












































































































































































































but little is present in the project area. However, they do tend to concentrate in bays during the spring
and summer (Olney 1975).

Juvenile salmonids are present and migrating through the site area at the same time that bass would be
present (May and early June). The majority of sockeye fry may pass by the site before bass arrive but the
occurrence of chinook and coho smolts is coincident with the expected arrival and metabolic activation
of smalimouth and largemouth bass. L
Structures

LSeveral different types of structures are planned for addition, deletion, or modification as a part of the
proposed marina. These include bulkheads, floating docks, fixed pier structures, and boats. Bulkheads
currently present would remain with the exception of 115 feet of bulkhead at the eastern end of the
harbor that would be removed and replaced with a semi-natural shoreline. With the proposed marina,
there would be a decrease in over-water structure in the inner harbor compared to existing conditions
(Table 16A). This, in association with a net loss of pilings, would be anticipated to be beneficial to
fisheries resources. It is well known that ambush predators such as large- and smallmouth bass associate
with structures such as these (Pflug 1981), although other studies have found minimal association (e.g.,
White 1975). L
The behavioral characteristics of juvenile salmon around piers, docks, bulkheads, and floats are not well
understood. Most of the information comes, with a few exceptions, in the form of anecdotal visual [observations of fish behavior from experienced fisheries biologists. Ratte (1985) observed that pink
salmon fry would swim along the shoreline under a pier rather than travel along the perimeter. However,
the opposite behavior was observed in chinook salmon and chum salmon smolts in Port Gardner and in
Elliot Bay. In those studies (Parametrix, 1984a, 1984b, 1985a, 1985b), chinook and chum smolts
traversed the perimeter of the piers and would not venture underneath even if startled. A fish passage
study at the Manchester fuel pier (Dames and Moore 1993) found that chum salmon smolts confronted
with a relatively high, narrow pier (with good light penetration) would pass under or go around the pier
in approximately equal proportions. The configuration of the Manchester fuel pier probably represents
the transition point in terms of lighting for salmonid under-pier migration, at least for chum salmon. (It
should be noted that the configuration of the Manchester fuel pier is not necessarily similar to the
floating structures and pilings of the proposed marina.) There is no reason to believe that salmon smolt
migratory behavior around pier structures in the estuarine environment during the first week of marine
residence is different from their behavior in fresh water. In both situations, the fish are active migrants.

The limited behavioral observations of salmon around piers suggest that the amount of perimeter of over-
water structure rather than surface area would be a better parameter to assess potential impacts of
predation. Therefore, the perimeter of over-water structures was measured for the existing configuration
of the inner harbor and compared with the proposed configuration. Some of the over-water structures or
objects were deleted from consideration as ambush cover because they were too far from shore. These
included moored barges for the existing condition and the entire detached pier structure in the proposed
design. It was assumed that 10 feet was the maximum striking distance for a bass foraging foray.
Because the existing configuration of structures in the inner harbor is for large objects, the surface area is
large in comparison to the perimeter. The numerous finger piers of the proposed configuration create a
greater perimeter. The perimeter comparison is as follows:
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TRANSPORTATION

The transportation analysis is seriously flawed in several areas: [
Projected traffic delays and density exceeded limits of the simulation program. The existing
analysis is too senously limited to make meaningful projections on traffic volumes and delays.

7 Are there plans for a supplemental study with an improved simulation model that doesn’t hit a
ceiling at a 2-minute wait, and can properly predict flows that involve waits for multiple changes

• of a traffic signal? If not, why not?
• Data is projected on baseline figures from 1993. Traffic volumes in the area, and resulting

8 delays, have increased significantly in the subsequent four years. Would you please include in
the final draft traffic projections recalculated from recent (1997) study figures?

• Although incentives are provided for transit enhancements, no binding requirements are r
9 established for size, handling capacity, location, or access to transit facilities, nor a time table for

L

implementation. What can be done to put muscle in transit requirements, since they are a key

10 component of traffic volume projections? What will traffic impacts be if transit improvements are
not built, or are late?

Other traffic concerns: T
• Both the Burke-Gilman trail and 88th Ave. I Juanita Drive are popular bike routes. What will be L

done to protect bicyclists from the increased traffic on 68th Avenue? when crossing SR522?
How will they be separated from pedestrians and autos? E

12 • Where will the pedestrian bridge be located, and what access will be provided? Is it a -.

requirement or an option?

13 I
. What will the estimated costs and funding breakdown (project? city / county? state / federal

funds) be for traffic improvements?

AIR QUALITY

Samples monitored at Northgate are not relevant to the applicant’s site. The study should be
repeated with samples taken from the projected development site and major arterials in the
downtown Kenmore area. Are there plans to do this? If not, why not?

SHORELINE / FISHERIES

The project has undergone its most sweeping conceptual changes in regards to shoreline impacts.
15 Piers, docks, islands, bridges, and over-water structures come and go, grow and shrink. How can fl

impacts be determined when the proposal continues to change so radically? How much can the Li
plan change before environmental impacts must be reassessed?

H”
Although bass thrive on shaded water, salmonid do not, and are prey of the bass. Since salmon L
populations are endangered or threatened, should not every effort be made to design the site to

16 provide an environment friendly to salmon? What incentives and enforcement processes will come
into play as salmon populations dwindle? What would the impacts of increased human access to
lake and river shorelines be on other forms of life, including salmonid? The requested study should
cover this, taking into account recent scientific studies on salmon populations.
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