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/ Letter L-83

SEPAResponsibleOfficial R e
3 i
From: kristijrainwater@gmail.com ’*
Sent: Sunday, November 01, 2020 8:57 PM @9 NOV, -1 2020 |
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial /
Subject: Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement By
7

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under
the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community | 1
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.

Kristi Rainwater
South Cle Elum

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Letter L-84 0

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Jim Reed <jreedmd@msn.com> IR ETE

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 7:02 PM E C Lo v E

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial _

Subject: Community Center for Upper Kittitas County 0CT 13 2020
ByJ” {J:ff'f’ x'_-f/f.r’.* L7 x'r._-/.

Dear Cle Elum City Council,

It has come to my attention that a promise of land and money given to Cle Elum by Suncadia has not been fulfilled.

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations
under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for
a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is

fulfilled.

Please add this to your next meeting agenda and take action.

Sincerely,

James E. Reed, DDS, MD
3570 Summit View Rd.
Cle Elum, WA
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Letter L-85

7
SEPAResponsibleOfficial
==
From: Mike Reimer <cmreimer@hotmail.com> wa 3
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:17 PM V\ECEIVE g !
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial . ¥
Subject: Community Center 0CT 13 2020

Dear Mayor, City Council and others of Concern:

It's time that the City of Cle Elum enforce a previous agreement between Suncadia and the City. Suncadia must fulfili

its obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million,
expressly for a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats and associated 1
development must cease until this obligation is fulfilled. Thansk for your consideration.

Mike Reimer, Property owner
Vistas at Cle Elum
253-606-9752 cell
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SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Letter L-86

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

I have lived in the area only 3 years, but even so have heard a lot about the 12 acres and $5.8 million promised to the City
of Cle Elum from Suncadia in 2002. My understanding is that Suncadia now is hedging on that promise by tying the land

annrisvold@aol.com

Saturday, October 17, 2020 4:50 PM
SEPAResponsibleOfficial

47 Degrees North (Bulifrog Flats)

and money to the sale of Sun Communities.

It makes no sense to me that the City would allow Suncadia to renege on the deal made so long ago. Their pending sale

seems completely unrelated to the promises made in 2002.

I would like to see the City bring an end to the stalling and insist that Suncadia fulfill its obligations
immediately. Otherwise, if we lose out on this opportunity it's our own fault, which is inexcusable.

Thanks for your time.

- Ann Risvold
PO Box 37
South Cle Elum, WA 98943

7
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Letter L-87
SEPAResponsibleOfficial

F
I T
From: Glenn Rudolph <glennrudolph46@gmail.com> ij {
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2020 10:53 AM ’ I
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial NOV, - 9 2020 f
Subject: bullfrog flats /| / ] ‘
! J |
‘//.- _?‘.‘I f’_’r";l 7 | / v ; 4)V
To SEPA Responsible Official

I am a resident of Roslyn and I'm writing to express my concern about the impacts of the massive development planned at Bullfrog
Flats. The project, which will double the size of Cle Elum, will also impact Roslyn and, in fact, is as close to downtown Roslyn as it is to
downtown Cle Elum.

The developer, Sun Countries, is relying on a previously approved development proposal that differs significantly from their current one.
The current Sun Countries project includes, in addition to a modular home community, a 600-space RV resort. This is substantially
different from the previously approved conventional subdivision and should be considered separately from the modular home portion of
the Sun Countries proposal. The RV resort is not a housing development—it is a private business. It will have impacts of a different
nature than a housing development. | ask that the RV resort portion of this proposal be subject to a new and separate SEPA approval.

In proposing a project that will double the size of Cle Elum, the developer is subjecting our community to a wide array of impacts. We
will need: more schools, more police, better roads, more firefighters, an expansion of our medical facilities, a larger garbage transfer
station, and an assessment of our waste water treatment capacity. The developer does not address any of these issues—I assume that
will fall on us, the taxpayers. | ask that the development be delayed until these problems have been studied and mitigated.

Our towns are subject to wildfire. The study linked here rates our area at HIGHER risk than the Camp Fire in Paradise, CA that took 85
lives and destroyed 19,000 buildings. hitps://www.azcentral.com/in-depth/news/local/arizona-wildfires/2019/07/22/wildfire-risks-more-

large concentrations of people in the campgrounds up the road from us. If there’s a fire, how can we all leave? The area at Bullfrog
Fiats will be blocked by traffic from a development equal in size to Cle Elum itself. This is unacceptable. if the development proceeds,
there must be accommodation made for new access and exit routes.

Please consider these objections and act accordingly.
Thank you,
Glenn Rudolph

PO Box 601
Rosiyn, WA 98941
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SEPAReseonsibIeOfficiaI

Letter L-88

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To whom it may concern:

Michelle Santa <michelle@santainc.net>
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 3:56 PM
SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Bull Frog Flats Community Center

T —— 1 |

0CT, 27200 &
[/ /)

(A b D ram

S .

A ——

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its
obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8
million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must

cease until this obligation is fulfilled

Michelle Santa
1091 Big Creek Road
Cle Elum, WA 98922
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Letter L-89

£
=
&

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

a\ ocT 27 2020

From: Travis Santa <travis@santainc.net> ; |
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 9:47 AM 7/{ \/

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial By*-,_; TN on.
Cc: ICE Michelle Santa ]

Subject: Require Suncadia Fulfill its Obligation to the City of Cle Eium

To whom it may concern:

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its
obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 | 1
million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must
cease until this obligation is fulfilled

Travis Santa
1091 Big Creek Road
Cle Elum, WA 98922

This message (including any attachments) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is non-public, proprietary, privileged, confidential, and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use,
distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.
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Letter L-90 /

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Paul Schmitt <paulmschmitt@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 9:37 AM i
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial OCT 12 2020
Subject: support a community center |/ /
By "(ﬂ Thivl s iddmasr—

ECEIVE]

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately

fulfill its obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 1
acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Elum. All

discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.

Paul Schmitt

Roslyn
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Letter L-91 //

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

—=
From: Lauren Segarra <laureneosegarra@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2020 11:24 AM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial
Subject: 47 North proposed development comment

Hello,

I am a resident of Ronald, WA, and I am commenting in opposition to the 47 North development plan for the
Bullfrog Rd area. Our small community is already so heavily impacted by outdoor tourism, it seems
irresponsible to develop our beautiful open spaces with a 627-unit RV resort. Our town is already inundated by
tourists during the summer and it has impacted locals' ability to enjoy the forests, rivers, wilderness, and natural
areas that surround our beautiful home. Additionally, our upper county community's local resources are
stretched to the breaking point with only having access to one grocery store (Safeway in Cle Elum), minimal
hospital or healthcare access, and infrastructure that would not support an influx of community members.

The RV resort included in the plan is simply ridiculous and does not meet any needs of regular citizens of
Upper Kittitas county.

Although housing is definitely scarce in Kittitas county, the minimal amount of affordable housing that is
included in the 47 North plan would not accommodate the needs of regular citizens of the county. Incomes in
our rural county are simply not high enough to afford the rising costs of housing which are being driven by
wealthy folk purchasing second homes as vacation homes.

Please reconsider the development plan as it is not fit for the needs of Upper Kittitas county residents.
Thank you for your time!
Lauren Segarra

Ronald, WA
98940

| 4
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letter 1-92 M ECEIVE

§EPAResponsibIeOfficiaI 0CT

From: SANDY SHOVLAIN <sandrawic@msn.com> 1 By

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 1:49 PM >

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Subject: Fw: Comments on 47 north RV REsort Residences development off of Bullfrog Road

Hope this goes thru. See message below. SAndra Shovlain

[ —

From: SANDY SHOVLAIN

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 1:45 PM

To: SEPAResponsibleOf-ficial @cityofcleelum.com <SEPAResponsibleOf-ficial@cityofcleelum.com>
Subject: Comments on 47 north RV REsort Residences development off of Bullfrog Road

My name is Sandra Shovlain, | live at 123 Pacific Ave. W Ronald, WA.

| did put in comments months ago responding to the development along the Bullfrog road.

The response | saw from this committee was dated in 2000 which was responds used for the Suncadia
development. 1
I thought that response was outdated 20 years ago. My question now is what has been done to get ready for
this huge development?

| do see by the garbage dump looks like new dump is being built. Is this true?

Please update me on the services that are needed to take place to accommodate all new residents to the area.
Update me on 1. School (any new school being built?) | 3

2. Store-- Safeway is only store in town to serve Ronald, Rosyln and Cle Elum. Is there going to be another

store being built? I 4
3. Medical office for more medical providers | 5
4. Another Medical ER.

5. Additional support from police and fireman? I 6
6. Infrastructure? Widen Bullfrog road to accommodate increase in population use. | 7

Sincerely,
Sandra Shovlain at sandrawic@msn.com phone 253 377-9286
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Letter L-9§/

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Lauren Shuck <bingshuck@inlandnet.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 31, 2020 12:14 PM

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Subject: 47 Degrees North SEIS

The proposed RV resort in both alternatives fails to adequately account for the impact of the RV population on our 1
existing parks, trails and the Roslyn Urban Forest.

Many RVers will not confine themselves to the proposed recreational amenities found on resort grounds and will seek
other-venues throughout the upper county. 2
Many trail heads have inadequate parking for our existing population.Overflow parking creates traffic and 3

environmental hazards which need to be addressed and mitigated.
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Letter L-94

|
£X Noy -2 200 £|

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Veronica Soderstrom <soderstromvj@gmail.com> >

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2020 1:57 PM L I
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Cc: A-ICE (husband Mark); Virginia Soderstrom; Krystyne Soderstrom

Subject: Comments for Bullfrog Flats

Dear Ms. Temple,

This email with comments on the Bullfrog Flats development and Sun Communities is respectfully submitted
for consideration by myself, Veronica Soderstrom and on behalf of my family, Mark, Virginia, and Krystyne
Soderstrom. We are all registered voters in Cle Elum, and Virginia is a small business owner. I would like to

include and endorse the comments of Tom Uren at the end of this email as well.

As the last few months of our lives have shown us, the ability to work and go to school remotely has allowed
for traveling while working. Our communities were inundated with visitors even when vacation rentals, hotels,
and designated campgrounds were closed. No longer do we deal with "weekend" traffic. This extra stress on our
roads, emergency services, cell and wireless connectivity, and grocery availability should serve as a warning of
what's to come if we don't properly prepare for the inevitable development in and around Cle Elum.

Of considerable concern to me is the developer, Sun Communities. Before we decide to go forward with this
development, the City should contact local governments where Sun Communities has already established roots.
How did the development impact the existing community? Did the Developer follow through with
improvements identified before getting approval? Is having a development of this sort actually a benefit? Were
there significant changes to their crime, public health, emergency services, and traffic stats? Any negative
impacts? Positive impacts?

Having manufactured homes and RVs at such a large scale in our remote and forested community scares me. I
do hope that the City will require fire suppression systems in these homes as the County has required of new
homes built within our forests. If we are to strive to be a Fire Wise community, that should include all new
developments. What happened in Paradise, CA is the stuff of nightmares. We dodged a bullet during the Jolly
Mountain Fire, and we know it. Will wood burning fires be permitted? Inside or outside? Natural gas already
runs to Suncadia/Tumble Creek. The City could require the Developer to hook into that line to serve the

development.

As our roads exist now, Hwy 903 and Bullfrog Road are the ONLY emergency evacuation routes for Roslyn,
Ronald, Suncadia/Tumble Creek, Pine Loch Sun, and all the homes and campgrounds along Lake Cle Elum and
that entire upper valley. Adding about 1300 new homesites to that already stressed road system could prove
disastrous. I encourage the City to require the Developer to look at connecting to Cle Elum via Douglas Munro
Blvd at minimum. The intersection of Douglas Munro Blvd and 1st Street with the I-90 ramp feeding onto 1st
Street is already very busy, but the City could insist the Developer pay for improvements to include traffic
signals. This would result in another safe route should an emergency befall our community.

The following are the words of Tom Uren, and I would like to have them again considered as the words of
myself and my family:

In my opinion the SEIS is not adequate and needs to address the hard questions of cost and required public
funding vs benefits. Here are my comments:
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Ms. Templé,

Below are my comments on the 47 Degree North SEIS and Technical Reports. Please enter these into the record
for the project.

General Comments on the proposal

The approximate population of the Cle Elum, Roslyn, South Cle Elum regional area per the SEIS is 3,350
people. The approximate population of the City of Cle Elum is 2,200 people. Proposed Alternate 5 would add
2,809 people, increasing the area population by 84%. Proposed Alternate 6 is somewhat smaller, but would still
add 2,430 people (or equivalents), increasing the area population by 73%. Either alternative would more than
double the size of the City of Cle Elum alone.

This near doubling of the population will have significant impacts across the board to local facilities and
services, even services and facilities that are not normally considered in detail in typical SEIS's. Doubling of a
population tends to do that. For instance, as just a few examples: the police department will need to double in
size, the Cle Elum transfer station will be over capacity and weekend queue lengths will likely be seriously
congested, the local school system will be 30%+ over capacity and in addition to many new teachers, the
schools themselves will need to be expanded and/or the children housed in portables. Every public
infrastructure system in the region that will be expected to provide services to the project, whether City, County
or special district, needs to be examined in detail, expansions or mitigations needed to service the proposal need
to be detailed and all of the costs to expand services (personnel) and facilities (capital costs) need to be
tabulated so that the public is informed of the actual cost and where costs will be assigned. Currently the SEIS
does not do this. If some costs are to be borne by the public, either from general revenue, bonds and/or
increased taxes this should be disclosed, to determine if they are significant impacts. If all costs are not
disclosed then the SEIS will be inadequate (as it is currently).

At the present time, based on what I've read in the SEIS the developer does not appear to be proposing to fund
any of the required infrastructure expansions, with the exception of a relatively small partial contribution to
traffic mitigations that will not adequately fund needed improvements. This means either the improvements will
not be made and levels of service for all services in the region will drop, or costs of making the necessary
infrastructure improvements will be borne by the public. Obviously an expansion of the City's tax base will
increase revenues, and details are provided in the SEIS. The fiscal analysis describes a generally positive
picture for the City of Cle Elum, that revenues will go up faster than costs and therefore the project will be a net
benefit, at least to the city (the school district and other special districts however look to be net

losers). However, the fiscal analysis is misleading because it includes only increased personnel and operating
costs but does not include costs for capital improvements/facility expansions that are needed to support the near
doubling of the population. This is a significant deficiency of the SEIS. If funding by the public is required to
expand facilities to accommodate the proposal it needs to be disclosed.

General Comments on RV Resort

The proposed Alternative 6a 627 space RV Resort would be the largest RV park facility in the state of
Washington (based on internet research). The local RV park in Ellensburg (85 units) that is used to develop
some of the statistical parameters to evaluate impacts for the proposal is only roughly 10% the size of the
proposed RV resort and is not close to the same type of facility in terms of design, amenities and

programming. The RV Resort will likely be a major regional attractor. To put the RV facility in perspective,
during the summer and peak periods it will likely have a population equal to or greater than the City of

Roslyn. There is no data or analysis in the documents to show why it is reasonable to extrapolate statistics from
a small local RV park to apply to a massive RV resort project. Other statistical elements of the RV resort

2



provided in the SEIS (for instance occupancy rates, trip generation, assuming 941 equivalent population for the
RV Resort) appear to be back of the envelope estimates with no data to back up the assumptions. Given the size
and impact for this facility, the SEIS and technical reports should provide statistics on similar size and scope
RV resort projects to justify assumptions used in the analyses, trip generation, occupancy rates, police call
generation, etc. Without some level of backup data to support assumptions the results of the RV Resort impact

analysis must be considered suspect and inadequate.

Having the RV Resort analyzed accurately (and separately) is critical because of its size and impacts, but also
because it is a private business. Because it is a private business, no public funds should be used to support it. If
the current SEIS analyses understates impacts of the business and as a result public funds are needed to correct
impacts (for instance for improvements to Bullfrog Rd project entrances or for increased police service) these

public expenditures would be wholly inappropriate.

All impacts, and revenues, resulting from the RV Resort should be tabulated so that they can be viewed
separately from the larger Alternative 6 proposal. While it can be construed that there might be some legal
mandate to support adding residential housing on this site because of past approvals and to meet WA state
GMA targets, there is no legal mandate to allow any specific type of private business, particularly one as large
as the proposed RV resort. Therefore, the public, and the City, should be able to easily compare the prospective
benefits and impacts from this business proposal to inform all decisions.

General Comments on Bullfrog Flats View Corridor

The Bullfrog Flats corridor, and its visual characteristics, is a critical cultural and recreational feature for the
Upper Kittitas County region. The road is the gateway to upper valley recreation, camping and tourist
activities. It's the first (and last) thing visitors experience when they exit I-90 and proceed up-valley. Its
forested character contributes significantly to the "mountain”" experience which supports regional recreation and
tourism, which are important aspects of the upper valley economy. The importance of the Bullfrog Rd corridor
has long been recognized, as evidenced by the 400 to 600 ft buffer provided by the Suncadia Resort when it was
approved. If the look and feel of this corridor is significantly diminished, if it is transformed into an urban type
experience, the character, and possibly the economy of the upper valley, will be significantly adversely affected.

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. The SEIS states that all but
one location abutting the RV Resort "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., RV resort uses) would
be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-
site forested buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area”. This is factually
incorrect. Development on the site will not be completely blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Further discussion is
provided in comments below. This is a significant adverse impact which can relatively easily be mitigated by
the project by providing additional and appropriate buffer widths to obscure the development from view. On a
site as large as this, sufficient area is available to do so without interfering with project objectives.

Comments on Public Services Section

For Alternative 5 (1,334 single family units, 2,809 new residents, commercial/industrial area) the SEIS shows
that:

An additional 7 to 12 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (more than doubling of the current
force). An Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 6 new EMT's and 7 new paramedics
will be neededThe local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 6 RN'sFor Schools,
this alternative would add 337 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 35% and
require 23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional
classrooms will be required. The SEIS should provide detail on how these additional students will be housed.

3



For Alternative 6 (707 units (SF and MF), 1,489 new residents, 600+ unit RV Resort, commercial area) the
SEIS shows that:

An additional 6 to 8 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (doubling of the current force). An
Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 4 new EMT's and 5 new paramedics will be
neededThe local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 4 RN'sFor Schools, this
alternative would add 177 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 20% and require
23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional classrooms will
be required. The SEIS should provide detail on how these additional students will be housed.

For either alternative, the SEIS provides no actual detail on what improvements/expansions to facilities and
equipment are needed to support the new officers, firefighters, EMT's, teachers, etc. that will be required by the
project. The SEIS does recognize qualitatively that new facilities, classrooms, etc. will be required, but not in
sufficient detail to estimate costs that can be included in the Fiscal Impacts and Economic Analysis. Costs for
required public facility expansions (new police station, new classrooms, new fire fighting apparatus, etc.) could
easily reach many tens of millions of dollars. From a land use process perspective at this point it may not be
determined how exactly all of these costs will be funded, but they definitely need to be funded somehow and
therefore they need to be included in the SEIS and Fiscal Analysis. This is a significant impact of the project
and the absence of this information makes the SEIS fundamentally inadequate, preventing the public from
seeing the full magnitude of project costs and impacts. Capital improvement and equipment costs need to be
detailed, estimated and included.

Comments on Utilities Section 3,14

Solid Waste

the SEIS states "The Cle Elum Transfer Station is reported to be near capacity based on the number of cars
queued at the station on Saturdays." Currently, other than this general statement the document contains no
detailed analysis of impacts. This is inadequate because queue lengths at the Transfer Station are a direct
impact to current residents and have a direct impact on the rate of illegal dumping on local roads. The SEIS
should include a detailed analysis of the existing level of service (queue lengths) at the Transfer Station, the
impact of the proposal on these queue lengths, measures to mitigate increases in queue length/capacity, who
will pay for these mitigations and if they will be constructed concurrently with growth. Any costs to expand
transfer facilities should be included in the fiscal analysis.

Sewer

The SEIS states "The City confirmed that the wastewater treatment demand is within the capacity of the City
wastewater treatment plant, which was designed to accommodate the project,” but no detailed data and
tabulation of existing WWTP capacity, number of connections, residual capacity is provided. The City's WWTP
serves Suncadia, Roslyn and Ronald in addition to the City's service area. By agreement these entities all have
reserved capacity in the WWTP to serve their individual service areas, therefore there is wider interest in
potential impacts to WWTP capacity than just within the city itself. A doubling of the City's population, and
presumably a doubling of its flows to the WTP, is significant. A WWTP expansion, if it were ever needed to
accommodate growth, would be extremely expensive. The City apparently has data that led it to conclude that
sufficient capacity exists to serve the proposal. The SEIS should include this data.

Comments on Fiscal and Economic Analysis



The fiscal analysis does not include all of the costs needed to accommodate the proposal. It includes estimates
of increased personnel and operating costs for the City and special purpose districts serving the area but does
not include the cost of capital improvements/expansions/equipment needed to support the proposal. As

examples (but not a complete list):

Per the SEIS between 10 and 15 intersections will need to be improved to meet level of service standards. The
cost could easily reach $10 to $15 million (or more). The developer appears to be proposing funding a very
small portion of this amount. If that is accurate, presumably the city/county will be required to fund the
remainder, either from the general fund or via bonds (increased taxes). This is a significant cost which should
be included so the public and decision makers can assess impacts.Per the SEIS school populations will increase
by 20% to 30% exceeding the capacity of current school facilities. How will these new students (and the 12 to
23 new teachers) be housed? The SEIS provides no details. New schools or school expansions are very
expensive (many millions of dollars, or tens of millions if new schools are required). This is a huge undisclosed
impact. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund school expansion so presumably the public will need
fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed to determine if
increased revenues from the development will pay for the school expansions or if a general tax increase is
necessary.Per the SEIS the size of the police force will need to double. Facility improvements and equipment
additions will likely be needed to accommodate a doubling of the police force, but no details or costs are
included in the SEIS. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund police facility expansion so presumably
the public will need to fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and
analyzed to determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the police facility and equipment
expansions or if a general tax increase is necessary.The SEIS Section 3.14 states that the Cle Elum transfer
station is currently operating at capacity and the additional stream of solid waste (garbage) from Alt's 5 or 6
would exceed the current capacity requiring expansion of the facility. The cost of this expansion is not reported
in the SEIS fiscal analysis. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund this expansion so presumably the
public will need to fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed
to determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the facility or if a general tax increase is

necessary.

As this land use process progresses the City's responsible officials will determine what costs or improvements
can be assigned to the project developer, which will be funded by the City's general fund, which will be funded
by new bond issues (increased taxes), which will be funded by special purpose districts, etc. but unless all the
capital facility and equipment costs are included and the bottom line cost accurately tabulated, the SEIS will not
adequately disclose the true impacts and the public and city officials will not be adequately informed. The SEIS
Fiscal analysis should include all costs required to serve the project.

Comments on TENW traffic report (Note: comments are provided on the transportation source document, but
not specifically on the transportation section of the SEIS. However, all comments on the TENW traffic report

should be construed to apply to the applicable sections of the SEIS proper)

General - The upper county is not a "typical” urban area. The economy, land use and traffic patterns of the
upper county is primarily driven by recreational use and seasonal tourism. There are a number of statements in
the Traffic report that imply that "standard" engineering assumptions for typical urban development are
appropriate, and that busy weekend peak hours need not be mitigated because they are so short. Heavy seasonal
and weekend recreational use IS the normal for the upper county against which impacts of the proposed project
should be measured. I believe that the traffic impacts for weekday periods is somewhat overstated and that
impacts during peak summer weekend periods are significantly understated. To the extent that the traffic
analysis, and subsequent mitigation assumptions, are based on trip generation/distribution from "typical” urban
areas that are non recreational/tourist oriented, they must be revised to focus on actual area patterns.



Page 5, paragraph 2: The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate for traffic
conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". I don't believe this to be true,
there are no specific engineering standards for mitigation. Requirements for mitigation vary by

jurisdiction. The City of Cle Elum may (or may not) decide to mitigate specific project impacts after viewing
the data. Regarding mitigation for short period impacts, if there was a standard or code as cited, then no
stadium project, event, or other short but significant project would ever be required to mitigate its impacts. The
report should remove references to engineering standards for mitigation.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) and Fehr memorandum (page 2) states the Kittitas County model was calibrated
with 2019 weekday PM traffic counts, but the traffic counts, locations, dates and times gathered, do not appear
to have been provided in the report. This information should be included for public review, as it is not possible
to assess the validity of model predictions without this information. It is well known locally that there are
intersections in the study area that currently operate at LOS F during peak summer periods when 1-90 is at
capacity. This does not appear to be reflected in the study as an existing baseline condition.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) states that traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24 were collected in December and
then increased by 64 percent using WSDOT guidelines to estimate peak summer conditions. This is not
accurate and significantly understates existing summer peak period traffic. Intersection 21 (Roslyn -
Pennsylvania and 903) currently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods, not LOS C as shown. Current
wait times significantly exceed the 17 to 20 sec stated in the report and so the impacts of the proposal in future
years are understated. At peak times the traveling public uses local side streets to bypass congestion on 903
through Roslyn, causing impacts to Roslyn residents. The additional traffic from the proposed development
will significantly worsen the situation. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to
verify existing conditions and update the models to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report

project impacts.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24: The upper county/Roslyn has numerous
festivals, events and iconic businesses during the peak summer season that are major attractors that significantly
affect traffic patterns, trip generation and parking needs during peak periods. These events have been going on
for many years, some for decades, and are effectively part of the baseline. Surely the proposed development
will similarly be attracted to these events and downtown Roslyn. The trip distribution in the SEIS does not
appear to include this attractiveness, and the trip distribution to Roslyn during peak periods seems very
understated. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to verify existing model
distributions and update to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report project impacts.

Section 2.5 Future ‘Baseline’ Traffic Volumes - The I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East widening project appears to be
inducing more traffic and growth in the Upper County area (both permanent residents and recreational use), and
with the next phase to Easton underway this is likely to accelerate. Do the traffic growth assumptions include
this induced growth as baseline? What magnitude was assumed?

Section 2.6 Existing Intersection LOS, Table 7 - As noted above the LOS at intersection 21 is not LOS B. It
frequently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods.

Section 2.6, Page 25 last paragraph - The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate
for traffic conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". See comment above,
this statement should be removed from the report.

Pages 28 & 29, Future baseline conditions - Intersection 21 currently operates at LOS F. Report should be
revised accordingly



Sections 3.4 & 3.17, Trip GenerationFor both Alternatives 5 and 6 it appears that trip generation for the
residential portion assumes typical Urban type development trip generation patterns where peak trips are to and
from employment centers during PM peak hours. However, upper county does not follow typical Urban
Development patterns as noted above. It is likely that either Alts 5 or 6 will contain significant amounts of "2nd
houses" for weekend use and rental (unless prohibited by deed restriction). This weekend use pattern will drive
up the trip generation to and from the site during the Friday and Sunday peak periods and so the analysis as
currently completed may well understate the impacts of the proposal during these periods. The analysis should

be revised accordingly.

For Alternative 6 RV resort see General Comments on RV Resort above. The parameters and statistics used to
assess RV Resort impacts are based on much smaller RV parks. Additional data based on facilities of similar

type and size should be provided to verify model assumptions.

For Alternative 6 RV resort, what is the basis for trip generation? I could not find a separate trip generation
table for the RV resort in the report and it appears that weekend trips to the resort by RVs are

understated. Unless specific studies are provided to the contrary, it would seem logical to assume that many, if
not most, RV sites will turn over on weekends, significantly driving up the trips and impacts,

Before a new supermarket is built in the proposed commercial center (2031), the only full service supermarket
in the upper county is Safeway at W 1st st and Douglas Munro Blvd. Being the only supermarket, it is a major
traffic attractor and its "attractiveness" could be understated by standard ITE criteria. The effect is magnified
by the recreational use patterns as many weekend visitors stop at the Safeway before continuing, to their
ultimate destinations, particularly on Friday afternoon/evenings. Has this clearly known effect been included in
the models? If the traffic analysis assumes that a supermarket in the commercial area will reduce offsite
impacts then there should be a specific timeline and commitment by the developer to have the new supermarket
constructed at a specific date. If the timing of a new supermarket will be allowed to be driven by market
conditions, then the study should provide clear justification for any timing that is assumed.

Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.14 & 3.15, Roadway Network, Site Access and CirculationWhile the site is located in the
City's urban growth area, it is essentially "disconnected” from the City proper. The SEIS should study the
possibility of extending a new arterial road from the residential portion of the site directly to Douglas Munro
Blvd. to provide direct connectivity to the City's primary Urban Area, businesses, services, a second access to I-
90 as well as access to the future low cost housing site (which currently has no access point shown on the site
plan). It would also reduce impacts to Roslyn, Ronald and other residences along 903.

Sections 3.6, 3.7, Future Intersection Volumes / LOS - The impacts at Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in
Roslyn) are understated - see above

Table 23, Page 57, Site Access LOS Summary - Table 23 shows that every project entrance will fail during
summer peak periods. Bullfrog Rd and 903 are critical ingress/egress roads for the region, for both residents
and weekend visitors that come and go from I-90 to up valley areas. It is the "Front Door" to up valley

areas. The traffic report should detail what these LOS failures actually mean for the traveling public headed up
valley but not going to the project, what level of congestion, length of queues and delays on the main road, etc,
To the extent that new congestion on Bullfrog and 903 caused by the project makes it more difficult to proceed
up valley this will result in significant impacts and should be disclosed (and mitigated). Congestion that
degrades the experience of weekenders headed up valley WILL impact up valley towns and businesses.

Section 3.8 & 3.19 - Have WSDOT or Kittitas county been consulted about replacing stop controlled
intersections on SR 903 and Bullfrog Rd with roundabouts to match existing facilities that abut the

project? Current WSDOT guidelines generally show a preference for roundabouts at all new access points of
major developments. Roundabouts at site access points should be included in the study.
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Section 4 - Mitigation Measures - Impacts, and mitigations, for all weekend peak periods should be included
(see above).

Contribution of funds based on the project's calculated proportional share of impacts is not adequate, or
effective, mitigation unless the contribution is made to an actual Public Capital improvement project that is
scheduled for construction prior to or concurrent with the timing of the impact (concurrency). Partial funding
that does not result in road or intersection projects being caused to be built does not mitigate project

impacts. To mitigate project impacts in fact and maintain a reasonable concurrency four options are available:

1. The project is responsible to construct the improvements necessary to maintain adequate levels of service on
affected roads as the development is built out;

2. The project can partner with other developers or municipalities to construct necessary improvements in a
timely way;

3. The project can wait until necessary improvements are constructed by others and road capacity actually exists
to proceed;

4. If an affected jurisdiction has a Capital Improvement Plan that includes construction of necessary
improvements, the project can contribute to it (and accelerate needed elements) so that improvements are
concurrent with impacts. Note that any solution that includes the expenditure of public funds to construct
improvements needed for the development to proceed and require new taxes to do so, constitutes a financial
impact on the public that must be analyzed and disclosed in the SEIS.

The impacts to Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in Roslyn) are understated and mitigation by the project
should be required. The developer and City should meet with the City of Roslyn officials to work out
acceptable mitigation.

The project should be required to extend an arterial to Douglas Munro Blvd. to provide and alternative route
from the project to the City center.

Table 23 shows that virtually every project entrance will fail to meet level of service criteria during summer
peak periods causing significant congestion on adjacent roads, yet no mitigation is proposed. The project
should be required to mitigate ALL impacts during peak periods. Roundabouts should be studied.

Comments on Sec 3.8 Aesthetics/Light & Glare

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. For locations 3a, 3, 5 and 6
the SEIS states that views of the RV Resort ".... would be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing
trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-site forested buffer that would be retained along the
perimeter of the site in this area". This is factually incorrect. Views of the RV site will not be completely
blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Evidence to this fact is available by just driving the corridor and looking through
the trees. Additional evidence is that the Suncadia golf course is visible from Bullfrog Rd, in part, even though
Suncadia provided a buffer of 400+ fi. of similar density trees. A better reflection of the impact of a 100 ft.
buffer between 47 degrees North and Bullfrog Rd. would be the existing development in the vicinity of the Fire
District #7 fire station, which is clearly visible through the current 75 ft +/- tree buffer.

For locations #7 and #8 the SEIS states "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., single-family
residential uses) would be completely blocked from view by the intervening approximately 500-1,000-foot open
space/buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area. These view locations look across
the 250 foot to 300 foot wide cleared power line corridor, so there is substantial reason to believe that this
statement is factually incorrect. The SEIS should include a simulation or modelling of the view of the project
from Bullfrog road in the vicinity of the power line crossing to accurately assess the impact on views.
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The proposed 100 ft buffer cited in the mitigations section is not adequate to prevent adverse cultural and
economic impacts. Additional buffer width and/or mitigation should be provided in the SEIS document.

Comments on Sec 3.11 Parks & Recreation

The SEIS Section 3.11-9 states:

RV resort visitors under SEIS Alternative 6 would also contribute to the need for regional, county, and local
parks and recreational facilities, particularly because they are often coming specifically to use the area’s
recreational resources. However, since these visitors would not be permanent, year-round residents, and the
entire proposed RV resort would be considered a recreational amenity, the RV resort visitors are not expected to
place as great a demand on off-site recreational resources as the permanent population in the proposed housing.

The two sentences in this paragraph seem to be contradictory, if the RV visitors come specifically to use the
area's recreational resources, why would they be expected to have less demand than the permanent
population. Without backup data it could easily be argued that the reverse is true. The SEIS should provide
specific analysis or data to determine the actual impacts of the RV Resort on area parks and recreational

facilities.

Section 3.11 provides no analysis of impacts (and mitigations) on Roslyn and Ronald area recreation facilities,
among which are Coal Miners Trail, the Roslyn Urban Forest Mountain Bike Trail system, the Towns to
Teanaway trail system, as well as various Roslyn Festivals and events. Roslyn is a major tourist and
recreational attractor amenity which will clearly be visited by the Residents and RV users in the proposed
project. It is within the 1 mile radius, and the SEIS team made public commitments to analyze impacts to up
valley towns. The SEIS should include analysis of these impacts. The developer and City should meet with the
City of Roslyn officials to define the scope of analysis and impacts on Parks and Recreation facilities in Roslyn
and discuss appropriate mitigation.

I appreciate the opportunity to make these comments. If you have any questions or need clarification please feel
free to contact me.

Respectfully submitted,
The Soderstrom Family
Mark, Veronica, Virginia, and Krystyne

Veronica Soderstrom
soderstromvij@gmail.com
509.304.5243




/ / Letter L-95

SEPAResEonsibIeOfficial s
From: Davida St. Yves <davida0912@gmail.com> E

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 11:35 AM OCT 2 8 2020 A/

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial 1/ I

Subject: Request for a Community Center By’?{"\ Hh ; e,

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under the
2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.

~ Davida St. Yves, Cle Elum, WA
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/ Letter L-96

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Susan Stern Smith <sss@susansternsmith.com>

From:

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2020 7:56 AM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial
Subject: Suncadia agreement

Please enforce the past agreement for a community center around Bullfrog flats. It is the city’s responsibility to enforce
this and provide this agreed on community center to our community.

Susan Smith
Cle Elum resident
206-930-9481
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Letter L-97

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Eliza Stephenson <elizasells@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 31, 2020 3:30 PM

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Subject: 12 acres of land owed to CleElum

"The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its
obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8
million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must

cease until this obligation is fulfilled."

Eliza Stephenson

Realtor, RSPS, ASP, GRI

John L. Scott RE - Kittitas County
2019 KCAR President

Central Washington Regional Rep for
Washington Realtors

206-979-8216
elizasells@yahoo.com

CEDA board member
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Letter L-98

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Matt Thompson <mcthompson2000@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 9:38 AM

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Subject: Bull frog flats and Suncadia

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under
the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community | 1
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.

Matthew C Thompson
2021 Hundley Rd
Cle Elum Wa 98922
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- Letter L-99
SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: tom.uren11 <tom.uren11@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2020 10:57 AM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Cc: Richard Weinman

Subject: FW: 47 Degree North Draft SEIS comments

Ms. Temple, | am sending my comments to this email address as well. The comments are identical
to the comments | sent to your other address.

Ms. Temple,

Below are my comments on the 47 Degree North SEIS and Technical Reports. Please enter these into the record
for the project.

General Comments on the proposal

The approximate population of the Cle Elum, Roslyn, South Cle Elum regional area per the SEIS is 3,350
people. The approximate population of the City of Cle Elum is 2,200 people. Proposed Alternate 5 would add
2,809 people, increasing the area population by 84%. Proposed Alternate 6 is somewhat smaller, but would still
add 2,430 people (or equivalents), increasing the area population by 73%. Either alternative would more than
double the size of the City of Cle Elum alone.

This near doubling of the population will have significant impacts across the board to local facilities and
services, even services and facilities that are not normally considered in detail in typical SEIS's. Doubling of a
population tends to do that; magnify impacts that for small developments might be considered negligible. For
instance, as just a few examples: the police department will need to double in size, the Cle Elum transfer station
will be over capacity and weekend queue lengths will likely be seriously congested, the local school system will
be 30%+ over capacity and in addition to many new teachers, the schools themselves will need to be expanded
and/or the children housed in portables. Every public infrastructure system in the area that will be expected to
provide services to the project, whether City, County or special district, needs to be examined in detail,
expansions or mitigations needed to service the proposal need to be detailed, all of the costs to expand services
(personnel) and facilities (capital costs) need to be tabulated, and plans/schedules for funding (either private or
public) need to be disclosed so that the public is informed of the actual cost and where costs will be assigned.
Currently the SEIS does not do this (see more below). If some costs are to be borne by the public, either from
general revenue, bonds and/or increased taxes this should be disclosed, to determine if they are significant
impacts. If public funding and/or publicly backed bond issues are required to mitigate project impacts, and if
this information is not disclosed until after the SEIS period is over, or even after the project is approved, the
City and public will have not had the critical information needed to evaluate the project and could be faced with
a potentially untenable choice; either fund whatever improvements are needed or accept lower levels of

service. This is a current fundamental inadequacy of the SEIS that must be corrected.

At the present time, based on what I've read in the SEIS the developer does not appear to be proposing to fund
any of the required infrastructure expansions, with the exception of a relatively small partial contribution to
traffic mitigations that will not adequately fund needed improvements, and there are no plans or schedules as to

1
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how the funding would take place. This means either the improvements will not be made and levels of service
for all services in the region will drop, or costs of making the necessary infrastructure improvements will be
borne by the public at a later date. Obviously an expansion of the City's tax base will increase revenues, and
details are provided in the SEIS. The fiscal analysis describes a generally positive picture for the City of Cle
Elum, that revenues will go up faster than costs and therefore the project will be a net benefit, at least to the city
(the school district and other special districts however look to be net losers). However, the fiscal analysis is
misleading because it includes only increased personnel and operating costs but does not include costs for
capital improvements/facility expansions that are needed to support the near doubling of the population. This is
a significant deficiency of the SEIS. If funding by the public is required to expand facilities to accommodate
the proposal it needs to be disclosed.

Generally across the board, for offsite impacts (impacts that occur outside the project boundaries), the SEIS
does not propose any meaningful mitigations. It does not propose that any offsite road projects be constructed,
it does not propose that any additional classrooms be built, it does not propose that any new police cars, fire
fighting apparatus or ambulances get purchased, it doesn't even propose that any meaningful funding be
provided by the developer for off site impacts. This is a serious deficiency in the SEIS. The very purpose of
the environmental process is disclose impacts and propose a menu of mitigations for decision makers to choose
from. The SEIS fails to do this. In one place there is a vague reference to negotiating future mitigation
agreements with special district service providers. This is not mitigation in any meaningful sense and would
effectively leave public disclosure out of the process. Actual mitigation to address impacts discussed must be
shown in the SEIS. This is a fundamental deficiency of the SEIS.

The SEIS does not address concurrency. Whatever the disposition of the project (approval, denial, approval
with conditions) any required infrastructure improvements that are needed to accommodate development
(intersections, road widening, school expansion, police expansion, etc.), whether the responsibility of the
developer, the City, special districts or a partnership, required improvements should be constructed before or
simultaneously with the staged buildout of the proposal. The proposal should not be allowed to pay and go
without a specific actual funded and scheduled plan for fixing the problems that are caused. If the needed
improvements are not constructed concurrent with development of the proposal, there will be unmitigated
impacts from the project and this needs to be disclosed. Lack of analysis of concurrency in the SEIS is a
fundamental deficiency.

General Comments on RV Resort

The proposed Alternative 6a 627 space RV Resort would be the largest RV park facility in the state of
Washington (based on internet research). The local RV park in Ellensburg (85 units) that is used to develop
some of the statistical parameters to evaluate impacts for the proposal is only roughly 10% the size of the
proposed RV resort and is not close to the same type of facility in terms of design, amenities and

programming. The RV Resort will likely be a major regional attractor. To put the RV facility in perspective,
during the summer and peak periods it will likely have a population equal to or greater than the City of

Roslyn. There is no data or analysis in the documents to show why it is reasonable to extrapolate statistics from
a small local RV park to apply to a massive RV resort project. Other statistical elements of the RV resort
provided in the SEIS (for instance occupancy rates, trip generation, assuming 941 equivalent population for the
RV Resort) appear to be back of the envelope estimates with no data to back up the assumptions. Given the size
and impact for this facility, the SEIS and technical reports should provide statistics on similar size and scope
RV resort projects to justify assumptions used in the analysis, trip generation, occupancy rates, police call
generation, etc. Without some level of backup data to support assumptions the results of the RV Resort impact
analysis must be considered suspect and inadequate.

The project proponent, Sun Communities, is literally in the business of building mixed-use communities like the|
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Alternafive 6 proposal all over the country; that is their business plan, it is what they do. I understand at least
several of their past projects have been associated with other small towns like CleElum/ Roslyn. Actual results
from these other Sun Communities projects, what impacts actually occurred, what mitigation actually worked,
how Sun Communities performed, what other governments actually experienced, should all be incorporated in
the SEIS. Before this proposal is acted on, actual data from similar Sun Communities projects should be
included in the SEIS so the City and public knows what it's signing on to.

Having the RV Resort analyzed accurately (and separately) is critical because of its size and impacts, but also
because it is a private business. Because it is a private business, no public funds should be used to support it. If
the current SEIS analysis understates impacts of the business and as a result public funds are needed to correct
impacts (for instance for improvements to Bullfrog Rd project entrances or for increased police service) these
public expenditures would be wholly inappropriate.

All impacts, and revenues, resulting from the RV Resort should be tabulated so that they can be viewed
separately from the larger Alternative 6 proposal. While it can be construed that there might be some legal
mandate to support adding residential housing on this site because of past approvals and to meet WA state
GMA targets, there is no legal mandate to allow any specific type of private business, particularly one as large
as the proposed RV resort. Therefore, the public, and the City, should be able to easily compare the prospective
benefits and impacts from this business proposal to inform all decisions.

General Comments on Bullfrog Flats View Corridor

The Bullfrog Flats corridor, and its visual characteristics, is a critical cultural and recreational feature for the
upper Kittitas County region. The road is the gateway to upper valley recreation, camping and tourist

activities. It's the first (and last) thing visitors experience when they exit I-90 and proceed up-valley. Its
forested character contributes significantly to the "mountain" experience which supports regional recreation and
tourism, which are important aspects of the upper valley economy. The importance of the Bullfrog Rd corridor
has long been recognized, as evidenced by the 400 to 600 ft buffer provided by the Suncadia Resort when it was
approved. If the look and feel of this corridor is significantly diminished, if it is transformed into an urban type
experience, the character, and possibly the economy of the upper valley, will be significantly adversely affected.

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. The SEIS states that all but
one location abutting the RV Resort "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., RV resort uses) would
be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-
site forested buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area". This is factually
incorrect. Development on the site will not be completely blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Further discussion is
provided in comments below. This is a significant adverse impact which can relatively easily be mitigated by
the project by providing additional and appropriate buffer widths to obscure the development from view. On a
site as large as this, sufficient area is available to do so without interfering with project objectives.

Comments on Public Services Section

For Alternative 5 (1,334 single family units, 2,809 new residents, commercial/industrial area) the SEIS shows
that:

An additional 7 to 12 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (more than doubling of the current
force). An Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 6 new EMT's and 7 new paramedics
will be needed. The local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 6 RN's. For Schools,
this alternative would add 337 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 35% and
require 23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional
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classrooms will be required. The SEIS does not provide detail on how these additional service providers (and | 12
additional students) will be housed, what facilities, equipment and supplies are needed and how that will be cont'd
funded. This is not adequate.

For Alternative 6 (707 units (SF and MF), 1,489 new residents, 600+ unit RV Resort, commercial area) the
SEIS shows that:

An additional 6 to 8 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (doubling of the current force). An
Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 4 new EMT's and 5 new paramedics will be
neededThe local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 4 RN's. For Schools, this
alternative would add 177 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 20% and require | 13
23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional classrooms will
be required. The SEIS does not provide detail on how these additional service providers (and additional
students) will be housed, what facilities, equipment and supplies are needed and how that will be funded. This
is not adequate.

For either alternative, the SEIS provides no actual detail on what improvements/expansions to facilities and
equipment are needed to support the new officers, firefighters, EMT's, teachers, etc. that will be required by the
project. The SEIS does recognize qualitatively that new facilities, classrooms, etc. will be required, but not in
sufficient detail to estimate costs that can be included in the Fiscal Impacts and Economic Analysis. Costs for
required public facility expansions (new police station, new classrooms, new fire fighting apparatus, etc.) could 14
easily reach many tens of millions of dollars. From a land use process perspective at this point it may not be
determined how exactly all of these costs will be funded, but they definitely need to be funded somehow and
therefore they need to be included in the SEIS and Fiscal Analysis. This is a significant impact of the project
and the absence of this information makes the SEIS fundamentally inadequate, preventing the public from
seeing the full magnitude of project costs and impacts. Capital improvement and equipment costs need to be
detailed, estimated and included.

Comments on Utilities Section 3,14
Solid Waste

the SEIS states "The Cle Elum Transfer Station is reported to be near capacity based on the number of cars
queued at the station on Saturdays." Currently, other than this general statement the document contains no
detailed analysis of impacts. This is inadequate because queue lengths at the Transfer Station are a direct
impact to current residents and have a direct impact on the rate of illegal dumping on local roads. The SEIS
should include a detailed analysis of the existing level of service (queue lengths) at the Transfer Station, the
impact of the proposal on these queue lengths, measures to mitigate increases in queue length/capacity, who
will pay for these mitigations and if they will be constructed concurrently with growth. Any costs to expand
transfer facilities should be included in the fiscal analysis.

15

Sewer

The SEIS states "The City confirmed that the wastewater treatment demand is within the capacity of the City
wastewater treatment plant, which was designed to accommodate the project,” but no detailed data and
tabulation of existing WWTP capacity, number of connections, residual capacity is provided. The City's WWTH
serves Suncadia, Roslyn and Ronald in addition to the City's service area. By agreement these entities all have | 16
reserved capacity in the WWTP to serve their individual service areas, therefore there is wider interest in
potential impacts to WWTP capacity than just within the city itself. A doubling of the City's population, and
presumably a doubling of its flows to the WTP, is significant. A WWTP expansion, if it were ever needed to
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dccommodate growth, would be extremely expensive. The City apparently has data that led it to conclude that
sufficient capacity exists to serve the proposal. The SEIS should include this data.

Comments on Fiscal and Economic Analysis

The fiscal analysis does not include all of the costs needed to accommodate the proposal. It includes estimates
of increased personnel and operating costs for the City and special purpose districts serving the area but does
not include the cost of capital improvements/expansions/equipment needed to support the proposal. As
examples (but not a complete list):

Per the SEIS between 10 and 15 intersections will need to be improved to meet level of service standards. The
cost could easily reach $10 to $15 million (or more). The developer appears to be proposing funding a very
small portion of this amount. If that is accurate, presumably the city/county will be required to fund the
remainder, either from the general fund or via bonds (increased taxes). This is a significant cost which should
be included so the public and decision makers can assess impacts.

Per the SEIS school populations will increase by 20% to 30% exceeding the capacity of current school
facilities. How will these new students (and the 12 to 23 new teachers) be housed? The SEIS provides no
details. New schools or school expansions are very expensive (many millions of dollars, or tens of millions if
new schools are required). This is a huge undisclosed impact. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund
school expansion so presumably the public will need fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This
cost should be included and analyzed to determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the
school expansions or if a general tax increase is necessary.

Per the SEIS the size of the police force will need to double. Facility improvements and equipment additions
will likely be needed to accommodate a doubling of the police force, but no details or costs are included in the
SEIS. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund police facility expansion so presumably the public will
need to fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed to
determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the police facility and equipment expansions
or if a general tax increase is necessary.

The SEIS Section 3.14 states that the Cle Elum transfer station is currently operating at capacity and the
additional stream of solid waste (garbage) from Alt's 5 or 6 would exceed the current capacity requiring
expansion of the facility. The cost of this expansion is not reported in the SEIS fiscal analysis. It appears the
developer is not proposing to fund this expansion so presumably the public will need to fund it, either from the
general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed to determine if increased revenues from
the development will pay for the facility or if a general tax increase is necessary.

As the land use process progresses the City's responsible officials will determine what costs or improvements
can be assigned to the project developer, which will be funded by the City's general fund, which will be funded
by new bond issues (increased taxes), which will be funded by special purpose districts, etc. but unless all the
capital facility and equipment costs are included and the bottom line cost accurately tabulated, the SEIS will not
adequately disclose the true impacts and the public and city officials will not be adequately informed. The SEIS
Fiscal analysis should include all costs required to serve the project.

Comments on TENW traffic report (Note: comments are provided on the transportation source document, but
not specifically on the transportation section of the SEIS. However, all comments on the TENW traffic report
should be construed to apply to the applicable sections of the SEIS proper)

General - The upper county is not a "typical” urban area. The economy, land use and traffic patterns of the
upper county is primarily driven by recreational use and seasonal tourism. There are a number of statements in
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the Traffic report that imply that "standard” engineering assumptions for typical urban development are
appropriate, and that busy weekend peak hours need not be mitigated because they are so short. Heavy seasona
and weekend recreational use IS the normal for the upper county against which impacts of the proposed project
should be measured. 1believe that the traffic impacts for weekday periods is somewhat overstated and that
impacts during peak summer weekend periods are significantly understated. To the extent that the traffic
analysis, and subsequent mitigation assumptions, are based on trip generation/distribution from "typical" urban
areas that are non recreational/tourist oriented, they must be revised to focus on actual area patterns.

Page 5, paragraph 2: The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate for traffic
conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". I don't believe this to be true,
there are no specific engineering standards for mitigation. Requirements for mitigation vary by

jurisdiction. The City of Cle Elum may (or may not) decide to mitigate specific project impacts after viewing
the data. Regarding mitigation for short period impacts, if there was a standard or code as cited, then no
stadium project, event, or other short but significant project would ever be required to mitigate its impacts. The
report should remove references to engineering standards for mitigation.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) and Fehr memorandum (page 2) states the Kittitas County model was calibrated
with 2019 weekday PM traffic counts, but the traffic counts, locations, dates and times gathered, do not appear
to have been provided in the report. This information should be included for public review, as it is not possible
to assess the validity of model predictions without this information. It is well known locally that there are
intersections in the study area that currently operate at LOS F during peak summer periods when I-90 is at
capacity. This does not appear to be reflected in the study as an existing baseline condition.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) states that traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24 were collected in December and
then increased by 64 percent using WSDOT guidelines to estimate peak summer conditions. This is not
accurate and significantly understates existing summer peak period traffic. Intersection 21 (Roslyn -
Pennsylvania and 903) currently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods, not LOS C as shown. Current
wait times significantly exceed the 17 to 20 sec stated in the report and so the impacts of the proposal in future
years are understated. At peak times the traveling public uses local side streets to bypass congestion on 903
through Roslyn, causing impacts to Roslyn residents. The additional traffic from the proposed development
will significantly worsen the situation. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to
verify existing conditions and update the models to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report
project impacts.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24: The upper county/Roslyn has numerous
festivals, events and iconic businesses during the peak summer season that are major attractors that significantly
affect traffic patterns, trip generation and parking needs during peak periods. These events have been going on
for many years, some for decades, and are effectively part of the baseline. Surely the proposed development
will similarly be attracted to these events and downtown Roslyn. The trip distribution in the SEIS does not
appear to include this attractiveness, and the trip distribution to Roslyn during peak periods seems very
understated. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to verify existing model
distributions and update to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report project impacts.

Section 2.5 Future ‘Baseline’ Traffic Volumes - The [-90 Snoqualmie Pass East widening project appears to be
inducing more traffic and growth in the Upper County area (both permanent residents and recreational use), and
with the next phase to Easton underway this is likely to accelerate. Do the traffic growth assumptions include
this induced growth as baseline? What magnitude was assumed?

Section 2.6 Existing Intersection LOS, Table 7 - As noted above the LOS at intersection 21 is not LOS B. It

frequently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods.
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Section 2.6, Page 25 last paragraph - The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate
for traffic conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". See comment above,
this statement should be removed from the report.

Pages 28 & 29, Future baseline conditions - Intersection 21 currently operates at LOS F. Report should be
revised accordingly

Sections 3.4 & 3.17, Trip Generation: For both Alternatives 5 and 6 it appears that trip generation for the
residential portion assumes typical Urban type development trip generation patterns where peak trips are to and
from employment centers during PM peak hours. However, upper county does not follow typical Urban
Development patterns as noted above. It is likely that either Alts S or 6 will contain significant amounts of "2nd
houses" for weekend use and rental (unless prohibited by deed restriction). This weekend use pattern will drive
up the trip generation to and from the site during the Friday and Sunday peak periods and so the analysis as
currently completed may well understate the impacts of the proposal during these periods. The analysis should
be revised accordingly.

For Alternative 6 RV resort see General Comments on RV Resort above. The parameters and statistics used to
assess RV Resort impacts are based on much smaller RV parks. Additional data based on facilities of similar
type and size should be provided to verify model assumptions.

For Alternative 6 RV resort, what is the basis for trip generation? I could not find a separate trip generation
table for the RV resort in the report and it appears that weekend trips to the resort by RVs are

understated. Unless specific studies are provided to the contrary, it would seem logical to assume that many, if
not most, RV sites will turn over on weekends, significantly driving up the trips and impacts.

Before a new supermarket is built in the proposed commercial center (2031), the only full service supermarket
in the upper county is Safeway at W 1st st and Douglas Munro Blvd. Being the only supermarket, it is a major
traffic attractor and its "attractiveness” could be understated by standard ITE criteria. The effect is magnified
by the recreational use patterns as many weekend visitors stop at the Safeway before continuing, to their
ultimate destinations, particularly on Friday afternoon/evenings. Has this clearly known effect been included in
the models? If the traffic analysis assumes that a supermarket in the commercial area will reduce offsite
impacts then there should be a specific timeline and commitment by the developer to have the new supermarket
constructed at a specific date. If the timing of a new supermarket will be allowed to be driven by market
conditions, then the study should provide clear justification for any timing that is assumed.

Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.14 & 3.15, Roadway Network, Site Access and Circulation: While the site is located in the
City's urban growth area, it is essentially "disconnected" from the City proper. The SEIS should study the
possibility of extending a new arterial road from the residential portion of the site directly to Douglas Munro
Blvd. to provide direct connectivity to the City's primary Urban Area, businesses, services, a second access to I-
90 as well as access to the future low cost housing site (which currently has no access point shown on the site
plan). It would also reduce impacts to Roslyn, Ronald and other residences along 903.

Sections 3.6, 3.7, Future Intersection Volumes / LOS - The impacts at Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in
Roslyn) are understated - see above

Table 23, Page 57, Site Access LOS Summary - Table 23 shows that every project entrance will fail during
summer peak periods. Bullfrog Rd and 903 are critical ingress/egress roads for the region, for both residents
and weekend visitors that come and go from I-90 to up valley areas. It is the "Front Door" to up valley

areas. The traffic report should detail what these LOS failures actually mean for the traveling public headed up
valley but not going to the project, what level of congestion, length of queues and delays on the main road, etc,
To the extent that new congestion on Bullfrog and 903 caused by the project makes it more difficult to proceed
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up valley this will result in significant impacts and should be disclosed (and mitigated). Congestion that
degrades the experience of weekenders headed up valley WILL impact up valley towns and businesses.

Section 3.8 & 3.19 - Have WSDOT or Kittitas county been consulted about replacing stop controlled
intersections on SR 903 and Bullfrog Rd with roundabouts to match existing facilities that abut the

project? Current WSDOT guidelines generally show a preference for roundabouts at all new access points of
major developments. Roundabouts at site access points should be included in the study.

Section 4 - Mitigation Measures: Impacts, and mitigations, for all weekend peak periods should be included
(see above).

Contribution of funds based on the project's calculated proportional share of impacts is not adequate, or
effective, mitigation unless the contribution is made to an actual Public Capital improvement project that is
scheduled for construction prior to or concurrent with the timing of the impact (concurrency). Partial funding
that does not result in road or intersection projects being caused to be built does not mitigate project

impacts. To mitigate project impacts in fact and maintain a reasonable concurrency four options are available:

1. The project is responsible to construct the improvements necessary to maintain adequate levels of service on
affected roads as the development is built out;

2. The project can partner with other developers or municipalities to construct necessary improvements in a
timely way;

3. The project can wait until necessary improvements are constructed by others and road capacity actually exists
to proceed;

4. If an affected jurisdiction has a Capital Improvement Plan that includes construction of necessary
improvements, the project can contribute to it (and accelerate needed elements) so that improvements are
concurrent with impacts. Note that any solution that includes the expenditure of public funds to construct
improvements needed for the development to proceed and require new taxes to do so, constitutes a financial
impact on the public that must be analyzed and disclosed in the SEIS.

The impacts to Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in Roslyn) are understated and mitigation by the project
should be required. The developer and City should meet with the City of Roslyn officials to work out
acceptable mitigation.

The project should be required to extend an arterial to Douglas Munro Blvd. to provide and alternative route
from the project to the City center.

Table 23 shows that virtually every project entrance will fail to meet level of service criteria during summer
peak periods causing significant congestion on adjacent roads, yet no mitigation is proposed. The project
should be required to mitigate ALL impacts during peak periods. Roundabouts should be studied.

38
cont'd
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44

Comments on Sec 3.8 Aesthetics/Light & Glare

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. For locations 3a, 3, 5 and 6
the SEIS states that views of the RV Resort ".... would be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing
trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-site forested buffer that would be retained along the
perimeter of the site in this area". This is factually incorrect. Views of the RV site will not be completely
blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Evidence to this fact is available by just driving the corridor and looking through
the trees. Additional evidence is that the Suncadia golf course is visible from Bullfrog Rd, in part, even though
Suncadia provided a buffer of 400+ ft. of similar density trees. A better reflection of the impact of a 100 fi.
buffer between 47 degrees North and Bullfrog Rd. would be the existing development in the vicinity of the Fire
District #7 fire station, which is clearly visible through the current 75 ft +/- tree buffer.
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For locations #7 and #8 the SEIS states "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., single-family
residential uses) would be completely blocked from view by the intervening approximately 500-1,000-foot open
space/buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area. These view locations look across
the 250 foot to 300 foot wide cleared power line corridor, so there is substantial reason to believe that this
statement is factually incorrect. The SEIS should include a simulation or modelling of the view of the project
from Bullfrog road in the vicinity of the power line crossing to accurately assess the impact on views.

The proposed 100 ft buffer cited in the mitigations section is not adequate to prevent adverse cultural and
economic impacts. Additional buffer width and/or mitigation should be provided in the SEIS document.

Comments on Sec 3.11 Parks & Recreation

The SEIS Section 3.11-9 states:

RV resort visitors under SEIS Alternative 6 would also contribute to the need for regional, county, and local
parks and recreational facilities, particularly because they are often coming specifically to use the area’s
recreational resources. However, since these visitors would not be permanent, year-round residents, and the
entire proposed RV resort would be considered a recreational amenity, the RV resort visitors are not expected to
place as great a demand on off-site recreational resources as the permanent population in the proposed housing.

The two sentences in this paragraph seem to be contradictory, if the RV visitors come specifically to use the
area's recreational resources, why would they be expected to have less demand than the permanent
population. Without backup data it could easily be argued that the reverse is true. The SEIS should provide
specific analysis or data to determine the actual impacts of the RV Resort on area parks and recreational

facilities.

Section 3.11 provides no analysis of impacts (and mitigations) on Roslyn and Ronald area recreation facilities,
among which are Coal Miners Trail, the Roslyn Urban Forest Mountain Bike Trail system, the Towns to
Teanaway trail system, as well as various Roslyn Festivals and events. Roslyn is a major tourist and
recreational attractor amenity which will clearly be visited by the Residents and RV users in the proposed
project. It is within the 1 mile radius, and the SEIS team made public commitments to analyze impacts to up
valley towns. The SEIS should include analysis of these impacts. The developer and City should meet with the
City of Roslyn officials to define the scope of analysis and impacts on Parks and Recreation facilities in Roslyn
and discuss appropriate mitigation.

Lastly, I understand that the CIty proposes that comments to the SEIS will be addressed in the

FSEIS. Considering the fundamental inadequacies in the SEIS outlined above, the lack of proposed mitigations,
how mitigations will be funded, lack of data on elements of the project, etc, I request that the city do not
proceed straight to FSEIS but rather that the City issue an amended SEIS for additional public review and
comment. Given the size of the project, the magnitude of impacts to the region, the lack of clarity on proposed
mitigations and who will fund them, it is only reasonable and fair for the public to have complete information
on the proposal before it proceeds to the next step.

I appreciate the opportunity to make these comments, if you have any questions or need clarification please feel
free to contact me. If you could drop a quick note to confirm the timely submittal I would greatly appreciate it.

Respectfully submitted,
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Tom Uren, P.E.
103 N "E" St
Roslyn WA 98941
206-947-2566
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SEPAResponsibleOfficial "E’Aﬂ e

From: Lucy Temple ‘ ) B .l
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2020 10:58 AM &5 % Y ¥
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial N,OV 2{,{020 - [
Subject: FW: 47 Degree North Draft SEIS comments B\C / ey e f

Comment below received by myself and Richard. Please save with all the other comments.

From: thomas uren [mailto:tom.urenl1@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 9:59 AM

To: Lucy Temple

Cc: RICHARD WEINMAN

Subject: 47 Degree North Draft SEIS comments

Ms. Temple,

Below are my comments on the 47 Degree North SEIS and Technical Reports. Please enter these into the record
for the project.

General Comments on the proposal

The approximate population of the Cle Elum, Roslyn, South Cle Elum regional area per the SEIS is 3,350
people. The approximate population of the City of Cle Elum is 2,200 people. Proposed Alternate 5 would add
2,809 people, increasing the area population by 84%. Proposed Alternate 6 is somewhat smaller, but would still
add 2,430 people (or equivalents), increasing the area population by 73%. Either alternative would more than
double the size of the City of Cle Elum alone.

This near doubling of the population will have significant impacts across the board to local facilities and
services, even services and facilities that are not normally considered in detail in typical SEIS's. Doubling of a
population tends to do that; magnify impacts that for small developments might be considered negligible. For
instance, as just a few examples: the police department will need to double in size, the Cle Elum transfer station
will be over capacity and weekend queue lengths will likely be seriously congested, the local school system will
be 30%+ over capacity and in addition to many new teachers, the schools themselves will need to be expanded
and/or the children housed in portables. Every public infrastructure system in the area that will be expected to
provide services to the project, whether City, County or special district, needs to be examined in detail,
expansions or mitigations needed to service the proposal need to be detailed, all of the costs to expand services
(personnel) and facilities (capital costs) need to be tabulated, and plans/schedules for funding (either private or
public) need to be disclosed so that the public is informed of the actual cost and where costs will be assigned.
Currently the SEIS does not do this (see more below). If some costs are to be borne by the public, either from
general revenue, bonds and/or increased taxes this should be disclosed, to determine if they are significant
impacts. If public funding and/or publicly backed bond issues are required to mitigate project impacts, and if
this information is not disclosed until after the SEIS period is over, or even after the project is approved, the
City and public will have not had the critical information needed to evaluate the project and could be faced with
a potentially untenable choice; either fund whatever improvements are needed or accept lower levels of
service. This is a current fundamental inadequacy of the SEIS that must be corrected.

At the present time, based on what I've read in the SEIS the developer does not appear to be proposing to fund

1



any of the required infrastructure expansions, with the exception of a relatively small partial contribution to
traffic mitigations that will not adequately fund needed improvements, and there are no plans or schedules as to
how the funding would take place. This means either the improvements will not be made and levels of service
for all services in the region will drop, or costs of making the necessary infrastructure improvements will be
borne by the public at a later date. Obviously an expansion of the City's tax base will increase revenues, and
details are provided in the SEIS. The fiscal analysis describes a generally positive picture for the City of Cle
Elum, that revenues will go up faster than costs and therefore the project will be a net benefit, at least to the city
(the school district and other special districts however look to be net losers). However, the fiscal analysis is
misleading because it includes only increased personnel and operating costs but does not include costs for
capital improvements/facility expansions that are needed to support the near doubling of the population. This is
a significant deficiency of the SEIS. If funding by the public is required to expand facilities to accommodate
the proposal it needs to be disclosed.

Generally across the board, for offsite impacts (impacts that occur outside the project boundaries), the SEIS
does not propose any meaningful mitigations. It does not propose that any offsite road projects be constructed,
it does not propose that any additional classrooms be built, it does not propose that any new police cars, fire
fighting apparatus or ambulances get purchased, it doesn't even propose that any meaningful funding be
provided by the developer for off site impacts. This is a serious deficiency in the SEIS. The very purpose of
the environmental process is disclose impacts and propose a menu of mitigations for decision makers to choose
from. The SEIS fails to do this. In one place there is a vague reference to negotiating future mitigation
agreements with special district service providers. This is not mitigation in any meaningful sense and would
effectively leave public disclosure out of the process. Actual mitigation to address impacts discussed must be
shown in the SEIS. This is a fundamental deficiency of the SEIS.

The SEIS does not address concurrency. Whatever the disposition of the project (approval, denial, approval
with conditions) any required infrastructure improvements that are needed to accommodate development
(intersections, road widening, school expansion, police expansion, etc.), whether the responsibility of the
developer, the City, special districts or a partnership, required improvements should be constructed before or
simultaneously with the staged buildout of the proposal. The proposal should not be allowed to pay and go
without a specific actual funded and scheduled plan for fixing the problems that are caused. If the needed
improvements are not constructed concurrent with development of the proposal, there will be unmitigated
impacts from the project and this needs to be disclosed. Lack of analysis of concurrency in the SEIS is a
fundamental deficiency.

General Comments on RV Resort

The proposed Alternative 6a 627 space RV Resort would be the largest RV park facility in the state of
Washington (based on internet research). The local RV park in Ellensburg (85 units) that is used to develop
some of the statistical parameters to evaluate impacts for the proposal is only roughly 10% the size of the
proposed RV resort and is not close to the same type of facility in terms of design, amenities and

programming. The RV Resort will likely be a major regional attractor. To put the RV facility in perspective,
during the summer and peak periods it will likely have a population equal to or greater than the City of

Roslyn. There is no data or analysis in the documents to show why it is reasonable to extrapolate statistics from
a small local RV park to apply to a massive RV resort project. Other statistical elements of the RV resort
provided in the SEIS (for instance occupancy rates, trip generation, assuming 941 equivalent population for the
RV Resort) appear to be back of the envelope estimates with no data to back up the assumptions. Given the size
and impact for this facility, the SEIS and technical reports should provide statistics on similar size and scope
RV resort projects to justify assumptions used in the analysis, trip generation, occupancy rates, police call
generation, etc. Without some level of backup data to support assumptions the results of the RV Resort impact
analysis must be considered suspect and inadequate.



»

The project proponent, Sun Communities, is literally in the business of building mixed-use communities like the
Alternative 6 proposal all over the country; that is their business plan, it is what they do. I understand at least
several of their past projects have been associated with other small towns like CleElum/ Roslyn. Actual results
from these other Sun Communities projects, what impacts actually occurred, what mitigation actually worked,
how Sun Communities performed, what other governments actually experienced, should all be incorporated in
the SEIS. Before this proposal is acted on, actual data from similar Sun Communities projects should be
included in the SEIS so the City and public knows what it's signing on to.

Having the RV Resort analyzed accurately (and separately) is critical because of its size and impacts, but also
because it is a private business. Because it is a private business, no public funds should be used to support it. If
the current SEIS analysis understates impacts of the business and as a result public funds are needed to correct
impacts (for instance for improvements to Bullfrog Rd project entrances or for increased police service) these
public expenditures would be wholly inappropriate.

All impacts, and revenues, resulting from the RV Resort should be tabulated so that they can be viewed
separately from the larger Alternative 6 proposal. While it can be construed that there might be some legal
mandate to support adding residential housing on this site because of past approvals and to meet WA state
GMA targets, there is no legal mandate to allow any specific type of private business, particularly one as large
as the proposed RV resort. Therefore, the public, and the City, should be able to easily compare the prospective
benefits and impacts from this business proposal to inform all decisions.

General Comments on Bullfrog Flats View Corridor

The Bullfrog Flats corridor, and its visual characteristics, is a critical cultural and recreational feature for the
upper Kittitas County region. The road is the gateway to upper valley recreation, camping and tourist

activities. It's the first (and last) thing visitors experience when they exit I-90 and proceed up-valley. Its
forested character contributes significantly to the "mountain" experience which supports regional recreation and
tourism, which are important aspects of the upper valley economy. The importance of the Bullfrog Rd corridor
has long been recognized, as evidenced by the 400 to 600 ft buffer provided by the Suncadia Resort when it was
approved. If the look and feel of this corridor is significantly diminished, if it is transformed into an urban type
experience, the character, and possibly the economy of the upper valley, will be significantly adversely affected.

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. The SEIS states that all but
one location abutting the RV Resort "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., RV resort uses) would
be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-
site forested buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area". This is factually
incorrect. Development on the site will not be completely blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Further discussion is
provided in comments below. This is a significant adverse impact which can relatively easily be mitigated by
the project by providing additional and appropriate buffer widths to obscure the development from view. Ona
site as large as this, sufficient area is available to do so without interfering with project objectives.

Comments on Public Services Section

For Alternative 5 (1,334 single family units, 2,809 new residents, commercial/industrial area) the SEIS shows
that:

An additional 7 to 12 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (more than doubling of the current
force). An Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 6 new EMT's and 7 new paramedics
will be needed. The local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 6 RN's. For Schools,
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this alternative would add 337 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 35% and
require 23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional
classrooms will be required. The SEIS does not provide detail on how these additional service providers (and
additional students) will be housed, what facilities, equipment and supplies are needed and how that will be
funded. This is not adequate.

For Alternative 6 (707 units (SF and MF), 1,489 new residents, 600+ unit RV Resort, commercial area) the
SEIS shows that:

An additional 6 to 8 new police officers will be needed to serve the project (doubling of the current force). An
Additional 3 full time professional fire fighters will be required. 4 new EMT's and 5 new paramedics will be
neededThe local medical clinic will require an additional physician, 5 APC's and 4 RN's. For Schools, this
alternative would add 177 new students, which would exceed current school capacity by about 20% and require
23 new teachers and 6 to 7 new buses. As the school is essentially now at capacity, additional classrooms will
be required. The SEIS does not provide detail on how these additional service providers (and additional
students) will be housed, what facilities, equipment and supplies are needed and how that will be funded. This
is not adequate.

For either alternative, the SEIS provides no actual detail on what improvements/expansions to facilities and
equipment are needed to support the new officers, firefighters, EMT's, teachers, etc. that will be required by the
project. The SEIS does recognize qualitatively that new facilities, classrooms, etc. will be required, but not in
sufficient detail to estimate costs that can be included in the Fiscal Impacts and Economic Analysis. Costs for
required public facility expansions (new police station, new classrooms, new fire fighting apparatus, etc.) could
easily reach many tens of millions of dollars. From a land use process perspective at this point it may not be
determined how exactly all of these costs will be funded, but they definitely need to be funded somehow and
therefore they need to be included in the SEIS and Fiscal Analysis. This is a significant impact of the project
and the absence of this information makes the SEIS fundamentally inadequate, preventing the public from
seeing the full magnitude of project costs and impacts. Capital improvement and equipment costs need to be
detailed, estimated and included.

Comments on Utilities Section 3,14
Solid Waste

the SEIS states "The Cle Elum Transfer Station is reported to be near capacity based on the number of cars
queued at the station on Saturdays.” Currently, other than this general statement the document contains no
detailed analysis of impacts. This is inadequate because queue lengths at the Transfer Station are a direct
impact to current residents and have a direct impact on the rate of illegal dumping on local roads. The SEIS
should include a detailed analysis of the existing level of service (queue lengths) at the Transfer Station, the
impact of the proposal on these queue lengths, measures to mitigate increases in queue length/capacity, who
will pay for these mitigations and if they will be constructed concurrently with growth. Any costs to expand
transfer facilities should be included in the fiscal analysis.

Sewer

The SEIS states "The City confirmed that the wastewater treatment demand is within the capacity of the City
wastewater treatment plant, which was designed to accommodate the project,” but no detailed data and
tabulation of existing WWTP capacity, number of connections, residual capacity is provided. The City's WWTP
serves Suncadia, Roslyn and Ronald in addition to the City's service area. By agreement these entities all have
reserved capacity in the WWTP to serve their individual service areas, therefore there is wider interest in
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potential impacts to WWTP capacity than just within the city itself. A doubling of the City's population, and
presumably a doubling of its flows to the WTP, is significant. A WWTP expansion, if it were ever needed to
accommodate growth, would be extremely expensive. The City apparently has data that led it to conclude that
sufficient capacity exists to serve the proposal. The SEIS should include this data.

Comments on Fiscal and Economic Analysis

The fiscal analysis does not include all of the costs needed to accommodate the proposal. It includes estimates
of increased personnel and operating costs for the City and special purpose districts serving the area but does
not include the cost of capital improvements/expansions/equipment needed to support the proposal. As
examples (but not a complete list):

Per the SEIS between 10 and 15 intersections will need to be improved to meet level of service standards. The
cost could easily reach $10 to $15 million (or more). The developer appears to be proposing funding a very
small portion of this amount. If that is accurate, presumably the city/county will be required to fund the
remainder, either from the general fund or via bonds (increased taxes). This is a significant cost which should
be included so the public and decision makers can assess impacts.

Per the SEIS school populations will increase by 20% to 30% exceeding the capacity of current school
facilities. How will these new students (and the 12 to 23 new teachers) be housed? The SEIS provides no
details. New schools or school expansions are very expensive (many millions of dollars, or tens of millions if
new schools are required). This is a huge undisclosed impact. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund
school expansion so presumably the public will need fund it, cither from the general fund or via bonds. This
cost should be included and analyzed to determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the
school expansions or if a general tax increase is necessary.

Per the SEIS the size of the police force will need to double. Facility improvements and equipment additions
will likely be needed to accommodate a doubling of the police force, but no details or costs are included in the
SEIS. It appears the developer is not proposing to fund police facility expansion so presumably the public will
need to fund it, either from the general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed to
determine if increased revenues from the development will pay for the police facility and equipment expansions
or if a general tax increase is necessary.

The SEIS Section 3.14 states that the Cle Elum transfer station is currently operating at capacity and the
additional stream of solid waste (garbage) from Alt's 5 or 6 would exceed the current capacity requiring
expansion of the facility. The cost of this expansion is not reported in the SEIS fiscal analysis. It appears the
developer is not proposing to fund this expansion so presumably the public will need to fund it, either from the
general fund or via bonds. This cost should be included and analyzed to determine if increased revenues from
the development will pay for the facility or if a general tax increase is necessary.

As the land use process progresses the City's responsible officials will determine what costs or improvements
can be assigned to the project developer, which will be funded by the City's general fund, which will be funded
by new bond issues (increased taxes), which will be funded by special purpose districts, etc. but unless all the *
capital facility and equipment costs are included and the bottom line cost accurately tabulated, the SEIS will not
adequately disclose the true impacts and the public and city officials will not be adequately informed. The SEIS
Fiscal analysis should include all costs required to serve the project.

Comments on TENW traffic report (Note: comments are provided on the transportation source document, but
not specifically on the transportation section of the SEIS. However, all comments on the TENW traffic report
should be construed to apply to the applicable sections of the SEIS proper)



General - The upper county is not a "typical" urban area. The economy, land use and traffic patterns of the
upper county is primarily driven by recreational use and seasonal tourism. There are a number of statements in
the Traffic report that imply that "standard" engineering assumptions for typical urban development are
appropriate, and that busy weekend peak hours need not be mitigated because they are so short. Heavy seasonal
and weekend recreational use IS the normal for the upper county against which impacts of the proposed project
should be measured. I believe that the traffic impacts for weekday periods is somewhat overstated and that
impacts during peak summer weekend periods are significantly understated. To the extent that the traffic
analysis, and subsequent mitigation assumptions, are based on trip generation/distribution from "typical" urban
areas that are non recreational/tourist oriented, they must be revised to focus on actual area patterns.

Page 5, paragraph 2: The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate for traffic
conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". I don't believe this to be true,
there are no specific engineering standards for mitigation. Requirements for mitigation vary by

jurisdiction. The City of Cle Elum may (or may not) decide to mitigate specific project impacts after viewing
the data. Regarding mitigation for short period impacts, if there was a standard or code as cited, then no
stadium project, event, or other short but significant project would ever be required to mitigate its impacts. The
report should remove references to engineering standards for mitigation.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) and Fehr memorandum (page 2) states the Kittitas County model was calibrated
with 2019 weekday PM traffic counts, but the traffic counts, locations, dates and times gathered, do not appear
to have been provided in the report. This information should be included for public review, as it is not possible
to assess the validity of model predictions without this information. It is well known locally that there are
intersections in the study area that currently operate at LOS F during peak summer periods when I-90 is at
capacity. This does not appear to be reflected in the study as an existing baseline condition.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) states that traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24 were collected in December and
then increased by 64 percent using WSDOT guidelines to estimate peak summer conditions. This is not
accurate and significantly understates existing summer peak period traffic. Intersection 21 (Roslyn -
Pennsylvania and 903) currently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods, not LOS C as shown. Current
wait times significantly exceed the 17 to 20 sec stated in the report and so the impacts of the proposal in future
years are understated. At peak times the traveling public uses local side streets to bypass congestion on 903
through Roslyn, causing impacts to Roslyn residents. The additional traffic from the proposed development
will significantly worsen the situation. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to
verify existing conditions and update the models to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report
project impacts.

Section 2.5 (1st paragraph) traffic counts at intersections 21 - 24: The upper county/Roslyn has numerous
festivals, events and iconic businesses during the peak summer season that are major attractors that significantly
affect traffic patterns, trip generation and parking needs during peak periods. These events have been going on
for many years, some for decades, and are effectively part of the baseline. Surely the proposed development
will similarly be attracted to these events and downtown Roslyn. The trip distribution in the SEIS does not
appear to include this attractiveness, and the trip distribution to Roslyn during peak periods seems very
understated. The SEIS consultant team should meet with City of Roslyn staff to verify existing model
distributions and update to accurately reflect existing conditions and accurately report project impacts.

Section 2.5 Future ‘Baseline’ Traffic Volumes - The I-90 Snoqualmie Pass East widening project appears to be
inducing more traffic and growth in the Upper County area (both permanent residents and recreational use), and
with the next phase to Easton underway this is likely to accelerate. Do the traffic growth assumptions include
this induced growth as baseline? What magnitude was assumed?

Section 2.6 Existing Intersection LOS, Table 7 - As noted above the LOS at intersection 21 is not LOS B. It
6
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frequently operates at LOS F during peak summer periods.

Section 2.6, Page 25 last paragraph - The report states "it is not standard traffic engineering practice to mitigate
for traffic conditions that only occur for a few hours a week during the summer months". See comment above,
this statement should be removed from the report.

Pages 28 & 29, Future baseline conditions - Intersection 21 currently operates at LOS F. Report should be
revised accordingly

Sections 3.4 & 3.17, Trip Generation: For both Alternatives 5 and 6 it appears that trip generation for the
residential portion assumes typical Urban type development trip generation patterns where peak trips are to and
from employment centers during PM peak hours. However, upper county does not follow typical Urban
Development patterns as noted above. It is likely that either Alts 5 or 6 will contain significant amounts of "2nd
houses" for weekend use and rental (unless prohibited by deed restriction). This weekend use pattern will drive
up the trip generation to and from the site during the Friday and Sunday peak periods and so the analysis as
currently completed may well understate the impacts of the proposal during these periods. The analysis should
be revised accordingly.

For Alternative 6 RV resort see General Comments on RV Resort above. The parameters and statistics used to
assess RV Resort impacts are based on much smaller RV parks. Additional data based on facilities of similar
type and size should be provided to verify model assumptions.

For Altemative 6 RV resort, what is the basis for trip generation? I could not find a separate trip generation
table for the RV resort in the report and it appears that weekend trips to the resort by RVs are

understated. Unless specific studies are provided to the contrary, it would seem logical to assume that many, if
not most, RV sites will turn over on weekends, significantly driving up the trips and impacts.

Before a new supermarket is built in the proposed commercial center (2031), the only full service supermarket
in the upper county is Safeway at W 1st st and Douglas Munro Blvd. Being the only supermarket, it is a major
traffic attractor and its "attractiveness" could be understated by standard ITE criteria. The effect is magnified
by the recreational use patterns as many weekend visitors stop at the Safeway before continuing, to their
ultimate destinations, particularly on Friday afternoon/evenings. Has this clearly known effect been included in
the models? If the traffic analysis assumes that a supermarket in the commercial area will reduce offsite
impacts then there should be a specific timeline and commitment by the developer to have the new supermarket
constructed at a specific date. If the timing of a new supermarket will be allowed to be driven by market
conditions, then the study should provide clear justification for any timing that is assumed.

Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.14 & 3.15, Roadway Network, Site Access and Circulation: While the site is located in the
City's urban growth area, it is essentially "disconnected" from the City proper. The SEIS should study the
possibility of extending a new arterial road from the residential portion of the site directly to Douglas Munro
Blvd. to provide direct connectivity to the City's primary Urban Area, businesses, services, a second access to I-
90 as well as access to the future low cost housing site (which currently has no access point shown on the site
plan). It would also reduce impacts to Roslyn, Ronald and other residences along 903.

Sections 3.6, 3.7, Future Intersection Volumes / LOS - The impacts at Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in
Roslyn) are understated - see above

Table 23, Page 57, Site Access LOS Summary - Table 23 shows that every project entrance will fail during
summer peak periods. Bullfrog Rd and 903 are critical ingress/egress roads for the region, for both residents
and weekend visitors that come and go from I-90 to up valley areas. It is the "Front Door" to up valley

areas. The traffic report should detail what these LOS failures actually mean for the traveling public headed up
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valley but not going to the project, what level of congestion, length of queues and delays on the main road, etc,
To the extent that new congestion on Bullfrog and 903 caused by the project makes it more difficult to proceed
up valley this will result in significant impacts and should be disclosed (and mitigated). Congestion that
degrades the experience of weekenders headed up valley WILL impact up valley towns and businesses.

Section 3.8 & 3.19 - Have WSDOT or Kittitas county been consulted about replacing stop controlled
intersections on SR 903 and Bullfrog Rd with roundabouts to match existing facilities that abut the

project? Current WSDOT guidelines generally show a preference for roundabouts at all new access points of
major developments. Roundabouts at site access points should be included in the study.

Section 4 - Mitigation Measures: Impacts, and mitigations, for all weekend peak periods should be included
(see above).

Contribution of funds based on the project's calculated proportional share of impacts is not adequate, or
effective, mitigation unless the contribution is made to an actual Public Capital improvement project that is
scheduled for construction prior to or concurrent with the timing of the impact (concurrency). Partial funding
that does not result in road or intersection projects being caused to be built does not mitigate project

impacts. To mitigate project impacts in fact and maintain a reasonable concurrency four options are available:

1. The project is responsible to construct the improvements necessary to maintain adequate levels of service on
affected roads as the development is built out;

2. The project can partner with other developers or municipalities to construct necessary improvements in a
timely way;

3. The project can wait until necessary improvements are constructed by others and road capacity actually exists
to proceed;

4. If an affected jurisdiction has a Capital Improvement Plan that includes construction of necessary
improvements, the project can contribute to it (and accelerate needed elements) so that improvements are
concurrent with impacts. Note that any solution that includes the expenditure of public funds to construct
improvements needed for the development to proceed and require new taxes to do so, constitutes a financial
impact on the public that must be analyzed and disclosed in the SEIS.

The impacts to Intersection 21 (903 and Pennsylvania in Roslyn) are understated and mitigation by the project
should be required. The developer and City should meet with the City of Roslyn officials to work out
acceptable mitigation.

The project should be required to extend an arterial to Douglas Munro Blvd. to provide and alternative route
from the project to the City center.

Table 23 shows that virtually every project entrance will fail to meet level of service criteria during summer
peak periods causing significant congestion on adjacent roads, yet no mitigation is proposed. The project
should be required to mitigate ALL impacts during peak periods. Roundabouts should be studied.

Comments on Sec 3.8 Aesthetics/Light & Glare

The developer is proposing a 100 ft buffer along most of the Bullfrog Rd. Corridor. For locations 3a, 3, 5 and 6
the SEIS states that views of the RV Resort ".... would be completely blocked ...... by the density of the existing
trees associated with the approximately 100-foot on-site forested buffer that would be retained along the
perimeter of the site in this area". This is factually incorrect. Views of the RV site will not be completely
blocked by a 100 ft buffer. Evidence to this fact is available by just driving the corridor and looking through
the trees. Additional evidence is that the Suncadia golf course is visible from Bullfrog Rd, in part, even though
Suncadia provided a buffer of 400+ ft. of similar density trees. A better reflection of the impact of a 100 ft.
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buffer between 47 degrees North and Bullfrog Rd. would be the existing development in the vicinity of the Fire
District #7 fire station, which is clearly visible through the current 75 ft +/- tree buffer.

For locations #7 and #8 the SEIS states "Views of proposed development on the site (e.g., single-family
residential uses) would be completely blocked from view by the intervening approximately 500-1,000-foot open
space/buffer that would be retained along the perimeter of the site in this area. These view locations look across
the 250 foot to 300 foot wide cleared power line corridor, so there is substantial reason to believe that this
statement is factually incorrect. The SEIS should include a simulation or modelling of the view of the project
from Bullfrog road in the vicinity of the power line crossing to accurately assess the impact on views.

The proposed 100 ft buffer cited in the mitigations section is not adequate to prevent adverse cultural and
economic impacts. Additional buffer width and/or mitigation should be provided in the SEIS document.

Comments on Sec 3.11 Parks & Recreation

The SEIS Section 3.11-9 states:

RV resort visitors under SEIS Alternative 6 would also contribute to the need for regional, county, and local
parks and recreational facilities, particularly because they are often coming specifically to use the area’s
recreational resources. However, since these visitors would not be permanent, year-round residents, and the
entire proposed RV resort would be considered a recreational amenity, the RV resort visitors are not expected to
place as great a demand on off-site recreational resources as the permanent population in the proposed housing.

The two sentences in this paragraph seem to be contradictory, if the RV visitors come specifically to use the
area's recreational resources, why would they be expected to have less demand than the permanent
population. Without backup data it could easily be argued that the reverse is true. The SEIS should provide
specific analysis or data to determine the actual impacts of the RV Resort on area parks and recreational

facilities.

Section 3.11 provides no analysis of impacts (and mitigations) on Roslyn and Ronald area recreation facilities,
among which are Coal Miners Trail, the Roslyn Urban Forest Mountain Bike Trail system, the Towns to
Teanaway trail system, as well as various Roslyn Festivals and events. Roslyn is a major tourist and
recreational attractor amenity which will clearly be visited by the Residents and RV users in the proposed
project. It is within the 1 mile radius, and the SEIS team made public commitments to analyze impacts to up
valley towns. The SEIS should include analysis of these impacts. The developer and City should meet with the
City of Roslyn officials to define the scope of analysis and impacts on Parks and Recreation facilities in Roslyn
and discuss appropriate mitigation.

Lastly, I understand that the Clty proposes that comments to the SEIS will be addressed in the

FSEIS. Considering the fundamental inadequacies in the SEIS outlined above, the lack of proposed mitigations,
how mitigations will be funded, lack of data on elements of the project, etc, I request that the city do not
proceed straight to FSEIS but rather that the City issue an amended SEIS for additional public review and
comment. Given the size of the project, the magnitude of impacts to the region, the lack of clarity on proposed
mitigations and who will fund them, it is only reasonable and fair for the public to have complete information
on the proposal before it proceeds to the next step.

I appreciate the opportunity to make these comments, if you have any questions or need clarification please feel
free to contact me. If you could drop a quick note to confirm the timely submittal I would greatly appreciate it.

Respectfully submitted,



Tom Uren, P.E.
103 N "E" St
Roslyn WA 98941
206-947-2566
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/ Letter L-100

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Nancy Van Wert <nancyvanwert@gmail.com> E C E E V E
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 8:48 AM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial n A
[
Subject: Community Center 0cl 1 5 020

City of Cle Elum:

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations
under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for 1
a community center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is

fulfilled.

Nancy Van Wert

3581 Summit View Road
Cle Elum, WA, 98922
509-656-4323
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// Letter L-102

SEPAResFonsibleOfficial

From: Joe and JoLynn Wallick <jojoe506@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 10:38 AM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial
Subject: Community center
B / | /1

“The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under
the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community 1
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.”

JoLynn Wallick
509-260-1681

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Letter L-103

SEPAResponsibleOfficial v

_—
From: Wersland <wersfam10@gmail.com> r“‘__# ISR A? :
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 11:53 AM I :
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial 1 , - |
Subject: Community Center lI 0[/:T 217 2}!‘520 |

it Xddivent
To Whom it may concern,
The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under

the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled. The need in

our community is great. Do not let this go any longer.

Sincerely,

Christy Wersland
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Kathi Swanson

Letter L-104

From: Beth Willams

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 11:39 AM

To: Kathi Swanson

Subject: Fwd: Upper County Community Center, and Suncadia's obligation e

Sent from my U.S.Cellular© Smartphone
Get Qutlook for Android

From: Liz Wise <YoungWise @inlandnet.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:48:13 PM

RECEIVE]

i
0CT 14 2020

—

BY il

To: jglondo@cityofcleelum.com <jglondo@cityofcleelum.com>; kenr@cityofcleelum.com <kenr@cityofcleelum.com>;

beth@cityofcleelum.com <beth@cityofcleelum.com>; steveharper@cityofcleelum.com

<steveharper@cityofcleelum.com>; ruston@cityofcleelum.com <ruston@cityofcleelum.com>;
mholz@cityofcleelum.com <mholz@cityofcleelum.com>; Mlundh@cityofcleelum.com <Mlundh@cityofcleelum.com>

Subject: Upper County Community Center, and Suncadia's obligation

Dear City Council member,

I am writing to communicate my belief that the City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal
form, that Suncadia fulfill its obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by
transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community center, to the City of

Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled.

Thank you for your attention,

Elizabeth Wise
206 W Fifth St
Cle Elum, WA 98922
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Letter L-105 ‘//

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Kathy Wyborski <wyborskikathy@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 10, 2020 12:45 PM UCTI 0 2020

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial o/

Cc: Jay McGowan ~ ./ s )
Subject: Suncadia-City of Cle Elum Community Development Agreem qPY\'(Ua/‘ UL

The city of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulffil
its obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land | 4
and $5.8 million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Cle Elum.

Thank you for your attention in this matter,

Kathy Wyborski

231 Sagebrook Lane
Cle Elum, WA 98922
810.580.1314


gbrunner
Line

gbrunner
Typewritten Text
1


Kathi Swanson

Letter L-106
VY,

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Kathi,

Would you be so kind and forward this note to our city council members for me.

Jack Young <jyoung3006@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:48 AM
Kathi Swanson

Suncadia obligation

I could not find a group mailing option on the city website.

Thanks!
Jack Young

Dear council members,

Please represent me and my neighbors and demand that Suncadia fulfill its obligation for a transfer of land to
the city for a new community center and amenities as agreed to. You may have already addressed this situation,

HECEIVE

0CT 15 2020

BY:;;’(Y:'{'(,F; { 4 Jron

but I did not see it in past meeting minutes. Thank you, and know that your community is watching.

Jack Young
Cle Elum resident

1
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Kathi Swanson

e — —— — — _}
From: Alexandra Kenyon <Alexandra@kenyondisend.com>
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 11:15 AM
To: Kathi Swanson
Subject: RE: Suncadia obligation

Yes, I think that’s appropriate. Happy Friday!

From: Kathi Swanson <kathi@cityofcleelum.com>

Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 11:10 AM

To: Alexandra Kenyon <Alexandra@kenyondisend.com>
Subject: FW: Suncadia obligation

Hi, Alex;
When | receive these types of emails, is it appropriate to distribute it to council as requested? Thanks.

Kathi Swanson
CITY CLERK

119 W First Street

Cle Elum, WA. 98922
(509) 674-2262 ext. 103
kathi@cityofcleelum.com
www.cityofcleelum.com

From: Jack Young [mailto:jyoung3006 @gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:48 AM

To: Kathi Swanson <kathi@cityofcleelum.com>
Subject: Suncadia obligation

Hi Kathi,

Would you be so kind and forward this note to our city council members for me.
I could not find a group mailing option on the city website.

Thanks!

Jack Young

Dear council members,
Please represent me and my neighbors and demand that Suncadia fulfill its obligation for a transfer of land to

the city for a new community center and amenities as agreed to. You may have already addressed this situation,
but I did not see it in past meeting minutes. Thank you, and know that your community is watching,

Jack Young
Cle Elum resident



Letter L-107 //

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

=
From: Jock Young <jock_y@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 12:50 PM
To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial
Subject: Community Center

Please do what you can to see that the City of Cle Elum builds a community center on land from Suncadia with money 1
from Suncadia.

Jock Young

206 W 5th St

Cle Elum WA 98922
509 304 8447
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/~ Letter L-108
SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Larissa Zepp <Istuder84@gmail.com> |

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:43 PM ;

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial ! -
Subject: Community Center | 0CT 27 5’-020

“The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill its obligations under
the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and $5.8 million, expressly for a community | 1
center, to the City of Elum. All discussions regarding Bullfrog Flats must cease until this obligation is fulfilled."

Larissa Zepp
Cle Elum
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Letter L-109

Betty J Zierke
706 W 5™ St. Unit B

Cle Elum Wa. 98922

City of Cle Elum
119 W First St

Cle Elum, WA 98922

The City of Cle Elum must immediately demand, in good legal form, that Suncadia immediately fulfill it’s
obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development Agreement by transferring 12 acres of land and 1
$5.8 million, expressly for a community center, to the City of Cle Elum .

Sincerely,
7
Betty J Zierke -/

Property Owner
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Letter L-110

SEPAResponsibleOfficial

From: Mark Randleman <dr.randle1@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2020 3:29 PM

To: SEPAResponsibleOfficial

Subject: Community Center

My name is Mark Randleman. 495 East 4th st. Cle Elum. We moved to Cle Elum in 1978 and raised our family here. |
worked for the school district for 40 yrs. teaching the youth of our community. We need to negotiate very diligently as a
city with Suncadia to perform on there responsibilities of land and monies for a community center. Quality operations 1
are developed through trust in your people and community. There would be no better way to leave a positive impact on
this community than to offer the opportunity of a community center. Suncadia knows this as they have been very
generous in there support over the years. Let’s make this work a priority and it will happen.

Thank you
Mark Randleman

Sent from my iPhone
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VOICEMAIL TRANSCRIPT

Voicemail VM - 1

Trish Griswold
Hi, this is Trish Griswold. 203 Elk Haven Road Cle Elum Washington 98922.
Griswoldtrish@gmail.com is my email and this may not be the appropriate place to do that
but | tried to use the link on your site to email a response and it wouldn't send so | was
gonna leave a message but then | just heard through this and maybe this is more of an
opinion piece, but | am concerned over over-developing our area and we need trails close to
the city and I'm thinking of those close to the cemetery in Cle Elum and also the Washington
State horse park. They’'re well used. There was a grant that was advertised in the paper that
we could've asked to purchase some. | contact both the city and | contact Suncadia and |
wrote a letter to the editor and got no response from anyone but even at this time you
know with COVID and all that, we really shouldn't be spending more time inside but raise
opportunity outside so I'll be willing to do the Grant if somebody knew how to do that.
Anyway I'm sorry if this is the wrong place to put this. Thanks bye.

Voicemail VM - 2

Jack Young
My name is Jack Young. | live at 307 North Wright Avenue in Cle Elum. My email address

Jyoung3006@gmail.com. | am calling and asking the City of Clay Elum to demand that
Suncadia fulfill its obligations under the 2002 Bullfrog Flats Development agreement and
transfer the 12 acres of land and as well as the dollars that was indicated in that agreement
for a Community Center here in Clay Elum. This project should not continue until that is
done and that is my opinion and please stop this project and tell the Cle Elum, as agreed to,
receives the acreage and the dollars. Thank you very much.

Voicemail VM - 3

Darryl Lester S. Chepoda
Hi, I'm Darryl Lester S Chepoda. I've lived here for over 82 years. 441 Pays Road. The reason
I'm calling is in response to your ad in the paper concerning the community center. In the
beginning, the community center where the location seems like it's awkward for town folks.
It seems like it's more of an addition for Suncadia as opposed to the people of Cle Elum. I'm
wondering in my own mind I'd like to see this development and | think it should be
expediently handled and | can't understand why prior city attorneys didn't get that all
transferred into the city as opposed to waiting this long. But anyway we're at that point
now which I'd like to see it to get done like | said | don't think the spot for the community
center is advantageous to us. Furthermore, | think Sundcadia should develop themselves
into their own city. They do have signage on the highway indicating Sundcadia. | think they
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Voicemail VM - 8
Carla Scoon

Hi my name is Carla Scoon. | live at 811 Columbia Avenue North in Cle Elum, Washington.
My phone number is 509-312-7000. My email address is wolfsave@hotmail.com. And my
comment is with regards to the agreement that was entered into over 18 years ago
between Suncadia and the City of Cle Elum to provide a community center to the city of Cle
Elum. This agreement involves transferring 12 acres of land and 5.8 million dollars in order
to facilitate this community center. | am in support of it. | have been waiting for this a long
time. | think it would be of great benefit to our community because we have youths here
specially that needs a place to come together and meet to avoid meeting at other places
without supervision and some youths are not involved in sports or they may not excel at
their studies. However, they need social interaction, a place where they can come and be
together. Plus, this would also aid the community in providing a place for community
events. So, | would like very much for the City of Cle Elum and Suncadia to move ahead now
before any other major changes are made by Suncadia and to perform in a legal agreement
what they have agreed to previously. It’s been 18 years and it’s time to do something now
legally to keep this contractual agreement. So they need to perform. The parties need to
perform. That’s what | am saying. And | thank you very much for this opportunity to speak.
Thank you, goodbye.
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