out businesses with a park mall?
Move it south.
= Jhave a small medical practice and I am trying to sell by
business. The plan could prevent this immediately. There
are rea]l human consequences that could affect people right
now.

Table 8

= that it does not.There is a concern about traffic with the
new uses — it would only get worse.

= Little Bear Creek proposal may need more parking than
shown.

= Does this speak to Woodinville’s motto for a compact,
efficient downtownr? Out concensus is




Woodinville Downtown Master Plan
Work Session 4: July 11, 2002
Public Comments Received

Written Responses .~

The following written comments wete included on the 40 Response Sheets, 6 single issue sheets, and 1 page of
written comments prepared prior to the work session:

Respondent 1.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: I hink becanse of
ESA problem, this is a very good idea.

Respondent 2.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: 4gree with framework but
am concerned about underlying economics for tenants/ developers.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: We the public need to understand the
tasc/ bond etc. implications of implementing these improvements and related road enhancements. Spell out your assumptions
clearly when you mail this to the general public. Good suggestion to make use of space under park for additional parking.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Agree as long as underlying assumptions
make this viable for development of 5 stories above ground for developers and tenants.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
General Comments: [ am a small retailer who would love to think I conld move to “Main Streer.”

Respondent 3.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes.”
Essential Street Framework Respondent indicated “Yes.”
Core Area Building Height Respondent indicated “Yes.”
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height Respondent indicated “No.”

Respondent 4.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Traffic is very bad now.
With high density, it seems it will be much worse.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Density too much.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Again too high
density.

Respondent 5.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Parking under Park Blocks.
65722 More dense. What is the economics? Expand to include more of area north of 175%,
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Possibly higher.
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Respondent 6.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: My only concern is saving the
views of Mt. Rainier, but economically it makes sense..
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
General Comments: I did not see anything about how to improve the use of DeYoung Park and what to do with the va-
cant building on 175% Street near Hollywood Video. Perbaps that building could be torn down and expand the park. An-
other idea: Build a walking bridge from the civic center area over 13214 Avenue to connect the big park next to the Samman-
ish River. I didn’t see anything about the library. 1 think this would be great for civic center. Same with a community thea-
ter which could house the Woodinville Reperatory.

Respondent 7.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No.
Little Bear Creek Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: 55,

Respondent 8.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: 55"
General Comments: Underground parking would kill some small businesses such as dry cleaners, photo stores. Water
table. What about the gateways? From Plan A + B 170,000 more cars on streets. Stepped 2-3-4 stories. Most of all,
why can’t we stay as a small town without growing up?

Respondent 9.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
General Comments: 7) The Little Bear Creek Study Area should continue all the way up to the city limits!
2) The 67’ building height and all amenities should be the same on both sides of the Woodinville-Snobomish Road.. 3) Build-
ing heights as suggested appear to be very acceptable.. 4) Buildings of 3 or more floors should be stepped or modulated in on
upper floors, with greenery and landscaping encouragements. 5) Walls of certain lineal lengths should be broken or modulated
in or out. 6) Walls of certain linear lengths should be painted varions colors for variation. '

Respondent 10.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Would support
55"
General Comments: [ ittle Bear Creek at 55° should be a stepped structure, ie, 3 stories in front, then 4 and then fo
557 Continne up to City Limits.
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Respondent 11.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Land acquisition seems
minimal.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: NE 773 Street shonld be ex-
tended to the west with head-in parking to increase cross flow of traffic to 1315 Avenue. Freeway access must be improved.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: However, parking is a must — un-
der the park? Camoflauged structure.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: The business
Parks wonld promote use of the trails in the Little Bear Creek Park and useful weekend parking for the trails — similar to
Redmond.

Respondent 12.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: I would like 10 see one street sec-
tion as essential — western esctension of 173 from 133 to bypass for traffic circulation — important even with no Town Center
project.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: I'd /ike to see 5 story approval if
the 5 story building included parking. 1'd hate to see a multitude of 5 story without parking. Perbaps tie parking to height in
code somebow.
Little Bear Creek Arca Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: With some park-
ing in building as in Carillon Point Kirkland and in the new section of Bellevne Square Mall at new corner with Crate &
Barrel (8% Bell Way).

Respondent 13.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes™.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes™.

Respondent 14.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Let development pay for
development. '
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: More ‘essential’ streets
should be added! Something needs to be done about traffic.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Generate too much trafic. No dif-
Jerentiation from other communities. Support existing 35° to 45 height.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Too high — out of
character for Woodinville. Support existing 35°/45” limits.

Respondent 15.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Does not match our slogan
“Country living, city style.”
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Why support one downtown prop-
erty owner at the expense of others?
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: No bigher than 48"
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: 48° office 75 best —
consider the salmon! The set-back has been in effect since 1979, s0 no harm to property owners by keeping the setback and
building beights.
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Respondent 16.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “N0”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Yow need a
parking building for that much office space.
General Comments: More people downtown, living here or working here will bring more cars. The traffic will be much
worse.

Respondent 17.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “No”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent gave no indication.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Extend 65 height to everything on
both sides of 175% Street.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent gave no indication.

Respondent 18.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Reprioritize South Garden Way
anchor location. Parking garage needs to be assessed. Put garage under Park Blocks.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Concern about size of street
along park blocks — too big. Make each side one-way.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Need 7o imit height to 5 stories,
mixcture of office, residential and retail. 55’ penalizes office.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 19.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent gave no indication with comments: §. You are going to
have to buy property and businesses. It will take all the property.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Too many streets. Makes property
unusable. Who is going to pay for them? ldea of essential streets good. Should be mix: of commercial, office and residential
throngh grid.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other”: Should be higher . Shoxld be stories rather
than feet and all should be 5 stories.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent gave no indication with comments: Should be 5 sto-
ries.
General Comments: I want to look like Woodinville, not Portland. Ignoring 175%. It is the main street!

Respondent 20.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: We want north side of
175% to 140% included in new height allowance — 65’ or 5 stories.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: But add extend 173 to 131¢
Ave.
Cote Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: But increast to 65° or 5 stories.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
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Respondent 21.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Exterd 1737 to 137+
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: 5 stories both sides of 1751h.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 22.

Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Streets on either side of
park block should be one way going east and one way going west thus not taking so much property.

Essential Stteet Framework: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Reason above.

Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Shou/d be 65° high in the core area.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 23, h
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Woodinville needs to grow.
Areas on the city perimeter need to be looked at for small village centers. Where is Canterbury going?

Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Transit routes should be moved
along those areas with highest density.

Cote Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Necessary height for pedes-

trian/ transit efficieny.

Little Bear Creek Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Height is dependent
on stream buffer and babitat quality desired. If babitat is devoured by public access & building encroachment, then fish will
disappear.

General Comments: My concerns are regarding the Little Bear Creek Corridor and stream protection. Increased devel-
opment does degrade streams, in particular where buffer width and quality are insufficient to protect from excess storm flows
and public (peaple) excploitation. Buffer width needs to be a minimum of 200 feet. Storm water rungff needs to be infiltrated.
80% of food source for fish is tervestrial so how yon manage your park strip and developments needs to be carefully studies
Jrom a science basis rather than a planning basis.

Respondent 24.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 25,
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes™.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 26.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Cote Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Cteek Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
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Respondent 27.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: north civic center is a
good place for public parking (e.g. Kirkland).
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Don s particularly care for the ad-
ditional traffic lights.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” and “Other”: Raise roof heights to allow for varia-
tion in roof lines — avoid all flat roofs. Also, allow for contingency if can’t get 2 parking floors underground.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Nice job integrating the two
plans.
General Comments: I fke the idea of building housing on top of the Park & Ride. Seems to have worked well in
Bellevue (Overlake). Allow north side of 175% to increase height restriction.

Respondent 28. .
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Great. Let’s go!
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Essential street framework is
great. I question the uniformity of the 200 x 200 final grid. Maybe some — a couple of blocks. Could be 200 x 4002
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Have building heights vary from
45’ to 657, maybe promote a variety of roof designs and heights.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Same as above
— g0 from 557 10 80"

Respondent 29.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 30.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 31,
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Cote Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: 5 stories — don’t focus on meas-
urement in feet; allows more flexibility in use/ design; exctend core area to north of 175th.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Respondent 32. :
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: City must make a strong
statement on what the city is committed to build with tax §’s.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Yes on Garden Way and 1737
2o 131 Avenne NE.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: 55 only if roof and finish vary o
break up facades and roof lines.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Yes. This area fils
business, commercial redevelopment..
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Respondent 33.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” and “No” with comments: Leave the
trailer park alone.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: No thru road south of Sirkin.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” and “Other. 2 55” for TOD ondy.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” and “Other.” 55” for only for busi-
ness and 45” for TOD.
General Comments: Please look over the miss spelled words — I'm a thinker, not a writer. What can be
done to bring back the Birds to Woodinville? Bellevue has many, many more. Please go beyond ADA
guidelines and make wheel chair ramps less steep and wider. Not everyone has an 18” wheel chair. Keep
in mind that even a small (1/2 inch) difference in heights of cement for street can cause any wheel chair to
tip over or throw petson to the ground. Why can’t the Mobile Home Park stay and be worked in to overall
plan. Very derogatory — prejudicial to keep low income from living downtown. We are people too.

Respondent 34.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes™.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Cteek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Go higher!.

Respondent 35.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Buz I do not intend to
sell my property which is partially in the East Park Block.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: More details needed about how
abutting property owners will be compensated for leaving them with unusable fragments of land.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: I bave not
thought about this section enough to comment.

Respondent 36. _
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Overal/ idea is good, but
I think we need some alternative ideas provided, especially where existing businesses are being displaced. The park issue needs
to be readdressed. Alternative design. . .perbaps in mobile park area.
Essential Street Framewotk: Respondent gave no indication.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Contingent upon the water table
issue being thoroughly researched and resolved.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent gave no indication.

Respondent 37.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: I a an owner of prop-
erty in the Park Block. 1 intend to stay in business for many years and wonld oppose being forced to sell the land to accommo-
date the Park Block.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent gave no indication.
Cote Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: As long as the water table issue is
addressed. Also, Parkway must be addressed for each of the buildings.
Little Bear Cteek Area Building Height: Respondent gave no indication.
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Respondent 38.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: Who pays? How is this
Jfinanced?
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Other” with comments: I agree with the grid and plan
Jrom the planning standpoint, but do not understand the costs. Sounds like the plan comes out of onr pockets.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “No” with comments: Height restriction will no allow the
priject to go forward.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “INo” with comments: Economics. Does this area
need more height than the downtown.

Respondent 39.
Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Other”.
Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Other”.
Core Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes”.
Little Bear Creek Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other”.

Respondent 40.

Catalyst Project Phasing Proposal Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Let’s Gol.

Essential Street Framework: Respondent indicated “Yes”.

Corte Area Building Height: Respondent indicated “Yes” with comments: Why not rais entire 175% Street
(both sides)? Prefer 4-story at highest. 5 seems awfully high.

Little Bear Creek Atea Building Height: Respondent indicated “Other” and “No” with comments:
“Yes” if it has to be business park. 1 prefer “No” and consider some other type of development. Buildings closer to road and
mixed use (housing and commercial). Definitely want linear park there, walking paths along tiver and maybe along RR.
RR linear park too like Snogualmie. If is has to be business park, make many park-like amenities like Bothell (Bear).
General Comments: See front. 1 don’t like business park for Bear Creek area. I understand idea of getting anchor
projects, however I see no current need for parking garage to go in first. Al current businesses have their own parking lots.
(Yes, we do want to get rid of the “Sea of parking lots.”) Your attempt to make Garden Way through TRE more walkable
is good, but want to see more store fronts done. (INot just the few little building’s suggested. (ie make the new Garden Way
downtown extend better through already developed TRE.) Is this clear? I am saying to continue this Garden Way idea fur-
ther north. The proposed red buildings are not nearly enongh.

The following are single issue sheets of the questions printed from the PowerPoint presentation. Some people
marked and commented on these sheets. The following summarizes their response:

Catalyst Phasing Proposal: “No - Why should the public pay for private profits?”

Essential Streets: ‘“No — Too many streets.”

Building Height Core Area Proposal (55°): “No— Change to 65’ and include both sides of 175% to 140% as shown.”

Building Height Little Bear Creek Proposal (67°): “No — Change to 65° and include both sides of 175% to 140% as
shown.”

Catalyst Phasing Proposal: “Other— Add 5 or 6 stories on both sides of 175% Street from 135% to 140,

Building Height Little Bear Creek Proposal (67°): “Yes.”
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The following comments wete submitted at the Work Session:

Comments on Proposal to Convert Canterbury Office park into a Public Park
By Sarah K Weinberg, M.D.

I am a pediattician who has maintained a small medical practice in Canterbury Office Park for 18 years. I am
also a part owner of the building complex. Thus I am VERY interested in the City of Woodinville’s plans for
the downtown area. As best as I can tell from the copy of the “Park Block Location” sent to Stacie and Daryl
Ekland with a letter of 6/19/02, the current draft of the Downtown Master Plan includes the temoval of Can-
terbuty Office Park and the creation of a Park Block on that property. Ihave a few comments about this plan
that I think are important for city officials to consider before finalizing it:

1. Why remove functional small business office space, already in short supply in downtown Woodinville, for
a park? There are other propetties vety close by that could be converted to park\use with minimal disrup-
tion — Canterbury Mobile Home Park, for example.* How much other small business office space south
of 175t Street will also be removed for this Park Block? Many of these businesses will be forced to move
out or close. Is this good city planning?

2. Let me tell you about the consequences of your actions for me. I am trying to sell my practice right now.
Ethically, I must tell my prospective buyer that my building may be torn down and he will be forced to re-
locate the practice at some unknown time in the future for unknown compensation. Buyers for small
medical practices are very scatce these days. This sale may fall through merely on the rumor that the city
might take the property for a park. If that happens, I am economically damaged, right now, before you
have finalized anything, and certainly before you have even considered paying for any consequences of
your plans. Thave trouble considering this good city planning.

3. IfI cannot sell my practice, there are other consequences for the City of Woodinville. The city will lose
two pediatricians, who are providing medical care for 2,500 families. The large pediatric practice in the
Woodinville Medical Center does not have room to expand and is not seeking new patients. Where will
these families, many of them form Woodinville, take their children for medical care? Is this good city
planning?

4. There is mote to creating an attractive downtown area than creating extensive patks. To quote Catl Smith
from the City’s website: “These Plans ate tied to Woodinville’s first community vision 