CONFLUENCE QUESTIONS & COMMENTS

SPU received many comments from the public regarding the 60% design of the Thornton Creek
Confluence Improvement project throughout August. A compilation of those questions and
comments is here.

Thank you to all who took the time to provide feedback — it is greatly appreciated! SPU will be
evaluating these comments in September and deciding if and how to incorporate suggestions
into the next stage of design, given the primarily goals of the project to reduce flooding and
improve Thornton Creek’s natural habitat.

We hope to have responses to comments and our design tweaks posted by the end of
September and to hold a follow-up public meeting in October to discuss how comments were
evaluated and, in some instances, incorporated into the design.

Modeling/Storm Event Definition

e Is SPU designing for a 100-year storm event?

¢ | understand that FEMA has changed the definition of a 100-year storm event; are you
using the old definition or the new definition?

e At the last public meeting in 2011 at Nathan Hale High School, you mentioned that
FEMA also had a new definition for a 500-year storm event. Why not design for the 500-
year storm event? Would it require more land than you have?

e At the last public meeting, SPU characterized the flooding that happened here as a 500-
year storm event. That's what we should be designing for.

e If it requires more land, talk to the school district. They may be willing to give up some of
the field space at Nathan Hale High School to protect their investment in the recent
Nathan Hale remodel.

e Can you provide an animation of the inundation zone showing current and proposed
conditions? *

e Is the USGS stream gauge for Thornton Creek still operational? *

e SPU’s monitoring should include event correlation and show what links we use for
getting information. *

Poplars and Conifer Grove

e We've heard that a choice needs to be made to either remove the poplars along the
south edge of Nathan Hale High School and open the channel in that area to increase
flood storage area, or to leave the poplars and have less flood storage. Did you consider
opening up storage in the adjacent open space instead?

e Based on the City’s tree replacement policy, you'll have to place two trees for every
poplar you take down. Where would they go without impacting the storage?

e SPU should step back and reevaluate the design at this point; there are ways to
reorganize the improvements on the site that can improve flood storage, and keep the
poplar trees and conifer grove.

¢ How will you decide which way to go — poplars or more flood storage?

¢ Will the maple tree and willow tree have to be taken out also?

e Removal of the poplar trees west of 35" is a good idea. Their roots are troublesome. *



As a member of the Thornton Creek Alliance, | would like to comment on the removal of
poplar trees on the west side of 35" Ave. N.E. My feeling is DO IT. It is my
understanding that poplars are not native to this area and in my opening is just a
nuisance tree.

We have no objection to removal of the poplar trees.

I'd be in favor of removing the orange tagged poplar trees west of 35" Avenue NE to
create more flood storage and improve the habitat. With this added flood storage, I'd like
to see a trade off with a slight loss of flood storage east of 35" Avenue NE to
accommodate at least one path across the northern side.

Habitat

Will you remove the non-native plants such as blackberries and replace them with native
species?

You mentioned that improving the Chinook salmon habitat is a key component of the
habitat improvements; where is the spawning area?

How do you expect the design to support native frog habitat? *

Safety and Access

I've seen kids and dogs swimming in Meadowbrook Pond, and there is often negative
behavior that happens in the park area around the pond. What are the plans for
restricting or better monitoring public access to improve safety?

Where will public go if there is no access for people through the site?

| would prefer a path instead of an overlook.

Have you decided whether 35" Ave NE could be partially or completely closed off during
construction? It sounds better to shut it down and get construction done faster, but |
understand Metro has to weigh in because of bus routes; have they?

What would the bus detour plan be during construction?

If 35" Ave NE is completely closed, will residents have access to their homes? Garbage
pick-up? Emergency vehicles?

Will the design create standing water in the western portion of the site (low-lying
‘wetland’ type areas)? Will this create mosquito issues? *

As frequent visitors to the pond, we find the openness of paths intimidates vandals and
gives them less cover. Areas with cover invite problems. *

Process/Public Engagement

There are other parties involved such as King County. Have you consulted with them
regarding their water and sewer pipes in the area?

You have a public involvement problem; you aren’t working with as productively as you
could. You're only giving us two weeks to digest all of this and provide comment; can
you give us two more weeks? This is complex and important.

You aren'’t really giving us options to weigh in on, instead we get one option. The public
involvement process to design Maple Leaf Park is a good example of how to present
options and get public input. It was an iterative process that allowed the public to give
feedback on options, and to track how the feedback was used in the design. They



weren’t afraid to have back and forth discussions with us. | hope there will be more back
and forth on this project going forward.

Don'’t just think this is some project in the middle of nowhere that people don’t care
about.

Including community input beginning at the 30% would go a long ways to ensuring the
community feels truly involved. While technical design criteria has to come first, having
lots of ideas from people who live and visit the sites is a good idea. You never know
when someone will come up with a brilliant idea that can be implemented, or will spark a
staff designer to tweak the plans producing an improvement.

Site Design/General

Those of us who live closest to the site are the most impacted by flooding and the
proposed improvements.

Will the design you are presenting tonight help people further upstream?

It looks like SPU is designing this to get as much efficiency out of the site as possible.
This is an additive process; the City will add more piece by piece until the flood storage
is sufficient.

Will potential upwelling destabilize the existing 48-inch sewer pipe?

This is a liquefaction zone. Have you considered what the impact would be on the 48-
inch sewer pipe?

What will happen to the 36-inch sewer pipe that runs between here and Lake
Washington?

Are new, single-family developments (new construction) required to include onsite
stormwater detention like multi-family developments are?

My main concern is that we still be able to get to upper stream area for educational
purposes. Currently we use the footpath that travels from the culvert upstream past the
bridges extensively to test for stream velocity and to study deposition and erosion in the
stream bed. If restoration does not provide for access it will be much harder for us to
engage students in an understanding of their stream.

What are the elevations of the standpipe in the pond (bypass entrance at the pond)
versus the entrance to the bypass in the stream versus the pond outlet? *

Is there real-time monitoring of the bypass and is it being used to maximum capacity? *
We like the attention to natural and habitat areas. Good work. *

It is exciting to see improvements made to the area! Restoration work and freeing up the
stream will be welcome additions.

Could a set [of design plans] be kept updates at the info desk at the community center?

Paths & Overlooks

We need more paths through the site. *

We consider paths through the site critical for educational purposes.

An overlook from 35" in addition to a path is preferred. Keep bridges that add interest to
the project. *

An overlook from 35" Ave. would be nice but would not replace the need for paths.

The addition of an overlook on 35" Avenue NE would be most appreciated, but not in
place of a path. The more of us from the neighborhood who can walk around the
confluence and pond sites the better. It helps to keep down ‘undesirable behavior’
incidents.



e There is a woman who lives close to the site who comes to the site daily in her
motorized wheelchair. There are also residents from the St. Anne’s nursing home ...with
walkers or wheelchairs. The existing paths and bridge deck at the pond are very
accessible for them.

Parking & Street Closure

Maybe 2 or 3 parking spots on 36™. More parking on 35" somewhere. *

Full closure of 35" for culvert is good idea and cheaper. *

The gravel parking lot isn’t an area we use.

We prefer a full road closure on 35" to speed up replacement of the culvert.

| always walk to the site, but there are others, mostly older folks or handicapped who do
drive there. | rarely saw more than 2 cars parked there at a time. A small parking area
for 2 or 3 cards would be necessary to accommodate these people.

¢ | believe that with a partial closure people will still detour through the surrounding
neighborhood. To me it seems safer to have one smoothly operating detour for a shorter
period of time instead of multi, random detours for a longer period of time. So | prefer a
full closure.

Meadowbrook Pond

e Is the bottom of Meadowbrook Pond concrete? Would removing the concrete help to
minimize the flooding?

¢ What about the Meadowbrook Pond project? Was that put on hold?

e When you'’re all done, will there be any park left around Meadowbrook Pond?

Additional comments
[insert the following pdf’s, in this order]
8.31.12 Peggy Gaynor

60%_Gaynor Review Comments
8.31.12 Brad Johnson Comments



From: Brad Johnson [mailto:bradleyjseattle@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 4:53 PM

To: Stevens, Greg; Crittenden, Julie

Cc: Rocky Hrachovec

Subject: Meadowbrook Pond Confluence comments (more)

Hi Greg & Julie,
| wanted to lend my support to Peggy Gaynor's suggestions.

1 -- In particular, | agree that the Nathan Hale side of the creek should be redesigned in a way to
maximize the retention of the volunteer-constructed creeklet area. I'm OK with you removing
whichever & any number of poplar trees you deem necessary, but as much as possible, I'd like to
keep the meandering creeklet portion intact. Just last night at a Thornton Creek Alliance (TCA)
board meeting, Janine VanSanden described the creation of the Meadowbrook Creeklet and her
role as project & volunteer coordinator, along with Peggy as the designer. If I recall correctly,
she said that over 200 different volunteers worked on that project over a number of years and it
was done for just $36,000!

| think it's incredibly important to honor the hard work of those volunteers by preserving what
they accomplished.

But beyond that, I think it makes sense to maximize the length of the creeklet & have a lower-
angled intersection with the main creek. Right now, it's a sudden shift, entering at almost 90-
degrees to the creek flow. Likewise, it would be better (and less wasteful) to retain the current
plantings around the creeklet. They've had more than a decade to mature. | hate the idea of
ripping them out & starting over with dinky little plants.

Peggy's suggestions of starting the main creek's meandering further upstream & shifting it's path
seems to make sense. Please consider it.

2 -- Also, | support her suggestion to reconnect/reactivate the manual irrigation system at the
pond/confluence so plantings & artwork can be maintained & cleaned more easily. At least
someone would be able to hook up a hose. My personal "fantasy" would be the addition of a
[seasonal only?] drinking fountain somewhere at the pond for all the kids, joggers, dog-walkers,
etc., who visit. Considering that there used to be a spray fountain in the spiral pool, I think a
drinking fountain seems simple & reasonable.

3 -- | greatly prefer my idea of running the access road straight down 36th over the sewer line,
and not building the arc road along the eastern edge at all. However, if this isn't feasible due to
engineering considerations (say if shallower soil depth dangerously altered the distribution

of SPU vehicle weight over the sewer line & it's too expensive to engineer a solution), perhaps a
6-foot-wide asphalt path could simply be paved over the articulated block, creating a smooth trail
for pedestrians only. People really enjoy being surrounded by nature that way. Benches &/or
overlooks would still be useful along there.


mailto:bradleyjseattle@gmail.com

4 -- Finally, does that giant willow across the creek (south fork) from Ruth & Cecil's place really
need to come down? Why? (It's so big, wouldn't its roots have already caused trouble, if they
ever were going to?)

I look forward to hearing how our suggestions have been used, and what we (the community)
can do to help you make them a reality. You can review most of my general ideas (drawings)

here:

http://www.facebook.com/media/set/?set=a.472301012787806.108341.118661354818442&type

=1

Thank you all!
-- Brad

PS: As to your main questions:

Take down as many poplars as you wish. (But what will replace them in shading the
creek?)

No new public parking area on 36th. In fact, make the new cul-de-sac off limits to public
parking. (May also reduce illicit behavior in parked cars.)

Instead, encourage parking along 35th by building a path & bridge connecting 35th to
36th along the northern edge of the property.

| would say close 35th entirely (faster & cheaper), but it's difficult for me to imagine a
reasonable reroute for Metro buses & emergency vehicles.

| would prefer paths with overlooks, but I think a path (especially along the northern
edge) would be far more valuable (useful/functional & enjoyable) than any overlook.
Perhaps in addition to paths, SPU could at least pour footings for overlooks &/or simple
benches that could be added later as funding becomes available. Thanks!


http://www.facebook.com/media/set/?set=a.472301012787806.108341.118661354818442&type=1
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From: Peggy Gaynor <peggy@gaynorinc.com<mailto:peggy@gaynorinc.com>>

Date: August 31, 2012 9:31:58 AM PDT

To: Greg Stevens <Greg.Stevens@seattle.gov<mailto:Greg.Stevens@seattle.gov>>
Subject: Thornton Creek Confluence - 60% review comments

Greg,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 60% plan set for the Thornton Creek
Confluence project. I am attaching a pdf portfolio of my comments marked up on
specific plan sheets.

You probably realize that the small entirely spring-fed side tributary west of
35th, known as the Meadowbrook Creeklet, is a community volunteer-built and grant
funded project. It was built in phases from 1991 - 1997. I worked for over 10
years with the community on this project, donating both design and labor, so know
that there is a real attachment in the community to this project. The creeklet is
a rearing habitat for juvenile salmon and an escape from high flows. Fry are
observed well up the over 1/4 mile long channel, particularly in upwelling
(hyporeic) areas of which there are several.

Many of my comments involve finding an alternative design west of 35th that
accomplishes all the goals of TC improvement, which all want, and saving more of
the length of Meadowbrook Creeklet and the now 15+ year old native planting
associated. The creeklet should be made as fish-passable to juveniles as
possible.

Please feel welcome to contact me with any questions or for more info. Thanks
again.

Peggy Gaynor
Principal, GAYNOR, Inc.
206.782.3277

creating environments through landscape architecture and art
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