Southgate Comments on KXLY SEPA
March 23, 2017
The development of the KXLY property in the Southgate District Center is a critical project in
further implementing the overall goals of the Southgate Neighborhood Connectivity and Open
Space Plans. The review of this SEPA application and the subsequent mitigation required of the
applicant should be aligned with the concepts of the City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan and
Southgate District Center Integrated Site Plan as they relate to creating the envisioned
character and function of a pedestrian-oriented district center. As such special attention needs
to be paid to the accuracy and impacts of this development (and associated background
projects) on the transportation in and around the Southgate neighborhood.
We have reviewed the submitted SEPA application and the referenced Transportation
Operations Study and provided comments or requests for clarification that we would like to see
addressed prior to the Notice of Application and request for public comment. We thank you for
the opportunity to review this application and look forward to the responses to our comments
and concerns.
Section A - Background
Question #3: Address
Parcels said to be covered by this application are listed as 34041.0038 which is the parcel
number of the approximately 2 acre city-owned parcel recently to be purchased by KXLY. The
larger KXLY parcel that was subject to the Developer Agreement is parcel 34041.9077.
Shouldn’t the larger parcel also be listed on this application since the bulk of the development
will take place in it. We recommend that this SEPA include the park parcel that will have major
work done by KXLY. That parcel number is 34041.0037. Finally, KXLY’s western property
(Parcel number 34041.9078) is listed in the title of the project on the SEPA application.
Shouldn’t it be included in this application as well? Since SEPA is supposed to be a
comprehensive system, we think that all parcels that will see major development work should be
listed in the application.
Question #13 - Does the proposed action lie within the Aquifer Sensitive Area (ASA)
The applicant answers “unknown”, however a look at SMC 17A.020.010 shows ASAs defined
as, “That area or overlay zone from which runoff directly recharges the aquifer, including the
surface over the aquifer itself and the hillside areas immediately adjacent to the aquifer. The
area is shown in the map adopted as part of SMC 17E.050.260.” I could find no map in the
referenced SMC, but a search for “Critical Areas” leads to the County’s Critical Aquifer
Recharge Area (CARA) Map (SC 2012, retrieved from https://www.spokanecounty.org/
DocumentCenter/Home/View/3856, March 7, 2017) dated September 2012 shows that this
parcel does sit in a “highly susceptible” area. This property also sits within the “Moran Prairie
Special Drainage District” as designated in SMC 17D.060.130. The application should be
revised to reflect the property’s status as a CARA site and conform to any requirements for
development in these areas.
Question #14 - CARA Supplement
As noted above, this location is a high susceptibility CARA site within the Moran Prairie Special
Drainage District. Their answer to question 14b(1) states that groundwater assessment is
ongoing. This report should be submitted and accepted by the City prior to any SEPA
determination to make sure the current state of hydrology on the site is properly documented to

assure that the stormwater system has the proper capacity and design to mitigate ware-related
impacts on adjacent and downstream landowners. Special attention and notification should be
given to the residents of the Red Hawk PUD located directly to the southwest of this proposed
development. Historically high water levels in this area have required the developer of that PUD
to change the housing designs (removing basements) and standing/slow draining water is
already an issue raised by homeowners in the development. They are very concerned that
removing downstream filtration by increasing impervious surfaces will adversely affect drainage
in their PUD. Per the Moran Prairie Special Drainage District, developers need to address
drainage issues on adjacent or down slope properties.
Section B - Environmental Elements
Question #1e - Fill and Grading
The applicant says they are unaware of the type, area, and quantity of filling, excavating, and
grading that will be required. Discussions with representatives of the developer indicate that
over 10’ of fill may be needed in places to level the site for the proposed development. More
detail should be provided by the applicant prior to any SEPA determination so impacts on the
surrounding road system created by heavy truck and equipment traffic importing or exporting fill
material can be ascertained.
Question #1g - Percent of Impervious Surface
The percent of the site to be covered by impervious surfaces is something that can be estimated
now given the draft site plans shown as part of the design review process. This answer should
be revised to reflect the final “preferred site plan” shared with the Design Review Board.
Question #6a - Types of Energy
Applicant states they don’t know what kind of energy will be used to meet the final projects
needs. The current site plan indicates that just electricity and gas will be used, there is no
indication that solar, wind, or geothermal will be used. Applicant should provide a more detailed
answer.
Question #8 - Land and Shoreline Use
Question #8a seems to incorrectly describe parcel land use and adjacent land uses. This needs
to be clarified. If we are to take into account all the parcels involved in this proposal, this answer
need to be revised. There is no mention of multi-family residential to the south of the project site
or park land to the west and northwest.
Question #8b misrepresents the current use of the land as agricultural land, specifically as
pasture for cows. 15 acres of grazing land will be converted to paved commercial use.
Question #8c and #8d misrepresent the demolition requirements on the project site. There are
multiple structures including a transmitter building for the broadcast facilities to the west of the
project site. These will need to be demolished and in some cases rebuilt. This answer should be
revised and the City should make sure the developer conforms to the new neighborhood
notification requirements for demolition permits.
Question #8h the applicant states that none of this property has been classified as a critical
area, however this property is designated as a highly susceptible Critical Aquifer Recharge
Area. This answer should be revised.

Question #10c asks how they will control aesthetic impacts. They reference the Spokane City
Development Code, but in addition to design standards in the SMC, this property is also subject
to aesthetic requirements of the KXLY Developer’s Agreement and the Southgate District Center
Integrated Site Plan.
Question #12b
This proposal will displace recreational facilities and their parking. Both losses are planned to be
mitigated and representatives from the Parks Department have said the developer has
committed to replacing those lost facilities before completing the development the commercial
buildings. We would like to verify that this is still the phasing plan: replace lost recreational
facilities before developing commercial property.
Question 14 - Transportation
Question #14f - Trip Generation
The SEPA application references the Traffic Operations Study (TOS) entitled “Southgate - KXLY
Shopping Center” submitted to the city in December 2016. A review of that document brings up
a number of issues. We have arranged our comments based on the sections of that document.
Section 1.1.1
The section of the TOS says the project will include 174,050 sq.ft. of commercial development
which they broke down into 45,000 sq.ft. designated as a supermarket and the remainder being
coded as “shopping center.” This seems to be the same methodology used by the Regal
Commons project further down Regal Street. As was the case with that proposal, there are
specific land uses indicated in the current site plan that could more accurately match the final
use. Specifically there is a high-volume fast food restaurant with a drive thru window indicated
on the KXLY site plan. This use should be estimated with the proper ITE code for Fast Food
Restaurant with Drive Thru Window (943) instead of the more general (and lower impact)
shopping center (820). This is important because impact fees for this project are based on the
number of new PM Peak Trips generated by the development. A high-intensity, auto-oriented
use like a fast food restaurant will change the calculation of that total.
They TOS report also discusses the so-called “airport parking” which they call Boulevard
Driveways. This paragraph mis-represents the neighborhood’s preferences and City code by
stating that the neighborhood wants to develop a boulevard along Regal Street through the
District Center (true) and that the Boulevard Parking is what needs to happen because on-street
parking is not allowed on Regal Street (false). In reality, the neighborhood wants the boulevard
developed to provide the frictional traffic calming that was lost when the City would not meet the
SMC code requirement for on-street parking in District Centers (SMC 17H.010.120(A)). The
airport parking is a design deviation being requested by KXLY to try and meet that code
requirement while also providing street-facing businesses required by the Center and Corridor
Design Guidelines. The lack of on-street parking in the District Center was the subject of an
appeal of the City’s engineering permit for the Target project from Southgate Neighborhood. As
part of a settlement (See Appendix B of this document) to that appeal the City has agreed to
develop treed medians along Regal and Palouse Hwy in the Southgate District Center and to
lower the speed limit along Regal and Palouse Hwy to 30 mph with a commitment to study
lowering it further to enhance pedestrian safety and street character in the Southgate District
Center.
Section 1.1.2 - Project Background

The TOS correctly states that the SEPA mitigation required an impact fee of “$1,057.95 per new
PM peak hour trip generated by the development.” They further break that down to $946.95
dedicated toward funded and unfunded projects in the City Six-Year Comprehensive Street
Program and $111.00 “towards “appropriate traffic mitigation projects”,which could potentially
include the Ray Street crossover.” Two things: the Ray Street crossover is not listed on the SixYear Capital Improvement Plan; and there is no indication where this split distribution comes
from. The quoted text does not appear in the KXLY Developer’s Agreement. We would like that
split of funds clarified.
Section 1.2 - Scope and Methodology
It states that the scope of this study was established in coordination with City engineering
officials…not the neighborhood. Therefore it focuses primarily on vehicular level of service
(LOS) at primarily the PM peak hour timeframe. It seems there is little concern in this report for
non-motorized modes of transportation in alignment with the goals City’s Comprehensive Plan
for Centers and Corridors or the Southgate Neighborhood Connectivity Plan.
Note: Acceptable LOS is determined by the City’s “Transportation Concurrency Level of Service
Standards” policy. The policy document (and the City’s Comprehensive Plan) says that the
acceptable LOS for minor arterials (like Regal) is “E”.
Section 1.2.4 - Methodology, Lane Capacity
This section explains that lane capacity analysis was used as a secondary method for
evaluating traffic conditions. The lane thresholds they used come from SRTC’s Spokane
Metropolitan Transportation Plan. They state that the best approximation from the categories
available in the SRTC’s plan is a 40 mph urban arterial with a capacity of 1,100 vehicle per hour
per lane (vphpl). On a two-lane road like Regal that would result in 2,200 vehicles per hour on
the road. This does not match the design and intended use of Regal.
A quick look at the supplied table from SRTC’s plan shows that Regal would actually be better
defined as an “Urban Arterial - Central Business District”. This portion of Regal runs through a
CC-2 (designed CC-1) District Center with a speed limit of 30 mph. This zoning and speed limit
better match that designation from the SRTC plan and would result in a vphpl of 900 with a rate
of 1800 vehicles per hour. Not drastically different than the original assumption, but more closely
aligned with how Regal is designed to operate. Additionally, the ISP Implementation Memo
(Appendix B) states the city’s support for the neighborhood’s desire the Regal’s speed and
character be brought more in line with other CC-1 Center and Corridor zones in the City with a
commitment to study dropping the speed limit to 25mph in the District Center. This would bring
the vphpl down to 500 as indicated for “Local Street” on the SRTC table. We would like to see
the affect of using a more realistic designation for Regal on the lane capacity analysis.
Chapter 2 - Existing Conditions
2.1 Roadway Network
This section correctly states the existing character of Regal Street as a minor arterial with a
speed limit of 30mph in the city limits. The character does not support the lane threshold used in
the previous section.
2.3.3 - Regal Street Lane Capacity
They say they are currently sufficient, but that southbound Regal between 44th and Palouse
Hwy is approaching capacity. Granted, these numbers are based on their assumption from the

SRTC table that Regal is an Urban Arterial with a 40mph speed limit. As stated above, Regal
should be studied as currently designed (30mph Urban Arterial - CBD), or as desired by the
neighborhood to see the affects on capacity and LOS.
Chapter 3 - Forecast Conditions
3.2.2 - Pipeline Projects
The TOS does list Phase 1 of the Regal Commons project as a background project. However it
appears they got the new net trip number wrong. The Trip Generation Letter submitted by
Whipple Consulting in November 2016 says that Phase 1 will generate 60 net new trips in the
PM Peak Hours, not 49 as listed in this study. That number may also be lower than the real
impact because that calculation uses the new modified City of Spokane rate for “Fast Casual”
restaurants instead of the standard ITE category for Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through
Window. Additionally, since the developer of Regal Commons has submitted full site plans for
this development, the traffic study should include the anticipated traffic impact of that
development. The study does not include the background project and vested traffic capacity of
the Maverick District Center property.
3.2.3 - Project Trips
The study says it uses the ITE rates 850 for the supermarket and 820 for the rest of the KXLY
development. The site plan indicates a drive through restaurant in Pad D and as such that use
should be called out in the trip calculation given its intense use. That would be ITE code 943
(fast food restaurant with drive through window).
The study says that the KXLY project will produce 12,625 ADT with 682 New PM Peak Hour
Trips. After adding the proportional trips to Regal the study says the capacity on Regal north of
44th Ave will climb to 20,800 ADT (the Comp Plan top capacity threshold for a minor arterial is
19,500 ADT). Given the number of large volume background projects there needs to be very
close scrutiny to the final ADT. Traffic is a major concern for residents of Southgate and the
surrounding areas.
The review the future LOS given the increased traffic and conclude that, “all intersections are
forecast to function within acceptable LOS both with and without project development. The
analysis indicates adequate intersection capacity is available to accommodate full development
growth reflected by this study, which include the Southgate-KXLY project and pipeline
[background projects].”
This conclusion is predicated on what may be some faulty assumptions: the SRTC road
category does not reflect how Regal is designed to function (30 mph Urban Arterial - CBD), it
does note take into account all background projects (Phase 2 of Regal Commons and the
vested capacity of the Maverick District Center property), and it excludes the specific highintensity land use of a Fast Food Restaurant with Drive Through Window on both the KXLY
property and Regal Commons. We would like to see if this conclusion still stands when the
models are run with all of the background projects considered with their actual trip numbers and
the correct lane capacity used.
3.3.3 Regal Street Lane Capacity
See above. Their conclusions are based on faulty assumptions about Regal’s capacity. Even
using the more generous capacity figures in the study, they say Regal between 44th and

Palouse would be over capacity by 2022 with or without the project. They suggest the City study
long term congestion relief in this area. We would certainly like to be part of those discussions
as our City-adopted neighborhood plans speak to this issue.
Section 4.2 - SEPA Mitigation Fees
They anticipate generating $721,521.90 in SEPA mitigation fees based on the new PM Peak
Hour Trips generated. They say that will be split as $645,819.90 towards the “City Six Year
Comprehensive Street Program” and $75,702 toward “Specific Project Mitigation.” There is
some discussion of this being subject to a $200,000 credit for KXLY paying Dave Black to help
with the stoplight at Regal and Palouse. That credit would come out of the $645,819.90 since
the stoplight was a CIP project in the South Service Area. So that would leave $445,819.90 for
additional mitigation. How does SNC and KXLY get that money applied toward the city-promised
ROW improvements in the District Center, namely planted medians?
Section 4.3 - Recommendations
They state the City should plan for long-term congestion relief and suggest “The Ray-Street
Crossover is one option the has been discussed. The project would help minimize potential
southbound capacity constraints noted for southbound Regal Street.” The neighborhood has
already submitted comments related to the newly resurrected Ray Street Crossover to the Plan
Commission and City Council (see Appendix A of this document). The neighborhood would like
the City to further study the impact of the crossover versus signalization of 37th and Ray and
37th and Freya. The capacity gains and congestion relief of the crossover as reflected in LOS
may not be any more than just signalizing the two intersections. We would like to see those
models run and compared.
The study recommends using three-quarter driveway access (no left turns out) for the central
driveway of the KXLY site and restricting left turns from the main Target entrance as well to limit
turning conflicts. This recommendation would support the inclusion of a mid-block crossing as
indicated on the KXLY design review submittal which has the crossing connecting the main
Target entrance to the “airport parking” of the KXLY site. This would be a centrally located
pedestrian connection supported by the intent of the zoning and Comp Plan and called for by
the Integrated Site Plan. Additionally, if the SEPA mitigation funds can be used to further
enhance the ROW improvements along Regal Street, the City could meet their obligations
under the ISP Implementation Memo to develop planted medians along Regal Street to act as
frictional traffic calming.
They conclude that this study, “should sufficiently support site-specific GA Concurrency and
SEPA determinations, as to be provided by City planning and engineering officials.” As stated
above, some of the study assumptions may not bear out the impact of this and the background
projects on capacity and LOS along Regal Street.
Conclusion
We believe there needs to be revisions to the models and background projects considered in
the Traffic Operations Study. We also request that the neighborhood be included in
conversations related to proposed mitigations to ensure that proposed projects align with the
goals of the City of Spokane Comprehensive Plan for District Centers and the City-adopted
Southgate Neighborhood Plans. I look forward to your response to our comments and continued
dialogue with the City and the developer as this project moves through the approval process.

Thank you,
Ted Teske, Chair
Southgate Neighborhood Council

Appendix A - Southgate Comments to Plan Commission on Ray Street Crossover

Recent discussions with the City Engineering Department reveal that the City has
revived the concept called the Ray Street Crossover. This would be a primarily autooriented route next to the campus of Ferris High School to speed access of vehicles
from Ray Street to Freya Street and out to the Moran Prairie area. The crossover is
shown on the arterial network on the draft Arterial Plan Map (Map TR12). This project
has also been added to the 2017 DRAFT Capacity Improvement Project List referenced
in Chapter 4 and found in Appendix D of Volume V (pg.41) of the new Comp Plan.
Southgate requests that this specific project be removed from both the draft Arterial
Plan Map and 2017 Draft CIP List.

The crossover concept was abandoned during the Neighborhood Planning process that
took place from 2007 to 2010 because data from the City could not show how this
proposed crossover would improve level of service better than signalization
improvements to the intersections of 37th and Ray and 37th and Freya. For this
reason, and with the concurrence of the then-current Senior Traffic Planning engineer,
the city-adopted Southgate Neighborhood Connectivity Plan does not include the Ray
Street Crossover (see image below). Rather, the Neighborhood Plan suggests

signalization improvements at the intersections of 37th and Ray and 37th and Freya to
better manage the flow of vehicular traffic. This alternative reduces impacts on
Ferris, on Hazel’s Creek and is undoubtedly less costly. The table on page two is taken
from the 2017 Draft CIP List and shows the two signalized intersections are estimated
to cost $500,000 where the crossover would cost $4,056,000 and still require a signal
and intersection improvements at adjacent intersections.
The City recently submitted a Roadway Capacity Justification (RCJ) report to the
Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) in an attempt to justify the
development of the Ray Street Crossover. The RCJ report ignores the Neighborhood
Plan’s recommendations, that is the signal improvements at 37th/Ray and 37th/Freya.
City staff have told neighborhood representatives that they have the ability to run the
transportation model in-house. We request that this model be run and the RCJ report
adjusted to reflect the neighborhood’s preferred solution. The aforementioned 2017
Draft CIP List does include signalization of 37th and Ray and 37th and Freya as
projects in the South region (see below).

Until this occurs, the Southgate Neighborhood requests that the proposed crossover
removed from the Arterial Map and 2017 Draft Capacity Improvement Project list until
such time as sufficient studies have been done to address the improvements desired
in the neighborhood plan. This removal would support proposed TR Goal E, “evaluate
transportation projects using objective criteria to reflect community standards and
desires.” (Comp Plan, 2017, pg. 4-15)
South Hill Traffic Management: Assessing the Bigger Picture
In the larger picture, the RCJ report and portions of the draft Comprehensive Plan
highlight the need for a more comprehensive assessment of traffic issues on the South

Hill. The Southgate Neighborhood requests a that holistic Traffic Management Study
and Plan be developed. This plan could assess and provide a context for any and all
of the suggested arterial designations and additions on the South Hill:
• The Ray Street Crossover,
• the completion of 44th between Regal Street and Crestline Street,
• and addition of a proposed minor collector between Southeast Boulevard and
Crestline Street.
It would help determine how these individual projects and designations align or do
not align with the goals of the Southgate and South Hill Coalition Neighborhood Plans.
It would help these or any other projects support the existing and proposed
Comprehensive Plan’s call for a “Balanced Transportation Approach” that seeks to first
accommodate the pedestrian and maintain or enhance the character of neighborhoods
and livability for neighborhood residents.

Appendix B - ISP Implementation Memo

