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DATE: March 4, 2019

TO: Charla Kinlow
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services

FROM: Brennan Kidd, PE, PTOE
Public Works Department/Engineering Division

RE: 1st Review of South Sound 911 Services Building – DRAFT Transportation
Impact Study by Parametrix (Dated February 2019)

Below are the City of Tacoma’s Traffic Engineering compiled comments, intended for review and
comment by the applicant, for the above referenced project/study.

Overall: Based on the review comments presented below, a revised traffic impact analysis is
required to address and incorporate the associated information.  Accompanying that
submittal shall be an itemized response to each of the comments presented below.

1. At the conclusion of the review/revision cycle(s), the report shall be sealed by a professional
engineer licensed in the State of Washington with expertise in traffic engineering. Please
provide a stamped report at that time.

a. The next version of the report will be stamped by a registered professional engineer.
2. Although the proposed apartment development on the east side of Pacific Avenue, across from

the subject site, is identified in the report and associated forecasted trips are accounted for, the
specific access point(s) for the development are not assessed for potential impact with the
proposed access/traffic movements associated with the subject site. Please address this aspect
more completely since it could have potential ramifications on traffic operations and/or
safety.

a. As described in section 3.3, associated pipeline trips for the apartment complex were
forecasted and included in No Build volumes. Per email conversations with the city
(Email 11/15/2018), the development’s access locations are currently undetermined at
this time. Therefore, to be conservative the pipeline trips were assigned as
northbound/southbound through trips at study intersections #5 and #7 since the
development access location was still to be determined.

3. On page 4-3, a trip generation credit for High Capacity Transit (HCT) is mentioned, but up to that
point in the report, Pierce Transit’s planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along Pacific has not been
mentioned; the existing bus service on Pacific Avenue is not considered HCT. Please clarify the
basis for transit credit assumed for the trip generation forecast.

a. Report has been updated on page 4-3 to reflect that the 5 percent reduction is cited in
the 2nd edition ITE Handbook (2012) and that the previous submittal for the site also
employed the 5 percent reduction. The 5 percent reduction is not dependent on a
corridor containing HCT; rather, the proposed project only needs to be “around bus
transit corridors.”

4. On page 4-4, the description of the site’s parking and access is described but does not provide
details about parking lot access control nor intended use/distinction between the access points
onto South 36th Street versus Division Lane. Please clarify the intended access controls and any
corresponding effects (i.e., site traffic assignment for Intersections 5 & 7 shown in Figures 8
and 9) on what site traffic uses which access.
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a. Report has been updated to reflect that the S Division Lane driveway would not serve
either public or employee vehicle traffic. The S Division Lane driveway would only serve
deliveries, trash service, and fire access; thus, no project trips were assigned to this
driveway.

5. The modeling of the traffic operations at the intersection of Thompson Avenue and South 37th

Street has inconsistent, and in some cases erroneous, representation of the lane configuration
on Thompson Avenue.  Please correct the lane configuration(s) modeled and re-present the
resulting LOS/delay/volume-to-capacity metrics and any associated conclusions.

a. Report has been updated to reflect the recent re-channelization of the north leg of S
Thompson Avenue at S 37th Street which now includes a southbound left-turn lane.
Parking restrictions on the south leg of the intersection have remained in place, which
accounts for the difference in channelization between AM and PM peak hours.

6. Per Section 5.4, a mitigative measure within the analysis relied on an increased signal cycle
length—was this mitigative measure utilized, or could it be, for any of the other signalized
intersections?

a. As described on page 5-2, intersection cycle lengths were optimized for all AM and PM
No Build conditions (both 2020 and 2025). In the AM peak hour, cycle length
optimization at S 38th Street/McKinley Avenue (Intersection #3) increased the cycle
length from 80s in 2020 to 90s in 2025. The two other signalized intersections in the
study area did not see cycle length increases in the AM peak during cycle length
optimization between 2020 and 2025. Similar conditions were noted in the PM, as
intersection #3 optimization caused an increase in cycle length while no other
intersection experienced a similar increase.

7. Per the footnote on page 5-2, and possible other instances, the possible BRT configuration that
would operate within the existing center turn lane of Pacific Avenue was dismissed as not having
a possible effect on intersection/site traffic operations. Please include in the report the BRT
concept so that this assertion can be verified; and assuming the median-running configuration
would have an impact on traffic movements/operations, present (e.g., Section 6.5) and assess
any alterations as a result.

a. Report has been updated to reflect the most recent information regarding Pierce
Transit’s Pacific Avenue BRT. The report now only includes evaluation of the curbside
BAT lane alternative, as conversations with Pierce Transit noted that that alternative
had been submitted to the board for discussion and approval. Curbside BAT lanes were
modeled in Synchro at S 38th Street and S 36th Street but were not modeled at S Division
Lane, as busses would be traveling in mixed traffic. The curbside BAT lanes would not
restrict access into and out of the S 36th Street access driveway.

8. There is no discussion within Sections 7.3 and 7.4 regarding the planned provisions of the site’s
development that would aid pedestrian/bicyclist mobility and/or access to transit stops. Please
include description, or reiteration, of the site’s planned pedestrian connections to/from the
public right-of-way.

a. The security requirements of the project limit public pedestrian and bicycle access
across the site.  There will be a new public pathway, sloped for accessibility, from the
existing transit stop on Pacific Avenue and 36th Street for public and employee
pedestrian use.  The existing adjacent sidewalks along D Street, Division, and 36th Street
will remain and the existing narrow 5’ sidewalk along Pacific Avenue will be removed
and replaced with a 7’ wide sidewalk.

9. Given the site’s location abutting a residential neighborhood, please assess and discuss the
comparative advantages and disadvantages of site traffic routing options that might include use
of locally classified roadways within the study area. Please discuss this potential neighborhood
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impact aspect with respect to the appropriate analysis scenario(s)/sections of the report;
recommend any mitigation (and/or bonding for potential future mitigative measures) as a
result.

a. Based on the project site trip distribution, the site trips traveling through the adjacent
neighborhood would be less than 10 vehicles during the AM and PM peak periods. This
small number of trips would have minimal impact on the adjacent neighborhood and
locally classified streets; therefore, no mitigation is proposed.

10. There was no discussion of the existing vacation of the South 36th Street segment (along the
south side of the site) from East D Street to Pacific Avenue, and whether that had any bearing
on access, traffic conditions, and/or routing. Please acknowledge this characteristic and
discuss, as necessary.

a. 36th Street is currently vacated and is closed to through traffic between Division and
Pacific. As part of this project It will be opened at both ends and will be the primary
access route for both public and employee vehicular access to the site with the majority
of the site traffic accessing on the Pacific Avenue entrance to S 36th Street.

11. Overall intersection LOS results should be supplemented with any identified movements that
are projected to operate at LOS F. Please present this additional level of detail when
applicable and discuss possible mitigation.

a. Report has been updated to note movements that operate at LOS F.

Editorial comments:
i. Page 2-1, Section 2.2, “38th Street” instead of “38th Avenue”

a. Addressed
ii. Page 2-1, Section 2.2 (table):  SR 7 only corresponds with 38th Street east of Pacific Avenue

a. Addressed
iii. Page 2-1, Section 2.2 (table):  Thompson Avenue description of lane configuration is

incorrect
a. Addressed

iv. Page 2-2, footnote, the most recent City Comprehensive Plan and included Transportation
Element/Master Plan is not from 2010.

a. Addressed
v. Page 5-1, Section 5.2, the BRT line along Pacific Avenue would “better connect” downtown

Tacoma to Parkland; change “Pierce County” to “Pierce Transit”
a. Addressed

vi. Page 6-3, Section 6.8, change “Pierce County’s” to “Pierce Transit’s”
a. Addressed

If there are any questions or need clarification, please feel free to contact me at (253) 591-5077 or
bkidd@cityoftacoma.org or Jennifer Kammerzell at (253) 591-5511 or jkammerzell@cityoftacoma.org.


