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Staff Report

TO: COUNTY COUNCIL

THRU: COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR, PETE ROSE
FROM: COLIN MAYCOCK, SENIOR PLANNER,
SUBJECT: ORCAS VILLAGE PLAN

ISSUE:

Evaluating and making recommendations regarding the Orcas Village Plan

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Mutually exclusive visions of the appropriate development standards have dominated the
recent planning activities. The proposed plan is an attempt to find a few areas of
consensual middle ground where possible. On those subjects where no clear preference
could be determined, the plan hews to proposals that meet the San Juan County
Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of the Washington State Growth Management
Act (GMA).

BACKGROUND:

The Orcas Village Activity Center was identified in the 1998 San Juan County
Comprehensive Plan. Ordinance 11-2000 redrew the village’s boundary and adjusted the
permitted residential density to the current, one unit per 2 acres.

The Orcas Village plan began in 1998, when a group of concerned citizens hired
consultants, Amanda Azous and Peter Fisher to develop a plan. After researching the
issues, meeting with village residents and other interested folks, the consultants published
a plan. This plan focused on visual characteristics and the outright exclusion of many land
uses. Furthermore, the 1999 plan recommended limiting the potential for any new
commercial development in order to minimize the need for parking and to limit traffic.

Following from this foundational document, planners in Community Development and
Planning drafted a number of plans between 2000 and 2007. Personnel turbulence within



the department hampered the finalization of a completed plan. A new round of 8 public
meetings began in July 2007 and finished on March 18™ 2008. Over the course of these
meetings, new development standards were discussed and included in the subsequent
plan.

Along with public input, the appropriate elements of the San Juan County Comprehensive
Plan were given due consideration. In this regard, elements 2 and 3 were the most
apposite and particular attention was paid to 2.2*, 2.3.B% and 2.6.A° from the Land Use
Element and 3.2.A% 3.2.B° and 3.5.N° from the Shoreline Master Program. In addition,
Elements 5’ and 6° were also consulted.

San Juan County Comprehensive Plan Section B, Element 2, 2.2.A General Goal,
subsection 2.2.A.3 maintains that the County should “Direct high density residential and
mixed use development into growth areas and into appropriate activity centers and
residential activity centers to prevent sprawl and relieve growth pressure in the
surrounding rural areas.”

Section 2.2.B Economy subsections 1-6 maintain, among others, that home occupations
and cottage enterprises should be allowed, clearly defined land use designations,
regulations and standards should be developed, tourist related businesses and activities
should be allowed and that new commercial, industrial and institutional uses should be
allowed provided they are “consistent and compatible with the islands natural environment,
community livability and the needs of county residents...”

Section 2.3.B Activity Centers, Policies 2.3.B.1-16 further directs the County’s planning
efforts to ensure that “Such areas allow for the continuance of the existing areas and uses
and for infill in the areas to the level of existing patterns.” This Comprehensive Plan
directive, when taken in conjunction with the definition of a Village Activity Center which
states that Villages “provide some intensive uses and services..., but are not considered
capable of or appropriate for urban level development at this time,” is reflected in both the
proposed Orcas Village land use districts and the allowable uses.

Section 3.2.B Shoreline Master Program, Policies 3.2.B.1-7 directs the County, among
others, to “locate commercial and industrial shoreline uses in already established
commercial and industrial areas;” and to “provide for commercial and industrial uses within
activity centers that are consistent with the underlying and adjacent land use designations
and with the policies of the Shoreline Management Act.” The proposed plan’s land use
districts, particularly the OV Commercial and OV Transportation districts serve these
policies.

RCW 36.70A.070 (5) contains the GMA provisions for areas of Limited Areas of More
Intense Rural Development (LAMIRDS) and details the characteristics of each of the three
types.

! General Goals of the Land Use Element.

2 Activity Centers (including Areas of More Intensibevelopment).
% Subarea Plans.

* Overall Shoreline Goals and Policies, Shoreline.Us

> Overall Shoreline Goals and Policies, Economicdgyment.

® Shoreline Use Policies, Transportation Facilities.

" Housing.

8 Transportation.



Orcas Village is a Type 1 LAMIRD because it has a variety of commercial uses and
residential activities. Type 1 LAMIRDs are authorized by RCW 36.70A.070 (5)(d) (i) —
these areas consist of infill, development or redevelopment of existing commercial,
industrial or mixed use areas. Type 1 LAMIRDs have fixed boundaries that are not
currently allowed to change, the logical outer boundary is determined by the ‘built
environment’ and uses extant in July 1, 1990 or on the date the County decided to plan
under the GMA, which in this case is November 1990.

Prosecuting Attorney, Randall Gaylord’s paper, Issues in the Rural Communities (2003)
details allowed uses in the Type 1 LAMIRD. “The broadest range of possible uses are
allowed under Type 1 LAMIRDS. Industrial, commercial, residential, and mixed uses are
expressly allowed. The nature and extent of the uses permitted in these areas are not
subjecg to the rural visual compatibility and inappropriate conversion requirements of
070c.”

RCW 36.70A.070 (5) (d) (C) states;

Any development or redevelopment in terms of building size, scale, use or intensity
shall be consistent with the character of the existing areas. Development and
redevelopment may include changes in use from vacant land or a previously
existing use so long as the new use conforms to the requirements of this subsection

(5).

The proposed plan and associated development standards interpret the requirement for
future consistency with the character of the existing areas in terms of average building size
and perceived intensity of use.

The GMA also posits 13 separate goals that plans written within its purview are, ideally,
supposed to uphold and further. In the context of the Orcas Village Plan, GMA goals 3,
(Transportation), 4, (Housing), 5, (Economic Development), 6, (Property Rights), and 10,
(Environment), are the most pertinent, however, goals 1, (Urban Growth), 2, (Reduce
sprawl), 7, (Permits), 11, (Citizen participation and coordination) and 12, (Public facilities
and services), are also elemental considerations in determining the validity of the whole
plan.

The most recent series of meetings have shown that the development of an Orcas Village
Plan is a contentious issue. It appears that the primary division is between conflicting
visions of the village, on the one side there is an idea that it is a village which must tolerate
a ferry terminal, while on the other, there is the notion that it’s a ferry terminal that a village
grew up around. And, as befits contentious issues, neither position is entirely wrong.
Certainly without the ferry landing, it's unlikely that existing density of development would
have occurred. That having been said, however, does not gainsay the fact that the village
is now primarily a residential area and homeowners are legitimately concerned about the
impacts of further commercial development in the village.

° Gaylord, Randall. Rural Places: Hamlets, Small iswillages, Crossroads and Residential NeighbmtadJnder
The Growth Management AcApril, 2003, P.5.




Orcas Village Center
Taken July 28, 2005 around 1 p.m. Note the cars in parking lots, cars lined up on the ramp, one car
waiting at the crossing and cars on the road.



A. Population Estimates
Year 2005 Orcas Island Population Estimates

The estimated population of Orcas Island in 2005 was 4,894 or approximately 32% of the
County’s total population and Orcas Village currently makes up 1.5% of the islands’ total.
The growth rate for the island as whole was determined to be approximately 2.2% per year
while average households consisted of 2.13 people. Orcas village covers approximately
111 acres, currently divided into 80 lots of varying size. There are approximately 38
houses and total population of approximately 81 people.

In the proposed plan there are 12 lots that would be zoned commercial. The commercial
zone would cover approximately 12 acres. Of the 12 commercial lots, 10 already have
buildings or other developments sited, 2 of which would be, under the provisions of this
plan, considered built out and one lot that is the site of the Eastsound Sewer and Water
District’s treatment facility. There is only one entirely vacant commercial lot. All but 3 of
the commercial lots are owned by county residents.

The residential district constitutes the bulk of the village, covering approximately 77 acres
and is carved up into 56 lots. Approximately 34% of the residential lots are owned by
absentee landlords. This means that 13 houses or approximately 28 people (34%) of the
current Orcas Village population are non residents. Ultimately this implies that there are
approximately 53 full time residents in the village and 25 full time households.

Provided all other factors are equal, the projected population of Orcas Village will be 100
resident and non resident people by 2020*°, or 66 full time residents. This population
increase would entail the creation of approximately 9 more houses for a village total of 47
homes.

The village commercial district contains approximately 25,000 square feet of built
commercial space or approximately 472 square feet per village resident. As a comparison,
it can be derived from the Eastsound Land Supply Analysis** that the commercial district in
Eastsound contains approximately 243 sq ft of commercial space per Eastsound resident.
Unlike Eastsound, the commercial activities in Orcas Village are primarily focused on
serving the needs of transient consumers such as individuals utilizing the ferry and are, by
definition, service activities. The current commercial activities in Orcas Village include;
restaurants, transient lodging, retail sales and tourist services such as Kayak trips.

Development Potential

Orcas Village LAMIRD

#
Parcels Acres
Total 80 110.89

2 The OFM population projections for GMA purposesyN007 release puts the County’s population &850in
2020. The total population on Orcas is 32% of tred,674 and 1.5% of that gives us 100.
" Eastsound Land Supply Analysis, Feb 2008.



LAMIRD

I. Developed Pa|1rcels with Buildi|ng or Other Improve  ments
A. Developed parcels /w residences
devr 1 ac or less 19 12.79
devr 1-2 ac 13 17.32
devr 2-3 ac 3 7.66
devr 3-4 ac 2 7.02
devr 4-5 ac 1 4.69
devr 5-6 ac 1 5
devr 6+ ac 0 0
Total /w res. de|ve|opment 39 54.48 39| 54.48
B. Developed Parcels /w Commercial
Development
dev c 1 ac or less 8 3.78
dev c 1-2 ac 1 1.2
dev c 2-3 ac 0 0
dev c 4+ 1 4,72
Total /w comm.|deve|opment 10 9.7 49 | 64.18
C. Transportation Lots
dev gov 1 ac. or less 3 1.37
greater than 1
dev gov ac 2 6.48
Total | 5 7.85 54| 72.03
D. Right of Way Parcels
dev row total 1 2.41 55| 74.44
E. Utility
Parcels
dev u total 5 5.02 60| 79.46
F. Parking lots
dev p total 1 .63 61| 80.09
#
Il. Vacant ParcTIs Parcels |Acres
A. Vacant Commercial
Vac ¢ 1 acre or less 0 0
Vac c 1-2 acres 0 0
Vac c 2-3 acres 1 2.26
Vac c 3-4 acres 0 0
Vac c 5+ acres 0 0




2.26

62

82.35

B. Vacant Resi
Parcels

dential

vac

1 acor less

3.77

vac

1-2 ac

10.12

vac

2-3 ac

4.22

vac

3-4 ac
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4-5 ac
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4.3

Total vacant
parcels

17

22.41

79

104.76

C. Marina

Total

6.13

80

110.89

Average
Commercial
Development

2,862 sq
ft

Average
Commercial
FAR

.20

Median
Commercial
Development

1,913.5

Median FAR

.09

Average
Residential
Development

1,744

Average
Residential
FAR

.048

Median
Residential
Development

1,676

Median
Residential
FAR

.039

Il Development Potential

Total

Further
Potential

Residential
Development
Potential

1812

413

22

Commercial
Development

814

buildings

9 new
buildings

17

12 At the existing residential density of one unit pgo acres and allowing one residence per preiggisot.
13f the two residential lots that are larger 4 aavelarger were subdivided to allow for maximursidential
development.



Potential or or
24,000 | 27,000
sq ft sq ft*°
Transportation 12,000 3

Absolute Potential New Buildings™® 42

The approximately 472 square feet of commercial space per Orcas Village resident is less
a reflection of the village residents spending habits, than the thousands of people who
pass through the village on a regular and predictable basis.

According to the 2006 Origin/Destination Onboard Study carried out by Washington State
Ferries, there are approximately 2,400 people passing through the village daily on the
weekend and approximately 1,200 daily during the week. The extent to which the
commercial space has been developed in response to the pass through traffic can be
further refined by considering the relevant numbers coming to and leaving the island. The
Origin/Destination study found that while there had been an overall decline in the number
of riders since 1999, in 2006 approximately 1,311 people left the island on any given
weekend day while 1,060 arrived over the same period. The weekday numbers are roughly
50% lower with an average of 646 people leaving and 543 arriving.

99% of the passengers disembarking at Orcas leave either by motor vehicle or on foot.
The majority of pedestrians are either picked up at the landing or have a vehicle parked
nearby. (50% of weekday respondents have a vehicle at their destination.) 91% of those
disembarking at Orcas do so in a vehicle. All of which implies that once off the ferry the
majority move quickly out of the village to other island destinations.'” This, in turn, when
considered in conjunction with the size of the village population, also indicates that the
village, in and of itself, is not a destination per se but rather a point of disembarkation and
embarkation.

On an average week, Orcas village is host to approximately 10,687 people, 6,982 of which
will spend some time in the village while waiting for a ferry. The Origin/Destination
Onboard Survey notes that the “mean perceived wait time on weekdays in 2006 was 57
minutes” while the “mean perceived wait time for weekends in 2006 was 50 minutes”
(WSF, 5-30). The very basic demographic profile of the ferry passengers presented by the
Origin/Destination Onboard Study, shows the average age of passengers is 48 years old
and the average income for passengers is between 80 and 84 K per annum. This
combination of age and relative wealth'® of the ferry passengers is congruent with the
demographic profile of the County as a whole and, more significantly for the Orcas Village
business community, is indicative of the size of the potentially untapped market and the
desirability of creating new or expanding existing businesses within the village.

14 One vacant Commercial lot of 2.26 acres could ndakelf acre lots, which would equal 8 building8#00 sq ft
each.

15f the 4.75 acre lot, which is the site of an apg@mately 1,000 sq ft building, was subdivided amly commercial
buildings were constructed, provided there weréaht water and sewer capacity.

18 |f each existing unbuilt lot was developed tonitaximum potential. Within the planning horizonstis an unlikely
scenario, development in the Village has been dichih the past 10 years to little more than an esioa of the market,
a stalled cell tower and relatively new house. Dewment is dependent upon the availability of watdrich is limited,
and the ability to meet stormwater and other emwirental requirements.

71 will return to this idea when considering theegtions of traffic and safety.

18 The Office of Financial Management shows thataerage Per Capita Income in Washington in 2006$83s423.
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In addition to the Residential and Commercial zoning districts, the plan posits a
Transportation district which covers 5 lots and approximately 8 acres. The purpose of the
transportation district is to preserve the land currently owned by Washington State Ferries
for purely transportation and transportation related uses. During the summer months,
particularly on or immediately following holiday weekends, the number of cars waiting for
ferries exceeds the amount of space available in the holding lanes and spill out along both
sides of the Orcas Road inconveniencing the residents of Orcas Village. The
Transportation district ensures that the large parcel currently owned by WSF immediately
northwest of the holding lanes, which could be used for taking up the overflow, is guided
toward that use regardless of ownership.

Orcas Village Zone Map



As the Land Use tables below show, within the Transportation and Commercial districts,
residential development would be limited to units that were accessory to allowable non
residential uses. This provision helps to fulfill the directive to develop “mixed use
development” in the San Juan County Comprehensive Plan, Section 2.2.A.3.

Traffic In Orcas Village

The most recent Washington State Ferries Passengers Origin/Destination Study was
carried out between October 14 and November 4, 2006 and studied use patterns
throughout the entire system.

Questionnaires were administered at the peak travel periods, evenings during the
weekdays and mornings during the weekend. The questionnaires had a relatively high
37% return rate and an alternate insert was used specifically for the Anacortes-San Juan-
Sidney corridor.

The Origin and Destination Study*® is one of Washington State Ferries primary documents
for long range planning.” The results of the study helps WSF to match ferry operations
with customer needs, informing the development of Capital Improvement Programs and
providinnga basis from which WSF can work with local communities to manage the traffic
impacts.

The 2006 Origin/Destination Study reveals that overall ridership has been declining since
1999 and that the amount of traffic generated by the ferries in Orcas Village is light relative
to the Orcas Road Level of Service (LOS) of 6,447 Average Annual Daily Trips, AADT?.

People 2,400 per day on the weekend
I. 1,311 leaving (55%)
il. 1,060 arriving (45%)
People 1,200 per day during week
I. 646 leaving (54%)
il. 543 arriving (46%)
Percent in motor vehicles or walking = 99%
I. 97% of all Ferry passengers boarding in Orcas do so via a motor
vehicle, (42% passengers) .
a. 2328 people in motor vehicles altogether on weekend day (978 are
passengers which implies there are 1350 cars altogether)
I. 1259 people in motor vehicles leaving per weekend day (42%
passengers is 529 so, if there is a maximum of 2 people per

9 Given that WSF is a Department of WSDOT and the fxus of the agency is transportation, Staftlaahat WSF
data is likely to be relatively accurate and wéiflect actual travel behavior of residents anda@isito Orcas Island.

% The complete Origin/Destination Survey is avaiabhline at:
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/ferries/planning/odsurveynh

2L Average Annual Daily Trips, is, as the name sutggesmethod by which peaks and troughs in sedéeeands are
rounded up and down to determine a base levelroadd.

22 5ee Orcas Village Traffic and Circulation Studyl,é

% The premise behind this number is that there anmore than two people in a vehicle, 1 driver aqzhdsenger. This
is a conservative number because its apparentitharsignificant number of multi-passenger velsidiher arriving or
departing from Orcas Terminal, however, the Origestination study from which these numbers werévddrdoes not
determine the percentage of multi passenger vehliglaling or unloading.
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vehicle, the total number of motor vehicles coming to Orcas
Village for the ferry is 730).%*

il. 1018 people in cars arriving per weekend day, (91% exit the
ferry in a motor vehicle, 41% passengers is 417, so the total
number of vehicles leaving the ferries on a single weekend day
is 601).

b. 1116 people in cars altogether on weekday

I. 601 people in cars leaving on a weekday, 29.9%, or 180 people
are passengers, so the total number of vehicles boarding the
ferries on an average weekday is 421.

il. 510 people arriving in cars on a weekday, 31.9% or 163 are
passengers, so the total number of vehicles leaving the ferries
on a average weekday is 347.

il. Walking (50% had car parked at terminal)

a. 209 people walking on or off ferry per weekend day
30 people walking on to the ferry per weekend day
il. 68 people walking off the ferry per weekend day
b. 112 people walking on or off ferry per weekday
I. 32 are walking on
il. 23 are walking off

iii. At least 80% of those walking off the ferry who don’t have a car
parked at the landing are met by someone who does.?

On the premise that the Origin/Destination survey is reasonably accurate, it would appear
that on a given weekend day there would be approximately 1331 vehicles passing through
Orcas Village.

Following the same logic, it would seem that on a given weekday there are approximately
768 vehicles passing through Orcas Village.

In addition, if its assumed that 50% of the walk offs have a car parked at the terminal, that
means that on the weekend there are approximately 34 additional vehicles and during the
week an additional 12 moving around and through the village. If we then further assume
that 80% of the remaining walk offs are picked up, this would further add 27 vehicles per
day on the weekend and 10 vehicles per day during the week.

Thus on a average weekend day there are approximately 1392 vehicles passing through
Orcas Village that are either going to the ferry or leaving it.

On an average weekday there are approximately 790 vehicles passing through the village
either boarding or disembarking from the ferry.

So given that the Level Of Service (LOS) is 6447 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) it
would appear that ferry traffic alone, on the weekend takes up about 22% of the road’s
capacity while during the week ferry traffic takes up about 12% of the road’s capacity.

24 |f there are 1200 people in cars, 480 of thenpassengers and there can be no more than 2 peaptapthen the
number of cars must be 1200 — 480 =720 (480 cases tweo people in them and the remaining 240 cavs lbaly
drivers.)

% This premise is not included as part of the Orgid Destination survey but is based on observafigmssenger
behavior at the ferry landing.
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It has been shown there has been a slight decline in traffic (between 5-9% reduction)
across Orcas island. Whether that is a reflection of the increasing numbers of part time
residents, rising fuel costs and perceived as well as actual parking problems, is less clear.
Similarly the Ferry system has noted an 8% decline in the number of passengers travelling
the San Juan Corridor since 1999. The current average is about 4900 people per day.
Which, again, could be attributed to a combination of rising prices and declining year round
demand due to increased numbers of part time residents.

Using the average weekend ferry traffic as the base for further calculation, (1392 vehicles),
and then using the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 6™ Edition, 1997,
Staff made some calculations regarding existing traffic and the potential future traffic at a
maximum buildout scenario.

Currently there are 38 houses in Orcas Village;

a. Trip Generation holds that the 13 recreational (2" homes)
would currently generate approximately 4 trips per day.?®

b. Trip Generation holds the 25 fulltime homes would generate
approximately 239 trips per day.?’

Currently there are 2 restaurants, 1 market, 1 hotel, 1 specialty retail outlet, 1 boat charter
operation and approximately 2 seasonal tourist service operations, (motor scooters and
kayaks).

c. Trip Generation holds that the Orcas hotel will generate, on
average, 99 trips per day.?®

d. Trip Generation holds that the Boardwalk Restaurant
generates approximately 358 trips per day.

e. Trip Generation holds that Enzo’s would generate
approximately 130 trips per day.

f. Trip Generation holds the specialty retail store would
generate approximately 244 trips per day.

g. Trip Generation holds the market would generate
approximately 186 trips per day.*

If the figures from the ferry passenger survey and that of the Trip Generation text are
combined it results in a total number of potential trips per day of 2532 or approximately
37% of the roads LOS capacity.

%6 |nstitute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Getiera 6" Edition, 1997 Vol. 1, p. 484. (Recreational Homes peak
hour of generator).

2" |nstitute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Getiera 6" Edition, 1997 Vol. 1, p 263 (Single Family Detached
Housing).

IBID. Vol. 2. p 512 (Hotel) Trips by room.

29773 AADT generated by existing businesses.
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Traffic at Build Out

Upon review, following the Planning Commission Public Hearing Staff determined that
using the Trip Generation index for a Specialty Retail Center may be more accurate than
the Apparel Retail used in the previous staff reports. Specialty Retail Center was chosen
primarily for the uses implicit in the designation, “Specialty retail centers are generally
small strip shopping centers that contain a variety of retail shops and specialize in quality
apparel; hard goods; and services such as real estate offices, dance studios, florists and
small restaurants.”*

If we presume that the existing businesses remain unchanged and that only the
predominantly vacant commercial parcels were subdivided and developed to the maximum
capacity®* (7 acres), this would create 14 half acre lots and twenty eight 3,000% sq ft
buildings or 84,000 sq ft of commercial space within an area measuring 304,920 sq ft. (To
put this into perspective, the maximum allowable commercial development within the
commercial zone would cover approximately 27% of the developable land.)

If we further presume that the new commercial buildings were an equal mix of retail and
restaurants broadly conforming to the standard laid out for Specialty Retail Center, albeit
not arranged in a strip mall fashion, the commercial district in Orcas Village is small
enough to allow pedestrian access from one location to another, then the 84,000 sq ft of
new commercial development would bring in a further 3360 trips per day, for a total of
5892 trips per day.

If we also presume that residential development is maximized for a further 9 houses, of
which, 3 are 2" homes, then there will be an additional 81 trips per day for a total of 5973
trips per day.

As noted above the current LOS on the Orcas Road and Killebrew Lake Road, the two
roads that service these parcels, is an AADT of 6,447. Within the framework of this build
out scenario then, the additional development would not lead to a decline in the current
LOS.

If, however, the conservative presumption is made that only 60% of the business
customers are parked within the ferry holding lanes, the amount of AADT generated at
commercial buildout would be an additional 1653** by 2020 with a total of 4266. This
means there would be an excess capacity on the road of 66% or an AADT of 2181.

Given that 91% of the Village traffic is directly tied to the ferries, if we presume that 91% of
all customers of the potential commercial development parked their cars in the holding
lanes then, the total AADT generated by the commercial area at buildout would be 536. If
combined with the projected AADT 3,519 and projected household traffic 279 would

* This is presuming that the businesses attradidrmitirely independently of the ferries, a pregtion that is not only
patently untrue, but one that is innately conséveas it raises the base level of the traffic.

31 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Getiera 6" Edition, 1997 Vol. 2, P.1223.

% The maximum capacity scenario presumes that theud be enough water available, a premise thanligely on

its face.

33 A total of 6,000 sq ft of constructed space ol &cre lot (21,780 sq ft) is the equivalent t&2Ibt coverage.
344133 AADT by all businesses in 2020, current aeer,minus 60% (2480) = 1653.

% Derived from the 2001 Traffic Study by projectia®.5% growth rate.
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create a maximum AADT by 2020 of 4,334, which would allow for an excess capacity on
the road of approximately 32%.

It should be noted that in order to reach the maximum AADT approximately 65% of the
islands’ population would have drive to Orcas Village everyday.

The Trip Generation texts can only offer the broadest of brushes to project the traffic
impacts of business and home development in Orcas Village over the next 12 years. The
primary difficulty of relying on these texts is that they do not, and cannot, take into account
the most salient characteristic of Orcas Village itself; that it is a collection of houses and
businesses grouped around the island’s only commercial ferry landing and that ferry traffic
makes up approximately 91% of traffic in and through the village.

The 2001 Orcas Village Traffic study undertaken by Earth Tech and overseen by the
Department of Public Works has been unfairly characterized as derived from a single days’
data. Unfortunately, not detailed in the plan’s Appendix H, which could be expected to
contain a summary of the different studies that were used to develop the plan, was the fact
that for every week between November 2000 and November 2001 the county collected
traffic data from a counter placed at mile post .75. The analysis of the entire years weekly
traffic counts are the basis for the study’s AADT calculations, and should stand up to the
most rigorous scrutiny.

Road Safety

As a corollary to the weight of pedestrian and vehicle traffic flowing through the village, a
great deal of concern has been expressed at public meetings regarding the safety of travel
along the Orcas Village road. As expressed, the concern centers upon the cars parked
often on both sides of the road north of the ferry lane turn off and the potential for
accidents the improperly parked cars present. This particular safety issue is often deployed
as part of the rationale for limiting commercial development in the Village core to the 2,000
sq ft, 20 ft high buildings proposed in previous plans.

While at first glance, this appears a legitimate concern and thus a potential reason for
limiting the amount of commercial development in the village, however, the facts detailed
below point to a different interpretation of the extent of the danger.

According to the Sheriff’'s department there have been 23 accidents between 0 and 1 mile
(including three in the immediate vicinity of the one mile post) of the Orcas Road since
1990. Of those accidents:

7 were Animal related

2 were Environmental

1 was Medical

2 were related to Alcohol

11 were attributed to driver error

Of those 11 attributed to driver error, 5 are directly attributable to ferry traffic, and involve
striking either parked or stopped cars, one entailed a tractor trailer getting out of lane a
striking a parked car and one was caused when a driver parked on the hill and left the
handbrake off.

14



As noted above there have been approximately 5 accidents on this stretch of road
between 1990 and 2007 that are obviously directly related to ferry traffic. The nature of the
accidents bear this out, there were 2 collisions with parked cars and 3 collisions with
stopped cars.

The analysis of road systems encompasses a wide variety of factors, (mechanical factors
such as width, pitch, state of repair, sightlines and surface; environmental factors such as
temperature, wind, animals, rain, snow and fog; human factors such as drivers experience,
type of vehicle, state of mind and level of distraction), that, in this case, makes assessing
the safety or the extent of risk posed by a given stretch of road a remarkably complex
procedure. One method used by Washington Department of Transportation is to determine
the average number of accidents per million miles traveled within a given jurisdiction.
WSDOT holds that the San Juan County average is 3.3 accidents per million miles
traveled.

Taking the 2001 AADT 2,113 as constant for the 17 years for which the County has
accident data equals 771,245 trips along this stretch of road per annum or a total of
13,111,165 trips in 17 years.

If the stretch of road under consideration is expanded to include the mile 1 marker and all
23 accidents reported over 17 years are considered (1.35 accidents per annum), then if
the same calculation is made then it can be seen that 23 accidents divided by 13,111,165
miles traveled equals 1 accident every 570,050 miles or approximately 1.5 accidents per
million miles traveled or approximately half of the County average.

While these considerations do not constitute absolute proof that this stretch of Orcas Road
is 1 and ¥z times safer than other roads in the County, they do not support an interpretation
that there are conditions particular to the village that pose a greater than normal threat to
the health and well being of the residents or people passing through.

Traffic Impact of Opal Housing

A separate but related concern about traffic has been voiced regarding the potential traffic
impacts on the single track Orcas Hill Road, if the proposed 12 unit Opal housing project is
constructed on the properties currently owned by the group.

Currently there are 15 residential parcels indirectly serviced®® by Orcas Hill Road, 10 of
which have residences, 6 of which are full time. The most recent traffic count for Orcas Hill
road is from 2000 and shows a 76 AADT. This is the equivalent of 1 car every 20 minutes
on Orcas Hill Road. As noted above, the Trip Generation text holds that single family
residences generate 9 trips per day, if we use that number, the 2000 AADT overstates the
number of daily trips by 22. As this difference could account for the part time residents,
staff proposes to use 76 AADT as the base for the remaining calculations.

The proposed OPAL development would consist of 12 units along at the top of Orcas Hill
Road and would add, in the worst case, 108 average annual trips per day to this road,
bringing the total to 184 AADT or approximately one car every 8 minutes. Although there is
no Level of Service assigned for this road, and thus no categorical means to determine

% There are two private roads that feed into Orcéiséad and the residences are directly servicgthk private roads.
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whether an AADT of 184 would exceed acceptable standards, the 1997 Highway Capacity
Manual describes the C Level of Service characteristics for unsignalized minor streets as
regularly creating a wait of between 15 and 25 seconds at the intersection with traffic
characteristics of “Average traffic delays. There is often more than one vehicle in the
queue. Drivers begin to feel constricted.”’

Given that the current AADT of 76 is effectively 1 car every 20 minutes, Staff holds that
this would constitute an LOS of A, and that the addition of the traffic generated by the Opal
housing cluster would reduce the LOS to no lower than a C. Having said that, Staff also
contends the single track road requires a greater than average amount of caution while
traversing and posting a 20 mph speed limit should be reviewed by the County Engineer.

The development of an Orcas Hill Road improvement program to be included into the
annual 6 year transportation plan should also be considered.

PARKING

Over the years and throughout the different draft plans, there has been a consistently
expressed concern regarding the existence and future provision of parking space within
the Village. The issue, as expressed, is not limited to the summer months when ferry
overflow parking straddles the Orcas Road north of the ferry holding lane entrance and
sometimes may stretch down the hill and out of the village, but also includes short and
long term parking along Killebrew Lake road. In essence, cars parked anywhere beyond
the Ferry parking lot and the parking lot north of the Post Office are perceived as out of
place or inappropriately positioned. On Killebrew Lake Road, immediately east of the
market, there are a number of short term parking spaces, (15 minutes-2 hours) that are
consistently used by people making longer trips by ferry to other islands or the mainland.

The long lines of cars north of the ferry holding lane entrance are particularly pronounced
following national holiday’s such as Memorial Day, Labor Day or the Fourth of July. At
these peak periods it is possible for people to be waiting for up to three sailings
(approximately 9 hours) if not longer before they get on a boat. In consultation with the
WSF and the Terminal Contractor, Staff has determined that overflow conditions occur
between 15 to 25 times a year. Some overflow parking/holding may last a few hours while
on other occasions it may be much longer. There are approximately 5 parcels within the
village that abut the Orcas road in this area and are thus immediately affected by the
parked cars and their attendant passengers, there are a further 4 parcels that do not abut
the road but are serviced by private roads that open on to it. These parcels are on the
water side of the road, there is only one parcel on the landward side in this area and it is
currently undeveloped and owned by Washington State Ferries.

There are, then, two separate but related issues, inadequate enforcement of existing
parking regulations within the village and the inadequate provision of holding space for
ferry passengers at peak periods. Regarding the latter, the obvious inconvenience caused
by blocked access to houses, or reduced visibility when pulling out onto Orcas Road, or
the noise generated by large numbers of people whiling away the time should not be taken
lightly. As noted above, however, there is no evidence to suggest that there exist
circumstances that require additional safety precautions, furthermore, it is clear that the
village exists, both now and historically, as the point of embarkation or disembarkation for

%'See http://www.ci.battle-ground.wa.us/docs/trapstesn_plan/appendix.pdf
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the ferries (among other attendant maritime industries) so any action that might hamper
this function would be counter productive.

That having been said, clearly it is in the best interests of the residents of Orcas Village, as
well as the residents and visitors to Orcas Island that additional parking spaces/holding
lanes are constructed sooner rather than later. The construction of additional parking
spaces/holding lanes will require joint action by the County and WSF. In order to meet this
need the plan proposes the creation of Transportation district®® to encourage the

development of the parking spaces/holding lanes.

In addition, Staff recommends amending the proposed Orcas Village Plan to include the

County’s support for the introduction of a reservation system recently floated by WSF. The

introduction of a reservation system would, following the inevitable disruption caused by
the initial learning curve, minimize the need for overflow parking alongside Orcas Road in

the future.

Development Standards

The proposed Orcas Village Development Standards are detailed in the following table and

notes;
Orcas Orcas Village | Orcas
Development Standard Village Commercial Village
T(Gr)ansportation Residential
Minimum Setback 3%
Front or Road (feet)® 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft
Rear or Side (feet) 15 ft 10 ) 10 ft
Maximum Building Dimensions
Building Footprint © 2,000 sq ft 3,000 sq ft 3,000 sq ft
Building Floor Area ® (sq ft) 4,000 sq ft 3,000 sq ft 4,000 sq ft
Height (ft)"°1H) 28 ft 28 ft 28 ft
Cumulative Building Floor Area Per Lot | 12,000 sq ft 6,000 sq ft 4,000 sq ft
Minimum Lot Size 2 acres Y acre N.A. %)
Minimum required open space or 10% 10% 30%
landscaped area”
Abbreviations:
N.A.: Not Applicable; sq ft: square feet
Notes:
1. Setbacks from roads shall be measured from the margin line of the road

right-of-way. This measurement shall be to a line parallel to and measured
perpendicularly from the appropriate line. Side and rear setbacks are

% The Transportation Related district will be manyf discussed below.




10.

measured from the edge of the property in the same manner as street
setbacks. Also, see note 10, below.

Fences are exempt from setback requirements, except when they impair
sightlines at intersections, as determined by the County Engineer.

Setbacks do not apply to mail boxes, wells, pump houses, bus shelters,
septic systems and drainfields, landscaping (including berms), utility
apparatus such as poles, wires, pedestals, manholes, water pipes, water
valves and vaults, and other items as approved by the administrator.

Road right-of-way setbacks may be waived, at the discretion of the County
Engineer, when the presence of shoreline setbacks, property lines,
topography or other restrictions make it unreasonable to construct a structure
without encroaching into the road right-of-way setback.

Road setbacks from Orcas Road, west of the ferry landing, shall include a
buffer of natural vegetation and grade of at least 10 feet on the waterside
where possible and to the top of the slope on the landward side.

Transportation related commercial activities, on TPN262111011°°, excluding
parking, cannot exceed a cumulative floor area of 12,000 sq ft. subject to all
development standards, i.e. Building size cannot exceed 4,000 sq ft and may
not be closer than 30 lineal feet to the footprint of an adjacent building. All
construction on this parcel or subdivisions thereof must maintain a minimum
75 foot buffer of natural vegetation along the outer perimeter of the parcel's
current configuration. This buffer shall be maintained in such a manner as to
minimize the visual impact of the onsite development.

The minimum side and rear setbacks shall be 10 feet.

Building Footprint will be determined by the horizontal area enclosed by the
exterior wall line and contiguous roofline excluding porches and decks that
extend no more than 10 feet from exterior wall line that is closest to the
average or natural grade. Porches and decks that extend more than 10 feet
from exterior wall line or exceed 300 sq ft cumulatively will be included in
overall footprint.

Building Floor Area: will be determined by the entire horizontal area enclosed
by the exterior wall line and contiguous roofline excluding porches and decks
that extend no more than 10 feet from exterior wall line. Porches and decks
that extend more than 10 feet from exterior wall line or exceed 300 sq ft
cumulatively will be included in overall floor area.

Chimneys, smokestacks, fire or parapet walls, ADA-required elevator shafts,
flagpoles, utility lines and poles, skylights, communication sending and

% This parcel is currently owned by WSF, and is tedammediately northwest of the ferry holding lanne future
use of which has been the subject of some condehe willagers. It is zoned Transportation and piken serves to
encourage the development of parking or holdingespéy allowing some commercial or governmentas tisde
constructed, within the parameters defined aboseeler, the permit would be conditional on the jBin of those

spaces.
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receiving devices, HVAC and similar equipment, and spires associated with
places of worship are exempt from height requirements.

11.  Structures used for the storage of materials for agricultural activities are
exempt from maximum building height requirements.

12. A height bonus allowing a maximum height of 32 feet will be granted for
those buildings with a minimum roof pitch of 6:12.

13. Residential development is limited to one (1) residential unit per two (2)
acres, unless part of an approved rural residential cluster; an approved PUD;
an Accessory Dwelling Unit either present at the time of adoption or
developed subject to the regulations, policies and restrictions of Ordinance 7-
2006 and Ordinance 12-2007; or a residential lot platted prior to the adoption
of Ordinance 11-2000.

14.  Open space must be maintained in its natural condition, in agriculture or
forestry use, or landscaped according to SJCC 18.60.160.

The standards were developed through both a public process and an analysis of the
square footage of buildings within the village on file in the San Juan County Assessors
office. The standards above®® were presented to the public on March 18™, 2008 at a public
meeting where they met with a mixed reception.

In determining the limit to the size of the building and floor area appropriate in the
commercial district, due consideration was given to the public preferences, the County’s
parking requirements*!, setback requirements, open space requirements and GMA
requirements. As noted above, the GMA demands that future development within Type 1
LAMIRD'’s like Orcas Village is consistent with existing uses, scale and intensity.
Furthermore, as shown above the average amount of commercial space developed on a
commercial lot in Orcas Village is approximately 3,000 sq ft. on an average lot of 1.17
acres. The proposed maximum commercial development would allow for two buildings on
a half acre lot of 3,000 sq ft each*, which means the built environment is in keeping with
existing scale of the village but allows for the increased intensity of use that the Hotel and
Market enjoy. As noted in the traffic projection above, the presumption that, like every
other business within the village, the majority of the customers are waiting for a ferry
means that the even at maximum buildout the LOS on the road will remain the same.
Furthermore, the maximum buildable area in the commercial district is compliant with goals
5 and 6 of the GMA, and provides existing and future commercial activities sufficient space
to expand without negatively impacting the visual qualities of the village.

The proposed 4,000 sq ft limit on residential development in the village is the product,
again of public discussions and expressed preferences alongside the GMA directive to

0 The standards have, since March 18, 2008 receied minor amendments.

“1 Presuming a single generic parking space mea8ix&9’ and covers 180 sq ft. A 3,000 sq ft restantiwould
require approximately 30 parking spaces or appratétg 5,400 sq ft. On a half acre lot the restatuaaid parking
combined would cover 8,400 sq ft or 38% of the @idviously two 3,000 sq ft buildings and parkingukbcover 76%
of the lot. This does not imply a dense layout heaveas almost 50% of the lot would be set asidepé&sking. See
SJCC 18.60.120, table 6.4.

*2|n the commercial district, as the public meetiagords attest, there is support for 3,000 sqiftimgs.
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maintain consistency with the existing scale of the village. The 2007 plan placed no
limitations on the size of single family residential development, beyond lot coverage and
setbacks. At the public meetings a variety of preferences were expressed with regard to
the size of residential development that ranged from no restrictions at all,* to a sliding
scale allowing for up to 6,000 sq ft on lots larger than 5 acres. The average size of a
residence in Orcas Village is approximately 2,000 sq ft recent development trends
however, have favored larger homes. In keeping with GMA goals 4 and 6 the proposed
limit on residential development allows for the construction of new houses within the
village, that are larger than many of the others but do not exceed the size of one of the
most recent additions. Furthermore, there are only 18 potentially buildable lots currently
available for new residential development which, in turn, is dependent on the availability of
water and waste water treatment options**. Previous plans have stressed the relative
paucity of the water supply and the availability of water is likely to remain one of the
factors, beyond County control that inhibits development within the village*.

The Transportation district will be discussed more fully below.

Land Use Tables

Determining allowable uses within Orcas Village and their appropriate permitting
procedures is controversial. Allowed uses are not necessarily built uses and the permit
procedure associated with the use in question ideally should reflect the level of potential
on- and off-site impacts; the greater the impacts, the more demanding the permit
procedure. Land uses that are incompatible with other village uses, either due to on and
offsite impacts, or intensity of use, are forbidden. The land use tables were developed
during the recent round of public meetings. In addition to the public meetings, an online
poll w