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PART III: 
XVI. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FACT SHEET 
Project Title: City of Marysville Integrated 2005 Comprehensive Plan, Development 
Regulations and Final Environmental Impact Statement.   

Proposed Action: The City of Marysville Integrated 2005 Comprehensive Plan, 
Development Regulations and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides an 
updated land use plan and policies to address growth for a twenty year planning 
period through the year 2025 within the Marysville Planning Area.  The Plan includes 
major updates to all sections, including a Comprehensive Sewerage Plan Update.  Plan 
updates include adoption of 2004-2009 capital facility plans for the Marysville, 
Lakewood and Lake Stevens School Districts which will affect the impact fee amounts 
collected by the City.  The Development Regulations Updates includes a revised Critical 
Areas Ordinance using Best Available Science, Design Standards and associated Title 
19 revisions, Revised Title 18B-Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance, and consideration of area-
wide rezone of properties within the city limits consistent with the proposed 
comprehensive plan and selected alternative.  

The document includes identification of the Preferred Alternative (as recommended by 
the Marysville Planning Commission) and response to comments to the Draft Integrated 
Plan, Development Regulations, and Environmental Impact Statement.   

Location:   Marysville Comprehensive Plan Study Area (maps enclosed) 

Proponent:   City of Marysville 

Lead Agency:  City of Marysville 
    Community Development 
    80 Columbia Avenue 
    Marysville, WA 98270 

Responsible Official:  Gloria Hirashima, Community Development Director 

Contact Person:  Community Development Director     

Required Approvals: City of Marysville Planning Commission- Recommendation 

    City of Marysville City Council – Adoption 

Areas outside of the Urban Growth Area require action of 
the Snohomish County Council for inclusion within the Urban 
Growth Area and Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan.  

EIS Authors: Land and Shoreline Use, Housing, Parks and Recreation, 
Capital Facilities, Public Facilities and Services – City of 
Marysville Community Development Department 

Environment, Natural Resources, Transportation – Jones & 
Stokes 
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Date of Final EIS Issue: April 12, 2005 

Date of Final Action:  April 2005 

Location of Prior Environmental Documents and Background Information: 
City of Marysville 
Community Development 

    80 Columbia Avenue 
    Marysville, WA 98270 

Cost of Document: Printed copies may be purchased for $50.00 at the address 
above.  Copies are also available for $5.00 per CD.  The 
document is also available for free download on the city’s 
website. 
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SEPA DISTRIBUTION LIST 
 
Federal Agencies 
Natural Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Natural Resource Conservation 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
State Agencies 
Department of Ecology 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Community Trade & 
Economic Development 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Social and Heatlh 
Services 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Health 
Department of Transportation 
Washington State Energy Office 
Office of Archaeology and Historical 
Preservation 
 
Regional Agencies 
Puget Sound Water Quality Authority 
Puget Sound Pollution Control Agency 
Puget Sound Regional Council 
Regional Transit Authority 
 
Local Government, Tribes, Utilities 
Snohomish County Planning and 
Development Services 
Snohomish County Public Works 
Snohomish County Parks and Recreation  
Snohomish County Executive’s Office 
Snohomish County Council – District  
Community Transit 
City of Everett 

City of Arlington 
City of Lake Stevens 
Marysville School District 
Lakewood School District 
Lake Stevens School District 
Marysville Fire District 
Fire District 15 Tulalip 
Fire District 22 Getchell 
Fire District 8 Lake Stevens 
Fire District 21 Arlington 
Tulalip Tribes 
Stillaguamish Tribe 
Snohomish County PUD No. 1 
Puget Sound Energy 
Lake Stevens Sewer District 
 
Organizations and Interest Groups 
Snohomish County Economic 
Development Council 
Pilchuck Audubon Society 
1000 Friends of Washington 
Snohomish/King County Master Builders 
Association 
Snohomish County/Camano Island 
Board of Realtors 
 
Newspapers 
The Herald 
Marysville Globe 
Arlington Times 
Seattle Times – North Bureau 
Seattle Post Intelligencer 
 
Libraries 
Marysville Public Library 
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A. ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY 

I. Purpose of Proposal 
The City of Marysville proposes adoption of its Integrated 2005 Comprehensive Plan, 
Development Regulations to provide an updated land use plan and policies for the 
Marysville Planning Area to address growth for a twenty year planning period through 
the year 2025.  The Plan includes major updates to all sections, including 
Comprehensive Sewerage Plan Update; and Development Regulations Updates 
including Critical Areas Ordinance.   

This document, the Final EIS, identifies the preferred Alternative and provides responses 
to comments on the Draft Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued in January 2004.  It also makes 
corrections to the Integrated Plan, Development Regulations and EIS as appropriate.   

II. Preferred Alternative 

The City considered the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1), Low Growth Alternative 
(Alternative 2) and Moderate Growth (Alternative 3/3A) within the Draft EIS.    Following 
review of the environmental information, workshops with the Planning Commission and 
City Council, and public hearings before the Planning Commission, the Commission 
selected a Preferred Alternative.  The preferred alternative is Alternative 3 (with revisions 
identified herein).  The modified alternative is less intensive than Alternative 3/3A 
analyzed in the Draft EIS.  The Preferred Alternative identifies land plan designations and 
an expanded urban growth area to address planning goals and policies for the twenty 
year planning period through 2025.  The City’s initial GMA comprehensive plan was 
adopted in April 1996.  The Preferred Alternative corresponds with moderate growth 
targets identified in the draft plan and EIS.  This alternative proposes increased densities 
within an expanded urban growth area and has a population capacity of 80,431 and 
employment capacity of 26,766.   It provides sufficient land use capacity to meet a 
target population of 79,800 within the Marysville comprehensive plan urban area.   

 

III. SEPA and GMA Requirements 
SEPA/GMA Integration 
The planning process involves establishing goals, policies, analyzing alternatives, 
selecting a preferred land use, and implementing the adopted plan.  An environmental 
impact statement (EIS) is part of the planning process, used to analyze and document 
the environmental impacts and tradeoffs of a proposed action or alternative.  
Environmental analysis is a valuable part of any planning process in order to inform the 
public and decision makers of the environmental consequences of the various land use 
choices.  Integrating the comprehensive plan and environmental review can reduce 
duplication and ensure consistency between SEPA and GMA requirements.   

WAC 197-11-210 authorizes GMA counties and cities to integrate the requirements of 
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and GMA.  The goal is to ensure that 
environmental analysis occurs concurrently with, and as an integral part of the planning 
and decision-making under GMA.  At a minimum, environmental analysis at each stage 
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of the GMA planning process should address impacts associated with planning 
decisions.  Impacts associated with later planning stages can also be addressed.  
Analysis of environmental impacts in the GMA planning process can result in better-
informed GMA planning decisions; avoid delays, duplication and paperwork in future 
project-level environmental analysis; and narrow the scope of environmental review 
and mitigation under SEPA at the future project level.   

The land use plan and major associated development regulations have been proposed 
for concurrent environmental and public review by the City.  This choice was made in 
order to more comprehensively review interrelated plans, policies and regulations.  The 
City’s land use policies and development densities are directly related to land capacity 
within the urban growth area, and also affect and influence development regulations.  
Development regulations such as the critical areas ordinance can affect land capacity 
through the protection of certain critical areas and application of buffers.  Various land 
use goals and objectives are implemented through the plan land use designations or 
development regulations.  The integration of comprehensive plan policies and land use 
designations, development regulations and environmental review will hopefully result in 
better and more informed land use choices within the Marysville area. 
Integrated Plan/EIS Content Requirements 
The Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Environmental 
Impact Statement include the following document contents: 

Part I: Comprehensive Plan 
Section 1- Introduction 
Section 2- Vision 
Section 3- Citizen Participation 
Section 4- Land Use Element including eleven neighborhood plans 
Section 5- Housing Element 
Section 6- Environmental Element 
Section 7- Economic Development Element 
Section 8- Transportation 
Section 9- Parks, Open Space and Recreation Element 
Section 10- Utilities Element 
Section 11- Public Facilities & Services Element 
Section 12- Capital Facilities Element 
Section 13 -  Glossary 

Part II: Development Regulations 
Section 14- Critical Areas Ordinance 
Section 15- Miscellaneous Development Code Revisions (Development Design 

Standards, Title 18B Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance, Downtown Vision Code 
zoning revisions) 

Part III:  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Scope of Integrated FEIS Environmental Review 
Comments were received on the draft plan and Draft EIS through the 60-day comment 
period.  Open houses were held in Marysville neighborhoods between March 1 and 
March 10, 2005, during the comment period.    Comments were also received at the 
Planning Commission public hearings held on March 15 and 16, 2005, following the 
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official close of the comment period.  Comment for the Marysville School District capital 
facility plan and Title 18B, traffic impact fee revisions was also held open on March 22, 
2005.  These comments were related to the draft comprehensive plan, critical areas 
ordinance and other development regulations, as well as information in the Integrated 
document.  The Final Plan and FEIS respond to comments, and are intended to assist 
the City in its final evaluations of its Final Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Regulations.  
   
Programmatic Level of Review 
The Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and EIS provides 
qualitative and quantitative analysis of environmental impacts as appropriate to the 
general nature of the plan and regulations.  The adoption of comprehensive plans or 
other long-range planning activities is classified by SEPA as a nonproject (i.e., 
programmatic) action.  A nonproject action is defined as an action that is broader 
than a single site-specific project, and involves decisions on policies, plans or programs.  
An EIS for a nonproject proposal does not require site-specific analyses; instead the EIS 
discusses impacts and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal 
and to the level of planning for the proposal.  (WAC 197-11-442)  Nonetheless, to the 
degree possible, the City has utilized as much scientific and mapped data and sources 
as possible to provide reliable references for its analysis.  In some instances Geographic 
Information System (GIS) analysis was used to study alternatives, evaluate potential 
impacts, and prepare maps and data for various policy and regulatory choices.  In 
other instances, such as the North Marysville stream survey and downtown parking 
inventory, additional field work was employed to produce information to help identify 
appropriate actions, or verify impacts of plans and regulations.   
Phased Environmental Review 
Environmental review for the proposal is being phased pursuant to the provision of WAC 
197-11-060(5).  Phasing allows environmental review to focus on issues that are ready for 
decision while deferring consideration of items not ready for action.  The current phase 
of environmental review encompasses an EIS for the Comprehensive Plan Update and 
Development Regulations.  Phased review is appropriate where the sequence of a 
proposal is from a programmatic document, like an EIS addressing a comprehensive 
plan, to other documents that are narrower in scope, such as for a site-specific, project-
level analysis.   

IV. Final EIS Format 
Use of Comprehensive Plan Element Inventories 
The document includes three parts- the final comprehensive plan, development 
regulations, and FEIS.  The appendices also include referenced surveys, studies or 
technical documents that were utilized in the analysis and document creation. 
Areas Addressed: City and UGA 
The comprehensive plan is for properties within the Marysville Urban Growth Area and 
surrounding Study Area.  The City Comprehensive Plan is enforced for properties within 
its corporate limits; for unincorporated parts of the Marysville UGA when property 
owners obtain sewer services from the City of Marysville; if areas are annexed by the 
City of Marysville or subject to enforcement under interlocal agreements with 
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Snohomish County.  The development regulations apply to properties within the 
corporate limits of Marysville, or by interlocal agreement with Snohomish County. 

V. Public Participation 
As part of the comprehensive plan preparation, there have been many meetings, 
workshops, surveys and citizen involvement.  These efforts are detailed in the Public 
Participation element of the Plan. 

VI. Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Adverse 
Impacts that Cannot be Mitigated 

Conclusions as to whether an impact would be considered significant and 
unavoidable, and adverse are found in the Summary Matrix located in Section 1.8.  The 
matrix highlights the significant impacts that would potentially result from Alternatives 
reviewed in the Draft and Final EIS.  Analysis of the Final Comprehensive Plan under 
consideration is added in “edit mode” with added text in underline, and deleted text in 
strikeout.  Additionally, factual corrections to the Draft EIS are also shown in edit mode 
for the previously reviewed Alternatives as appropriate.   

VII. Major Conclusions, Areas of Controversy/Uncertainty, Issues to be 
Resolved 

Meeting the moderate growth scenario depicted in the Final Plan will require expansion 
of the urban growth area by Snohomish County Council.  If the Final Plan is adopted by 
the City of Marysville City Council, the areas outside of the Urban Growth Area will 
ultimately require inclusion within the Marysville urban growth area in order to support   
urban development envisioned in the selected alternative. 
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VIII. Summary Matrix 

Table 16-1 Summary Matrix of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Earth, Topography, Soils, Erosion 

Section D 

All Alternatives would result in loss of vegetative cover  
associated with development.  Increases in impervious 
surface would result.  Loss of vegetative cover, and increases 
in impervious coverage will result in increased surface water 
runoff and potential increases in downstream flooding, 
erosion, water quality problems and aquatic degradation.   

No Action.  Areas with highest growth potential are East 
Sunnyside, Getchell, and Marshall neighborhoods for 
residential, and Smokey Point and Lakewood for 
commercial/industrial development.  Moderate and high 
landslide hazard risk areas are located in southeast Marysville 
within the Sunnyside and East Sunnyside. 

Low Growth.  Similar impacts to No Action with potentially 
higher impervious coverage as a result of increased housing 
density.   

Moderate Growth (3/3A)  Greatest potential for impacts to soil 
due to urban growth area   expansions in East Sunnyside, 
Getchell and Smokey Point. 

Preferred Alternative:  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Accompanying Critical Areas Ordinance (as adopted) will apply. 
• The All Natural Hazards Plan will identify hazards and areas of vulnerability within the County and prioritize actions to 

increase public safety and reduce hazards. 
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Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase urbanization in the Marysville planning area, thereby 
increasing potential for erosion and sedimentation which may affect water resources.  Alternative 3 and 3A pose greater 
potential for impacts to increase in land coverage. 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Water Resources (Surface Water, Wetlands, Stormwater, Ground Water) 

Section E 

All Alternatives would result in loss of vegetative cover  and 
increase impervious surface from urban development.  Loss 
of vegetative cover, and increases in impervious coverage 
will result in increased surface water runoff and potential 
increases in downstream flooding, erosion, pollutants and 
aquatic degradation.   

No Action.  Least impact of the Alternatives. 

Low Growth.  Higher potential impacts in Smokey Point, 
Lakewood, Kellogg, and East Sunnyside planning areas than 
No Action.  Slightly higher impacts in Getchell, Marshall and 
Downtown areas as a result of higher densities.    

Moderate Growth (3/3A)  Greatest potential for impacts to soil 
due to urban growth area   expansions in East Sunnyside, 
Getchell and Smokey Point. 

Preferred Alternative:  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Accompanying Critical Areas Ordinance (as adopted) will apply to wetlands, streams and geologic hazards.. 
• 2001 Department of Ecology manual adopted by the City for storm water management in 2001. 
• Application of low impact development standards. 
• Regional stormwater planning and capital improvement projects, such as the Smokey Point channel improvements that 

are programmed north of 128th Street NE. 
• Water quality characterization of Quilceda and Allen Creeks underway. 
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• Stream enhancements required under Critical areas ordinance to improve channelized stream segments in Smokey 

Point Channel, Edgecomb Creek, and West Fork Quilceda Creek  in Smokey Point and Lakewood neighborhoods. 
• Shoreline Management Master Program update in progress to be completed before December 2005. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase urbanization in the Marysville planning area, thereby 
increasing potential for pollutants and stream flow alteration which may affect water resources.   

 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Plants and Animals 

Section F 

All Alternatives would result in direct and indirect impacts to 
habitat.  Direct impacts are loss of wildlife habitat as a result 
of conversion of vacant and agricultural land.   Indirect 
impacts are reduction in habitat quality and function due to 
human disturbance and activities. 

No Action.  Smokey Point would remain in rural use.  Edgecomb 
and Smokey Point channel improvements would be limited in 
areas that remain in agricultural production.  Ebey Slough 
would remain industrial at the south end of the Downtown 
subarea.   

Low Growth.  Higher densities in Smokey Point, Lakewood 
neighborhoods.  Downtown industrial areas along Ebey Slough 
changed to Community Business, east of State Avenue, and to 
Recreation west of 47th Avenue NE, south of Brashler Industrial 
Park.   

Moderate Growth (3/3A)  Additional land in Smokey Point 
would  be included in urban growth area and convert to urban 
uses.  This is likely to result in Edgecomb and Smokey Point 
channel improvements as development would be required to 
enhance adjacent streams.  City’s stormwater capital facility 
plan would promote additional channel improvements in area 
benefiting fish habitat. 

Preferred Alternative:  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
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Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Accompanying Critical Areas Ordinance (as adopted) will apply. 
• 2001 Department of Ecology manual adopted by the City for storm water management in 2001. 
• Application of low impact development standards. 
• Regional stormwater planning and capital improvement projects, such as the Smokey Point channel improvements that 

are programmed north of 128th Street NE. 
• Expansion of regional ponds and in-stream enhancements/mitigation to Edgecomb Creek and West Fork Quilceda. 
• Stream enhancements required under Critical areas ordinance to improve channelized stream segments in Smokey 

Point Channel, Edgecomb Creek, and West Fork Quilceda Creek  in Smokey Point and Lakewood neighborhoods. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase urbanization in the Marysville planning area, thereby 
and resulting loss of wildlife habitat. 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Land Use, Population and Employment 

Section G 

All Alternatives would result in increased residential and 
commercial development.  Increase in total land committed 
to urban housing and employment.  Current vacant and 
under-developed property would convert to higher intensity 
urban land uses.  Increased potential for land use 
incompatibilities at edge of UGA. 

No Action.  Population capacity within the Alternative is 72,372.  
Since 100% buildout of UGA iis unlikely, growth would be 
restrained by the Alternative land use designations and UGA.  
Employment capacity is 21,563.   Employment target is 17,230.   

Low Growth.  Population capacity in Alternative is 78,164, which 
corresponds to the SCT residential growth target of 73,110 with 
22% safety factor employed. (See discussion on Page 4-14 of 
Comprehensive Plan relating to safety factor.)  Downtown 
Visioning Plan implemented with this Alternative.   

Moderate Growth (3)  Population capacity in Alternative is  
85,550, corresponding to SCT residential growth target of 79,800 
with 22% safety factor employed.  (See discussion on Page 4-14 
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of Comprehensive Plan relating to safety factor.)  Downtown 
Visioning Plan implemented with this Alternative. 

Preferred Alternative   The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.  See Section C for updated analysis. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Goals and policies for managing growth included in Plan. 
• Land Use element and neighborhood plans provide specific guidance for residential and employment distribution at 

neighborhood level. 
• Alternatives 2 & 3/3A increase densities within portions of Marysville UGA. 
• Specific guidance and development conditions for East Sunnyside, Getchell, Marshall/Kruse, Smokey Point and 

Lakewood neighborhoods.  Use of master planning prior to development in most of these neighborhoods. 
• Accompanying Critical Areas Ordinance (as adopted) will apply. 
• Development regulations adopted as part of this action (Integrated plan, development regulations) includes design 

standards for use within City of Marysville. 
• Adoption of capital improvement programs for Marysville, Lakewood, Lake Stevens school districts (updates included as 

part of this action) will adopt 2004-2009 capital facility plans for districts and update impact fees collected by City on 
behalf of school districts. 

• Consider neighborhood impact fees for areas of high growth and unfunded road projects. 
• Coordinate with Snohomish County for continued use of Rural Urban Transition Area designations in areas with potential 

for future UGA expansion. 

 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase urbanization in the Marysville planning area, thereby 
converting unimproved and vacant land from less intensive to more intensive uses. 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Relationship to Plans and Policies 
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Section H 

All Alternatives must demonstrate that the land use, capital 
facilities element, and financing are consistent. 

   

No Action.  Does not accommodate twenty year population 
forecasts for Marysville UGA.  Requires additional capital 
projects and services related to growth. 

Low Growth.  Accommodates low target forecast for twenty 
year (2025) growth.  Requires additional capital projects and 
services related to growth.   

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Accommodates low target forecast 
for twenty year (2025) growth.  Requires additional capital 
projects and services related to growth.   

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Sewer comprehensive plan update included as part of this Action. 
• Integrated Plan, Development Regulations and EIS includes a proposed Critical Areas Ordinance using Best Available 

Science. 
• Update of the Shoreline Management Master Program to be completed before December 2005. 
• Plan includes revisions to Transportation element and recommended improvements in response to the identified 

transportation impacts within the EIS. 
• Coordinate with Snohomish County to reconcile land use designations and achieve greater consistency of standards 

within the UGA. 
• Pursue interlocal agreements with Snohomish County to result in implementation of City of Marysville design and 

development standards for transportation connections, roadway design, stomwater facility standards, critical areas 
regulations, and development densities within unincorporated portions of the UGA. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   None anticipated. 
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Housing 

Section I 

All Alternatives accommodate additional housing growth to 
varying degrees.  

No Action.  Does not accommodate twenty year population 
forecasts for Marysville UGA.  Capacity for this Alternative is 
25,773 housing units. 

Low Growth.  Accommodates low target forecast for twenty 
year (2025) growth.  Capacity for this Alternative is 28,382 
housing units. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Accommodates low target forecast 
for twenty year (2025) growth.  Capacity for this Alternative is 
31,337 housing units. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Comprehensive Plan provides goals and policies for managing population and employment growth. 
• The Land Use Element and incorporated neighborhood level plans provides specific guidance on residential and 

employment distribution at the neighborhood level. 
• The Housing Element includes a housing mix target of 65% single family and 35% multi-family uses.   
• Alternatives 2 & 3/3A increase densities within portions of the Marysville UGA. 
• Part II of the Integrated Plan, Development Regulations and EIS includes design standards which may enhance housing 

quality within the city of Marysville. 
• Monitor housing mix and densities achieved as part of ongoing monitoring of development within the Marysville UGA. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase population and housing with increasing demands on 
capital facilities and public services. 
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Transportation 

Section J 

All Alternatives will increase volumes on regional highways 
and City streets, and increase congestion at intersections.   
The transportation analysis included the low and high 
alternatives (No Action and Moderate Growth Alternatives).   

No Action.  2025 recommended transportation improvements 
identified in Table 16-24 of EIS.  See Section D for updated 
analysis. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) 2025 recommended transportation 
improvements identified in Table 16-24 of EIS.  Four additional 
projects are identified as potential deficiencies as result of 
Alternative 3 growth.  These include 3 improvements along 67th 
Avenue NE and a lane improvement at 51st Avenue NE and 
Grove Street.  See Section D for updated analysis. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.  See Section D for updated analysis.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Recommended 2025 transportation improvements identified in Table 16-24 of EIS in the Final Comprehensive Plan. 
• Pursue interlocal agreements with Snohomish County to result in implementation of City of Marysville design and 

development standards for transportation connections, roadway design, within unincorporated portions of the UGA.  
• Consider neighborhood impact fees for areas of high growth and unfunded road projects. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase congestion throughout the City and UGA.    
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

Section K 

All Alternatives contribute to demand for additional fire and 
EMS services.  

No Action.  Relative to other Atlernatives demand for services is 
anticipated to be lowest. 

Low Growth.  Greater impact than No Action, lesser impact 
than Moderate Growth Alternative.  Higher response times in 
East Sunnyside areas if annexed to the City, unless new station 
is constructed for Marysville Fire District response. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Greater impact than No Action and  
Moderate Growth Alternative.  Higher response times in East 
Sunnyside and UGA expansion areas if annexed to the City, 
unless new station is constructed for Marysville Fire District 
response. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Pursue an interlocal agreement between City, Marysville Fire District, and  Lake Stevens (FD8) to enable FD8 to continue 
to be the primary fire and EMS response in the southeast portion of the UGA (FD8 current boundary), if annexed to 
Marysville, in order to ensure timely response times for fire and EMS, prior to station construction by MFD. 

• Work actively with MFD to plan and site a southeast station for response to the Sunnyside area.  

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase the need for fire protection and EMS services.  
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Law Enforcement 

Section L 

All Alternatives contribute to demand for law enforcement 
services.  

No Action.  Relative to other Atlernatives demand for services is 
anticipated to be lowest. Development at outer boundaries- 
Lakewood and southeast Marysville, would provide greatest 
expansion of beat assignment boundaries and new service 
demand, if annexed to Marysville.   

Low Growth.  Similar impacts to No Action, however higher 
population density could result in increased service call 
volume. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Highest impact due to increased 
potential annexation area with UGA expansions and higher 
population and employment growth.   

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Review of impacts through development review and regulations. 
• Consider adoption of Crime Prevention Techniques through Environmental Design (CPTED) standards to encourage 

building and site designs that reduce opportunities for crimes to occur. 
• Further development of community crime prevention programs and neighborhood groups. 
• Further development of recreational facilities and programs for youth. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase population and housing with increasing demands on 
capital facilities and public services. 
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Schools 

Section M 

Increased residential development will result in increased 
student population.  

No Action.  Lowest impact due to lesser residential growth.  
Continued need for school sites consistent with 2004-2009 
capital improvement plan identifying need for high school and 
additional elementary school facility. 

Low Growth.  Greater impact than No Action, less than 
Moderate Growth scenario. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Greatest impact due to largest 
potential student population.  Increased UGA in southeast 
Marysville affects Lake Stevens School District. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Specific impacts of future development proposals reviewed through SEPA and development regulations.  Appropriate 
mitigation measures may include pedestrian improvements to school facilities and impact fees. 

• Current action includes adoption of Marysville, Lake Stevens and Lakewood 2004-2009 capital improvement plans.  
These affect impact fees imposed by the City. 

• The City should work closely with the Districts as new areas are master planned. Land dedications for public facilities 
should be considered in lieu of impact fees if the need exists to construct new school facilities in an area. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase population and housing with increasing demands on 
school services. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 18 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

  

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Parks and Recreation 

Section N 

All Alternatives increase demand for park and recreation 
facilities.  

No Action.  Current deficiencies exist relative to City level of 
service for the UGA.  The identified existing and 2025 
deficiencies are shown in Table 16-35 of the Plan. 

Low Growth.  Current deficiencies exist relative to City level of 
service for the UGA.  The identified existing and 2025 
deficiencies are shown in Table 16-35 of the Plan. 

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Higher level of park deficiencies than 
Alternatives 1 or 2. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Continue to impose park impact fees on new development. 
• Consider a voter-approved park and recreation bond and creation of a recreation district for the Marysville area. 
• Consider park facilities in new master plan neighborhoods.   
• Reassess level of service with respect to existing deficiencies. 
• Pursue planning and construction of dual use capital facilities such as stormwater ponds, reservoirs, and utility 

easements for recreational purposes. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase usage and demand for park facilities and programs. 
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Stormwater/Drainage 

Section O 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Increased urban development will probably result in increase 
in the volume and rate of surface water runoff.  In most 
situations, downstream flows would increase.  

No Action.  Least impact of the Alternatives. 

Low Growth.  Higher potential impacts in Smokey Point, 
Lakewood, Kellogg, and East Sunnyside planning areas than 
No Action.  Slightly higher impacts in Getchell Marshall and 
Downtown areas as a result of higher densities.    

Moderate Growth (3/3A)  Greatest potential for impacts due to 
urban growth area  expansions in East Sunnyside, Getchell and 
Smokey Point. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Accompanying Critical Areas Ordinance (as adopted) will apply. 
• 2001 Department of Ecology manual adopted by the City for storm water management in 2001. 
• Application of low impact development standards. 
• Regional stormwater planning and capital improvement projects, such as the Smokey Point channel improvements that 

are programmed north of 128th Street NE will increase channel capacity while providing environmental improvements 
to fish habitat. 

• Pursue an interlocal agreement with Snohomish County to require comparable stormwater regulations and fee 
collection within the Quilceda/Allen Creek drainage basin to contribute to area stormwater improvement plans. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase urbanization in the Marysville planning area, thereby 
converting unimproved and vacant land from less intensive to more intensive uses.  This will increase the amount of impervious 
coverage and stormwater runoff. 
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Water Supply and Systems 

Section P 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

All Alternatives will result in increased demand for water 
service. 

 

Marysville and Snohomish County PUD provide water to the 
Marysville UGA.  Both Marysville and the PUD purchase water 
from the city of Everett, in addition to other sources.  
Marysville’s primary water  sources provide sufficient supply for 
future growth.  With planned improvements, the supply, 
storage and delivery system are adequate to meet all of the 
Alternatives.  

No Action.  Least demand for services. 

Low Growth.  Higher demand than No Action.    

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Greatest potential for service 
demand, particularly within the PUD service area in the 
Sunnyside and East Sunnyside neighborhoods.   

Preferred Alternative   The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Discuss long term service boundaries for the Sunnyside and East Sunnyside areas with the Snohomish County PUD and 
potential sale/transfer to Marysville. 

• Improvement identified within the City of Marysville 2002 Water System Plan Update, are listed in the Capital Facilities 
Element of this Plan, in addition to Table 11-28 of the Public Facilities Element. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase demand for water services.  However water supply plans 
appear adequate to handle additional growth. 

Wastewater 
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Section Q 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 

Under all Alternatives, increase demand for wastewater 
treatment and service. 

  

The City of Marysville’s wastewater treatment facility and 
conveyance facilities have been sized for additional growth 
anticipated in any of the Alternatives.    

No Action.  Least demand for services. 

Low Growth.  Higher demand than No Action.    

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Greatest potential for service 
demand, particularly within the Sunnyside and East Sunnyside 
neighborhoods.  Marysville is providing service to the west side 
of 83rd Avenue NE and would most efficiently serve properties 
on the east side of 83rd from the developed system. 

Preferred Alternative  The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• Development within the UGA should be expected to connect to and extend existing and planned sanitary sewers.  This 
enables the most efficient delivery of wastewater facilities within an urban area. 

• Discourage septic systems in the UGA if sanitary sewer is available or planned within six years for the area. 
• Encourage formation of Local Improvement Districts (LID’s) in older neighborhoods with potential for septic failures as 

the systems age, or in areas where groundwater has demonstrated poor conditions for reconstruction of drainfields. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   No significant unavoidable impacts are anticipated. 

Solid Waste 

Section R 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives Distinguishing Impacts of Alternatives 
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Additional growth would contribute to increased demand for 
solid waste capacity.  

No Action.  Overall demand is expected to be lower than 
other Alternatives. 

Low Growth.  Demand greater than No Action but less than 
Moderate Growth.    

Moderate Growth (3/3A) Overall demand for service will be 
highest. 

Preferred Alternative   The Final Plan Alternative is similar in 
character to the range of development anticipated in the 
Moderate Growth Alternative (3/3A).  The urban growth area 
and proposed expansions are consistent with the Moderate 
Growth scenario.   

Mitigation Measures 

• The City should investigate the potential for Snohomish County to require solid waste collection for all household in the 
UGA and thereby reduce potential for dumping along roadsides and vacant properties. 

• The City should continue to monitor and improve recycling programs. 

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:   All Alternatives will increase amount of solid waste generated.  City plans and user-
based fees and rates should accommodate increased demand under all Alternatives.  No significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts are anticipated. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 23 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATIONS 

I. Introduction 
Proposal Objectives 
The City of Marysville is updating its comprehensive plan and development regulations 
to meet the following objectives: 

• Review and revitalize community vision for the Marysville urban growth area and 
downtown. 

• Review Marysville urban growth area and respective land uses to accommodate 
the 2025 population and employment targets produced through Snohomish 
County Tomorrow in conformance with community vision for growth. 

• Create a thriving community based on strong neighborhoods.  Begin land use 
planning at the neighborhood level.  Adopt subarea plans for the Downtown 
and Lakewood to guide future growth, development and redevelopment. 

• Review and revise policies for Land Use, Housing, Environmental and Resource 
Management, Economic Development, Transportation, Parks & Recreation, 
Public Facilities and Services, Utilities, and Capital Facilities to guide 
development for the planning period. 

• Provide for employment growth based on improved jobs to housing ratios in the 
Marysville UGA. 

• Adopt critical areas regulations based on Best Available Science that are 
appropriate to local resources and critical areas. 

• Adopt development regulations that implement the comprehensive plan 
policies relating to traffic impact fees, development design standards, and 
downtown vision code revisions to parking, height and permitted uses.  

• Complete area-wide rezones within the city limits to implement the 
comprehensive plan land use plan. 

 
The draft plan contained a no action and two alternative growth scenarios outline 
different ways the city could choose to develop over the next twenty years.  The DEIS 
described the environmental impacts that would likely result from implementing the 
alternatives.  The Planning Commission has selected a Preferred Alternative that is 
similar to Alternative 3.  The final environmental impact statement (FEIS) describes the 
changes made to Alternative 3 by the Preferred Alternative and identifies the impacts 
to the environment that would be different than those discussed in the DEIS.  The 
information contained in this Chapter is presented in programmatic and abbreviated 
fashion given the nature of the Comprehensive Plan proposal as a non-project action, 
and due to the similarities between the Preferred Land Use Plan and Development 
Regulations to Alternative 3, already evaluated in the DEIS.  The Final EIS should be 
reviewed in tandem with the DEIS as it does not repeat the DEIS analysis, but rather 
supplements or corrects it as appropriate. 

 
Preferred Alternative Description 
The Preferred Alternative is a Moderate Growth Alternative.  This alternative proposes 
increased densities within an expanded urban growth area and has a population 
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capacity of 80,431 and employment capacity of 26,766.   This alternative would provide 
sufficient land use capacity to meet a target population of 79,800 within the Marysville 
comprehensive plan urban area.  This alternative proposed increased densities within 
an expanded urban growth area to meet a target population of 79,800 within the 
Marysville comprehensive plan urban area. 

This alternative includes a larger jobs capacity, supporting the jobs to housing target 
identified in the Economic Development element.  This alternative includes UGA 
expansions in the Smokey Point neighborhood and therefore enables Marysville the 
contiguous urban link to the northwest portion of the Marysville UGA.  Within the Smokey 
Point UGA expansion area, the City promotes additional park and trail linkages to 
connect the Centennial trail with a proposed Marysville trail system.  It also identifies 
stream enhancement projects and improvements for Smokey Point Channel and 
Edgecomb Creek as part of the master plan process for this neighborhood.   The East 
Sunnyside area is also identified for UGA expansion, with conditions for master planning 
and annexation.   

C. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, PLAN AND 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

This section presents a qualitative description of the preferred plan and the resulting 
changes to impacts described in the DEIS.  The preferred plan includes a revised Land 
Use Map (included in the comprehensive plan document) which indicates where future 
land uses will be located.  The revised land uses and proposed intensity of development 
resulted in minor changes to the land use capacity identified in the DEIS.  The land use 
plan continues to support a moderate growth scenario as analyzed in Alternative 3 of 
the DEIS.   
 

I. LAND USE, POPULATION, AND EMPLOYMENT  
Future Land Use Designations 
The City of Marysville plans for land within its designated urban growth area.  The 
Preferred Alternative provides for expansion of the Marysville UGA and identifies land 
use designations for these areas.  The gross buildable acreage, existing (2004) and 
future (2025) dwelling units, population, and employment summaries for each of the 
neighborhood plans,  based on the preferred alternative is shown in Table 16-1.
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Table 16-1 Dwelling Units, Population, and Employment for the Preferred Alternative 

Preferred Alternative 
Dwelling Units (DU) Population Employment Planning 

Area 
Acres 

    2004           2025       2004              2025      2004              2025 
1 968.0 2334 2758 6059 6931 4276 4641 
2 806.6 2793 2998 8063 8638 447 448 
3 779.7 415 968 1419 3022 120 134 
4 1585.3 910 3365 2349 11730 34 733 
5 1623.3 2082 4143 6284 11758 230 1270 
6 874.3 2629 3164 6971 8253 1135 1527 
7 1249.1 2864 3544 8491 10350 1634 1711 
8 747.2 1795 2958 5138 7666 388 1168 
9 561.4 1579 1776 4819 5391 136 136 
10 1858.8 834 982 2121 2417 2724 11965 
11 837.1 501 1909 1328 4274 462 3033 
TOTAL 11,890.7 18736 28565 53,042 80,430 11,586 26,766 

 
Urban land use designations include residential, commercial, industrial, open space, 
public facility and recreation designations.   The individual land uses and their 
descriptions are described in Chapter IV, Section C of the Comprehensive Plan- Land 
Use Districts, Criteria and Standards.   
 
The City of Marysville analyzed the resulting acreages in each land use designation 
resulting from each alternative within the DEIS.  Table 16-2 and Figures 16-1 provide 
comparisons of the DEIS alternatives and the Preferred Alternative.  

Table 16-2 Marysville UGA – Land Use Alternatives and Acreage  

Alternative Single-Family Multi-Family Commercial Industrial Open Space, 
Recreational, and 
Public 

Total 

1 6,319 671 915 876 1,704 10,485 

2 6,051 880 952 1,082 1,506 10,471 

3 6,648 1,015 1,147 1,551 1,509 11,871 

3a 6,683 1,092 1,401 1,184 1,510 11,871 

Preferred 
Alternative 

6591 970 1,298 1,531 1,501 11,891 
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Marysville UGA
Existing Land Use, Alternative 1

Multi-Family
7.6%

Industrial
10.0%

Commercial
10.4%

Single-Family
72.0%

Figure 16-1 Land Use Distribution – Alternative 1, No Action 

Marysville UGA
Low Growth, Alternative 2
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9.8%

Industrial
12.1%

Commercial
10.6% Single-Family

67.5%

 
Figure 16-2 Land Use Distribution – Alternative 2, Low Growth 

Marysville UGA
Moderate Growth, Alternative 3

Commercial
11.1%

Multi-Family
9.8%

Single-Family
64.2%

Industrial
15.0%

 

Figure 16-3 Land Use Distribution – Alternative 3, Moderate Growth 
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Marysville UGA
UGA Expansion, Alternative 3a
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Figure 16-4 Land Use Distribution – Alternative 3a 

Marysville UGA
Preferred Alternative

Industrial
14%

Commercial
13%

Single-Family
64%

Multi-Family
9%

 
Figure 16-5 Land Use Distribution – Preferred Alternative 
 

II. Changes to the Land Use Map (Preferred Alternative versus Alternative 3) 
The Planning Commission has proposed a land use map as part of the Comprehensive 
Plan, called the Preferred Alternative.  This land use map is essentially Alternative 3 of 
the DEIS, with additional changes considered as a result of information received or 
considered at workshops, open houses, and public hearings following issuance of the 
DEIS.  The changes to Alternative 3 are as follows: 
 
1) Downtown neighborhood – The mixed use designation in the northwest quadrant 

of Columbia Avenue and 10th Street was expanded to include 3 lots on the north 
side of 10th Street, east of Columbia Avenue.  Alternative 3 designated the 
properties Single Family High- Small lot (R-8). 

2) East Sunnyside neighborhood – Alternative 3 proposed Single Family High-Small 
Lot (R-8) for the majority of this neighborhood, including UGA expansion areas.  
Following consideration of critical area constraints within this neighborhood 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 28 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

(slopes, wetlands and streams) the land uses were modified to Single Family High 
(R-6.5) in the Preferred Alternative.    

3) East Sunnyside neighborhood- In Alternative 3, the majority of the UGA expansion 
area was identified as a master plan area with permanent land uses to be 
determined during the master plan process.  Land use assumptions for housing 
and employment were incorporated into the Alternative 3 analysis using a 
mixture of single family, multi-family, and commercial land uses to produce 
housing and employment targets.   The Preferred Alternative identifies 
permanent land use designations for the northern portion of the prior master plan 
area, but leaves the remainder of the proposed UGA expansion in a proposed 
master plan (with later assignment of land uses).  The targets were proportionally 
reduced to correspond with the smaller master plan area.  The basis for this 
decision was that the current Snohomish County Preferred Alternative Land Use 
Map (PALUM) includes the northern portion of the master plan area within its 
proposed UGA expansion area.  The County’s current PALUM does not include 
the southern portion of the master plan area.  Therefore, it was determined that 
an actual land use designation should be identified for the portion within the 
County’s PALUM.      

4) Pinewood neighborhood – Community Business was extended south of 88th 
Street NE, on the east and west sides of 36th Avenue for approximately four lots or 
330 feet south of the existing commercial designation (approximately 600 feet 
south of 88th Street NE).  Alternative 3 designated these lots as Single Family 
Medium (R-4.5).   

5) Pinewood neighborhood – property south of 88th Street, west of the BNRR tracks 
and State Avenue was designated Community Business (subject to master plan 
identifying adequacy of street system and improvements).   Alternative 3 
designated the properties Multi-Family Medium (R-18).    

6) Lakewood neighborhood- Mixed Use designation was extended an additional 
330’ west and 330’ north for property north of 172nd Street NE, west of the BNRR 
tracks.   

7) Lakewood neighborhood – property south of 169th Street NE, east of the BNRR 
tracks, north of 156th Street NE was designated Multi-Family Low (R-12) in the 
Preferred Alternative.  Alternative 3 designated the properties Multi-Family 
Medium (R-18).   

8) Lakewood neighborhood - The triangle property south of 156th Street NE, east of 
BNRR tracks, west of Interstate 5 in the proposed UGA expansion is identified for 
potential rezone to Community Business if road improvements (Twin Lakes 
extension) is programmed and financed for construction, allowing a minor 
arterial extension to the south. 

III. Impacts of Land Use Changes (Preferred Alternative versus Alternative 3) 
Impacts of Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative will result in impacts similar to Alternative 3 described within 
the DEIS.  The changes made by the Planning Commission identified above, are within 
the range of anticipated environmental impacts discussed within the DEIS.  The net 
result of changes to the land use map, was to decrease both residential and 
employment growth within the Alternative 3 boundary.  Thus, the impacts associated 
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with the Preferred Alternative are less than that considered within the analysis for 
Alternative 3 in the DEIS.  The Preferred Alternative affirms the current pattern of 
development in the majority of the UGA, particularly in established single family 
neighborhoods.  Increases in residential densities are proposed in neighborhoods with 
more development or redevelopment potential.  The number of residential housing 
units would be greater in the East Sunnyside, Lakewood, Getchell and Kellogg planning 
areas than under Alternatives 1 or 2.  The number of residential housing units is less than 
Alternative 3.  Housing density would be intermediate between Alternatives 1 and 2 in 
the Lakewood planning area, and the same as under Alternative 2 for the Downtown, 
Marshall, and Cedarcrest planning areas.  Similar to Alternative 3, the Preferred 
Alternative includes an expanded UGA and higher commercial growth in the 
Lakewood and Smokey Point neighborhoods.  The Downtown neighborhood includes 
additional areas for high density residential uses.  The proposal also includes proposed 
changes to the development regulations including the Critical Areas Ordinance, traffic 
impact fees, design standards, and downtown development codes.  The alternative is 
sized to accommodate the moderate target of 79,800 persons.  It has employment 
capacity for 26,766 jobs.    This alternative can accommodate likely growth in the 
Marysville UGA through 2025. 

IV. Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated Plan Features 

 The Comprehensive Plan provides goals and policies for managing population 
and employment growth.   

 The Land Use Element and incorporated neighborhood level plans provides 
specific guidance on residential and employment distribution at the 
neighborhood level. 

 The Preferred Alternative increases densities within portions of the Marysville UGA. 

 The Land Use Element incorporates guidance for subarea and master plans 
within the East Sunnyside, Getchell, Marshall/Kruse, Smokey Point and Lakewood 
planning areas. 

 The Land Use element includes recommendation for annexation of UGA 
expansion areas in the Preferred Alternative - East Sunnyside, Getchell, Smokey 
Point and Lakewood, prior to development approvals.  This will ensure adoption 
and implementation of master plans for these areas by the City, concurrent with 
development approval. 

 The accompanying development regulations (Part II of the Integrated 
Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and EIS) provides a critical areas 
ordinance for protection of sensitive areas using Best Available Science for the 
Marysville area and critical areas. 

 Part II, Development Regulations, of this document includes design standards for 
use within the City of Marysville. 
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Applicable Regulations and Commitments 

 City of Marysville existing development regulations include Titles 15, 18, 19 and 20 
for regulation of development by development process, SEPA, impact fees, 
zoning and subdivision codes.  In addition, Marysville has adopted Engineering, 
Design and Development Standards for stormwater, road and utility 
infrastructure.   

 The adopted Shoreline Management Master Program (SMMP) provides 
additional guidance for shoreline areas.  The SMMP is currently being updated.   

Other Potential Mitigation Measures 

 Consider neighborhood impact fee areas for areas of high growth with 
unfunded roadway projects.   

 Coordinate with Snohomish County to support continued use of Rural Urban 
Transition Designations in areas with potential for future UGA expansion.   

V. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Future growth in the Study Area under any of the alternatives cold result in conversion 
of unimproved pasture/fallow, wooded and vegetative land uses and less intensive 
improved sites to more intensive uses.  Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide less 
conversion to urban uses.   Similar to Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative would allow 
conversion of additional rural land to urban uses in the East Sunnyside, Getchell, Kellogg 
Marsh, Smokey Point and Lakewood neighborhoods.   

D. TRANSPORTATION 

This section provides a qualitative transportation analysis regarding the Preferred 
Alternative, as compared to Alternative 3 of the DEIS.   

I. Analysis of Impacts of the Preferred Alternative (versus Alternative 3) 

The transportation impacts of the Preferred Alternative would be expected to fall within 
the range bounded by Alternative 1at the low end, and Alternatives 3 and 3A at the 
high end, similar in scope to Alternative 3.  Thus, its potential impacts would be covered 
by analysis of these other alternatives.  Updates to the DEIS analysis and a discussion of 
the Preferred Alternative and transportation effects are provided below. 

Analysis to Support Clarification of the City’s Adopted LOS Standards 

The City of Marysville’s adopted level of service (LOS) standard reads as follows: 

• For each of two designated roadway segments, State Avenue and 67th Avenue 
NE, individual intersections with functionally classified streets should operate at 
LOS E or better, OR the average segment LOS should be no worse than LOS D. 
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• LOS D for all other intersections of two functionally classified streets, not located 
along the two designated segments. 

• Locations (intersections) exempted from concurrency under Marysville Municipal 
Code are 88th Street NE and State Avenue; I-5 northbound and southbound 
ramps and 4th Street, and state highways. 

• These standards will apply to the average annual daily PM peak hour and will be 
attained at the time of development. 

Clarification of the application of the LOS standard to State Avenue and 67th Avenue 
NE is made based on the analysis below.  Also an alternative LOS for SR-528 is 
described. 

Clarification of Segment Length Definitions 

The intended purpose of the adopted roadway segment standard is to allow individual 
intersections along the designated roadways to operate at levels worse than LOS D as 
long as the LOS for the corridor, based upon average travel time along the corridor, is 
at an acceptable level.  

The DEIS reflected a conservative interpretation of the City’s roadway LOS standards 
regarding the State Avenue and 67th Avenue NE designated segments. The segments 
of State Avenue and 67th Avenue NE were defined so that they included all of the 
potential intersections that would potentially exceed the intersection standard, but did 
not define the segments along the entire length within the City Limits. However, City 
staff clarified that the intent of the standard per the adopted Transportation Plan is to 
analyze the segments along their entire length within the City Limits.  

Thus, for the FEIS the segment LOS was re-analyzed with the longer segment definitions. 
Summary tables of the analysis results are included as Attachment A to this 
memorandum. The highlights are as follows: 

• Existing conditions – Calculated average travel speeds would change slightly, 
but the projected overall segment LOS would be similar to the values reflected in 
the DEIS, and would not result in any differences in the conclusions regarding 
existing LOS. 

• Alternative 1 (No Action) 2025 – Along State Avenue, projected conditions in the 
southbound direction improve from LOS F to LOS D, so this segment would 
change from exceeding standards to meeting standards. However, along 67th 
Avenue NE, projected conditions in the southbound direction worsen from LOS D 
to LOS E, so this segment would change from meeting standards to exceeding 
standards. The net result would be that one project recommended under this 
scenario along State Avenue could be dropped from the list, but three 
improvements along 67th Avenue NE would need to be added (shown in 
Appendix A). 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 32 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

• Alternatives 3 and 3A (Action) 2025 – Along State Avenue, projected conditions 
in the southbound direction improve from LOS F to LOS D, so this segment would 
change from exceeding standards to meeting standards. Along 67th Avenue NE, 
the projected overall segment LOS would be similar to the values reflected in the 
DEIS. The net result would be that one project recommended under these 
scenarios along State Avenue could be dropped from the list (shown in 
Appendix A). 

Note, the revised analysis does not change the conclusions about the projected 
operating conditions at the individual intersections. They are projected to operate at 
congested levels, regardless of the conclusions regarding the roadway corridors. The 
issue addressed here was whether or not the calculated segment LOS allows the 
intersections operating at LOS F to be considered as meeting or exceeding the City’s 
adopted standards. 

The land use defined for the Preferred Alternative is similar to the land use defined for 
Alternatives 3 and 3A, so the analysis conclusions of these two alternatives can be also 
applied to the Preferred Alternative. The recommended improvement that this FEIS 
analysis shows should be removed from the list of improvements required to meet LOS 
standards is the widening of State Avenue to 5-lanes between 100th Street and 136th 
Street. However, the City expects that this improvement will be made anyway as part of 
roadway frontage improvements that accompany continuing development along this 
segment of the roadway. 

See Appendix A for detailed results supporting the above analysis. 

Segment LOS Analysis – SR-528 

At the City’s request, segment LOS was additionally completed for SR-528 for Alternative 
3, which is expected to have results similar to the Preferred Alternative. Currently SR-528 
is exempt from the City’s LOS standard as described above. However, the City is 
considering whether establishing a segment LOS is appropriate for this roadway, 
particularly east of State Avenue. 

The results are shown in Table 16-3. The table shows that under projected future 
conditions, the roadway is expected to operate at LOS E in the eastbound direction 
and LOS B in the westbound direction. Because no additional roadway improvements 
are proposed along this roadway, the results are the same with and without the 
recommended Transportation Improvement Program in place.  

Table 16-3 Projected Segment LOS – Alternative 3 (2025) – Baseline and 
Recommended Improvement Scenarios  

Eastbound1 Westbound 

Roadway Segment Definition LOS 
Standard 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
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SR 528 East of State Avenue to SR 9  11 E 27 B 
1LOS in eastbound direction includes manual calculation of average speed between 67th Avenue NE and SR 9. 
Because they are not signalized, Synchro segment analysis procedures do not automatically include the portion of the 
roadway segment bounded by these intersections. 
 

If the City desired to modify its LOS to accommodate a segment analysis on SR-528, the 
language could read similar to the following: 

• For each of two designated roadway segments, State Avenue and 67th Avenue 
NE, individual intersections with functionally classified streets should operate at 
LOS E or better, OR the average segment LOS should be no worse than LOS D. 

• Along SR-528, east of State Avenue to SR-9, the average segment LOS is 
established at E. 

• LOS D for all other intersections of two functionally classified streets, not located 
along the two designated segments. 

• Locations (intersections) exempted from concurrency under Marysville Municipal 
Code are 88th Street NE and State Avenue; I-5 northbound and southbound 
ramps and 4th Street, and state highways not otherwise specified above. 

• These standards will apply to the average annual daily PM peak hour and will be 
attained at the time of development. 

Trip Generation Review under the Preferred Alternative 

From the perspective of transportation analysis, the overall land use defined under the 
Preferred Alternative is very similar to the land use defined for Alternatives 3 and 3A, 
and thus the results from the transportation analysis presented in the DEIS can also be 
applied to the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. However, proposed land use in a few 
geographic areas under the Preferred Alternative are different than the land use that 
was analyzed in the DEIS. To confirm that the results summarized in the DEIS are 
applicable to the Preferred Alternative, the trip generation assumptions for the 
Preferred Alternative land use were assessed in several areas. The results are 
summarized as follows. 

Downtown 

The Mixed Use designation in the northwest quadrant of Columbia Avenue and 10th 
Street was expanded to include 3 lots on the north side of 10th Street, east of Columbia 
Avenue.  Alternative 3 designated the properties Single Family High-Small Lot (R-8).  The 
net effect of the change in trips is anticipated to be small for the following reasons: the 
lots are each less than 10,000 square feet in size, and one of them is currently operated 
as a massage clinic, a business use.  Therefore, the conclusions of the DEIS for this 
location are not anticipated to substantively change. 

East Sunnyside  
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In East Sunnyside, there were two changes considered: one included a change from R-
8 to R-6.5 for much of the area due to environmental constraints and the other 
addressed the Master Plan area in the potential UGA where an increase in employment 
is proposed but a decrease in residential dwellings is also proposed.   

Regarding the change from R-8 to R-6.5 (west of the creek) in the majority of the 
neighborhood, the net result is expected to be a lower number of dwellings and 
therefore a lower number of trips generated under the Preferred Alternative than the 
trips analyzed for Alternative 3. Therefore, the results of the DEIS are considered to be 
conservative, and recommendations in the DEIS adequately cover the use proposed 
under the Preferred Alternative. 

Regarding the East Sunnywide Master Plan area in a potential Urban Growth Area 
(UGA), Table 16-4 summarizes the differences in proposed use between Alternative 3 
and the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes a lower level of single 
family and multifamily development than Alternative 3, but a higher level of 
nonresidential use. The table shows that the net result is expected to be a lower number 
of trips generated under the Preferred Alternative than the trips analyzed for Alternative 
3. Therefore, the results of the EIS are considered to be conservative, and 
recommendations in the DEIS adequately cover the use proposed under the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Table 16-4 Comparison of Alternative 3 and Preferred Alternative Trip Generation in 
the Master Plan Area 

  Alternative 3 Preferred AlternativeLand 
Use 

Trip 
Rate Unit Source Units Trips Units Trips 

Single Family 1.35 Dwelling Unit  

Marysville 
Model Rate for 
SF 531 717 176 238 

Multi-family 0.85 Dwelling Unit 

Marysville 
Model Rate for 
MF 1616 1374 786 668 

Retail 3.00 1000 square feet

Marysville 
Model Rate for 
Retail 198 594 372 1116 

Total         2684   2022 
ASSUMPTIONS: (1) PROJECTED EMPLOYEE NUMBERS ARE FROM RETAIL LAND USE; (2) 600 SQUARE FEET PER 
EMPLOYEE FOR RETAIL LAND USE (SNOHOMISH COUNTY BUILDABLE LAND REPORT); (3) 330 EMPLOYEES FOR 

ALTERNATIVE 3; (4) 620 EMPLOYEES FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
Pinewood South Lots 

Two changes were proposed in this area: one included a change from R-4.5 to 
Community Business in the area south of 88th Street NE and west of the creek.  The other 
included a change from R-4.5 and R-18 to Community Business in the area south of 88th 
Street NE and east of the creek. 
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Table 16-5 summarizes the differences in proposed use between Alternative 3 (as 
studied in the model) and the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes 
Community Business development, while Alternative 3 consists primarily of single-family 
and multi-family residential use in this area. The table shows that the net result is 
expected to be a higher number of trips generated under the Preferred Alternative 
than the trips expected for Alternative 3. However, when this area is developed, some 
local access issues exist (as well as critical area and drainage issues) that would need to 
be addressed, supplemental to the analysis covered by the DEIS. Therefore, while the 
results of the DEIS cover this area through approximately 5 to 10 percent build-out, it is 
expected that development beyond that would require a master plan and 
supplemental traffic impact analysis, and the potential additional trips could be 
addressed at that time.  

Table 16-5 Comparison of Alternative 3 and Preferred Alternative Trip Generation in 
the South Lots Area 

    Alternative 3 Preferred Alternative 
Land Use 

Trip 
Rate Unit Source Units Trips Units Trips 

Single Family (R4.5) 1.35 Dwelling Unit 
Marysville Model 
Rate for SF 40 54     

Multi Family (R18) 0.85 Dwelling Unit 
Marysville Model 
Rate for MF 5 4   

Community Business 3.00 
1000 square 
feet 

Marysville Model 
Rate for Retail     131 393 

Total         58   393 
ASSUMPTIONS:(1) 4 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE FOR SF LAND USE; (2) 20% BUILDABLE LAND PER ACRE FOR CB 

LAND USE 

 

Lakewood 

Three changes were addressed in the Lakewood Area.  One included a change from 
Multifamily Medium (R-18) to Multifamily Low (R-12). A second change was from Single 
Family High to Mixed Use on property located north of 172nd Street NE, west of the BNRR 
tracks.  The third change was the potential for a rezone from Business Park to 
Community Business south of 156th Street NE, east of the BNRR tracks, if certain road 
improvements are financed and constructed. Each change and a qualitative 
discussion of traffic are described below. 

A portion of the Multifamily Medium (R-18) zoning in the Lakewood area under 
Alternative 3 was redefined as Multifamily Low (R-12) under the Preferred Alternative. 
Because a lower density use is being proposed under the Preferred Alternative, a lower 
number of housing units would be expected than the number that was analyzed in the 
DEIS. This is likely to offset the smaller land area change from Single Family High to Mixed 
Use. Therefore, the conclusions of the DEIS for this location are not anticipated to 
substantively change. 
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Regarding the triangular property proposed for Business Park to Community Business, 
both are employment types of zones. Differences in trip generation may occur 
dependent on the type and intensity of future business use compared to that 
addressed in the Transportation Plan and modeling.  However, a future rezone is limited 
by the need for additional transportation improvements, and future rezone actions and 
development applications would be subject to phased environmental review as 
appropriate. 

This section provides a qualitative transportation analysis regarding the Preferred 
Alternative, as compared to Alternative 3 of the DEIS.   

I. Analysis of Impacts of the Preferred Alternative (versus Alternative 3) 

The transportation impacts of the Preferred Alternative would be expected to fall within 
the range bounded by Alternative 1at the low end, and Alternatives 3 and 3A at the 
high end, similar in scope to Alternative 3.  Thus, its potential impacts would be covered 
by analysis of these other alternatives. 

 

E. LETTERS OF COMMENT ON THE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATIONS AND EIS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIS contains letters of comment on the Draft Plan, Development 
Regulations and EIS.  The Integrated Plan, Regulations and DEIS were circulated for a 60 
day comment period running from January 14 to March 14, 2005.  Six open houses were 
held in March to invite public discussion and comment.  The Planning Commission also 
held public hearings on March 15 and 16, 2005 to take verbal comments from the 
public.  The hearing was also held open to March 22, 2005 for testimony on the school 
district capital facility plans and Title 18B, traffic impact fee ordinances.  Following are 
responses to the comments received pertaining to the analysis of environmental 
impacts contained in the DEIS, proposed policy issues in the draft comprehensive plan, 
or development regulations. 

Responses to comments are limited to correspondence addressed to the City of 
Marysville (as opposed to letters directed to another jurisdiction and courtesy copied to 
the City of Marysville) and received during the 60-day comment period or public 
hearing.   Following each letter are the responses to comments made in that letter.  
Where there are several comments within a letter requiring numerous responses, 
responses are keyed to numbers in the right margins of the letters.  Comment responses 
are in two groups – first, comments on the comprehensive plan, EIS, and miscellaneous 
development regulations (traffic impact fee ordinance, design standards, downtown 
vision code revisions); and second, comments on the Critical Areas Ordinance.   The 
letters are numbered and responded to in the following order: 
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I. Comments on the Draft Comprehensive Plan, Miscellaneous Development 
Regulations and DEIS 

 
1. Letter from Mann Recycling & Construction dated 1/12/05 

2. Letter from Elmer & Val Mickelson dated 1/18/05 

3. Letter from Higa-Burkholder Associates, LLC dated 1/21/05 

4. Letter from Phil Bannon dated 1/27/05 

5. Fax from First Western Properties, Inc. received 1/28/05 

6. Letter from Gamut 360 Holdings dated 2/8/05 

7. Letter from Carlin McKinley dated 2/8/05 

8. Letter from Dabestani, Miller, and Hylback dated 2/16/05 

9. Letter from Fred and Mary VanEss dated 2/22/05 

10. Letter from Barclays North Inc. dated 3/4/05 

11. Letter from VanDykes, Gulkes, Ingram, and VanDyke dated 3/3/05 

12. Letter from VanDykes dated 3/2/05 

13. Letter from Tom Cencak, System Planning & Protection, PUD dated 3/7/05 

14. Letter/Amendment Application from American Eagle Communities LLC dated 

3/11/05 

15. Letter from Snohomish County Planning and Development Services dated 

3/11/05 

16. Email from Snohomish County Public Works dated 3/11/05  

17. Email from Snohomish County Public Works dated 3/11/05  

18. Email from Leona Tovrea dated 3/11/05 

19. Email from J Farmer dated 3/14/05 

20. Email from Carl Jensen dated 3/14/05 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 38 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

21. Comment from Jerry Osterman dated 3/10/05 

22. Comment from Louisa Nolf dated 3/10/05 

23. Comment from Greg Sutherland dated 3/12/05 

24. Comment from Katie Sutherland dated 3/12/05 

25. Comment from Tim Serban dated 3/12/05 

26. Letter from Suzette Nielson dated 3/14/05 

27. Letter from David MacFarlane dated 3/12/05 

28. Letter from English Hill Investments LLC dated 3/15/05 

29. Letter from Craig Johnson dated 11/12/04 

30. Letter from Cornelius Vermulm dated 3/15/05 

31. Letter from Lallemand Family Limited Partnership dated 3/15/05 

32. Letter from Barclays North Inc. dated 3/15/05 

33. Letter from Barclays North Inc. dated 3/16/05 

34. Letter from Barclays North Inc. dated 3/15/05 

35. Letter from Marysville School District No. 25 dated 3/21/05 
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Response to Letter No. 1 (Don Mann, Mann Recycling) 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan land uses, transportation and future development. 

The referenced property is located within the Getchell Hill neighborhood, at the 
northwest corner of 84th Street NE and Highway 9.  The Preferred Alternative identifies 
the properties as Community Business along 84th Street NE.  The site is currently located 
outside the Urban Growth Area (UGA).  Prior to urban development on the site, the 
area must be included within the UGA by action of the Snohomish County Council.  The 
annexation and development strategies identified in the Preferred Alternative 
Comprehensive Plan state that the area must be annexed to the City of Marysville as a 
condition of urban service provision and development proposals must be consistent 
with the city’s land use plan for the area.   The City included a road connection plan as 
part of the land use map and transportation element update to identify needed road 
connections for this area as it develops.  A planned road improvement, 88th Street 
extension, is identified in the 20-year transportation plan.   
 
The attached site plan concepts and information were circulated to the Planning 
Commission.  Site plan and development approvals will require separate application 
and submittal of documents through the City’s review process.   
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 Response to Letter No. 2 (Elmer & Val Mickelson) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan land use map 
 
The property is located within the Marshall/Kruse neighborhood.  The Preferred 
Alternative identifies the site as Mixed Use.  This zone would allow multiple residential 
dwellings and senior apartments.  It would also allow commercial uses such as stores, 
and restaurants, as described in the comment letter.   
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 Response to Letter No. 3 (John Burkholder, Burkholder Associates LLC) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map. 
 
These properties are located in the Smokey Point neighborhood.   Some of the 
properties are currently located outside of the UGA.  Prior to urban development 
occurring, the area must be included within the UGA by action of the Snohomish 
County Council.   We concur with your general comments on the value of developing 
a master plan for area development.  The draft Integrated Plan includes annexation 
and development strategies, which state:  “Light Industrial designated property east of 
the Smokey Point Channel, located in this neighborhood, shall be subject to completion 
of a master plan for area development.  Properties shall be required to annex to the 
city of Marysville as a condition of urban service provision (sewer service) and 
development proposals must be consistent with the city’s master plan for the area.”  As 
a result, the City will pursue a master planning process with area property owners.    
While the Preferred Alternative identifies the site as Light Industrial, revisions to land uses 
can be further analyzed in the master plan process.   The City comprehensive plan land 
use map (Figure 4-2 and 8-3 of the Comprehensive Plan) includes a road connection 
plan as part of the land use map and transportation element update to identify 
needed road connections for this area as it develops.  The City’s parks and trail map 
(Figure 9-2) also identifies a trail concept for this neighborhood which will be 
incorporated into the area master plan.   
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Response to Letter No. 4 (Phil Bannon) 

 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 

 
The referenced property is located in the Pinewood neighborhood.  The Preferred 
Alternative identifies the property as Community Business.  Letters No. 5, 11, and 12 refer 
to the same properties. 
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 Response to Letter No. 5 (Jerry Forrell) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 
 
These are the same properties referenced in Letters No. 4, 11 and 12.  The referenced 
property is located in the Pinewood neighborhood.  The Preferred Alternative identifies 
the property as Community Business.  
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 Response to Letter No. 6 (gamut 360 holdings) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 
 
The properties referenced are located in the Downtown neighborhood.  The Preferred 
Alternative recommends a designation of Mixed Use on the properties.  
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 Response to Letter No. 7 (Carlin McKinley) 
 

Comment on Downtown Vision Code Zoning Code revisions 
 
Comment noted.  While the draft Downtown Vision plan recommended some height 
reductions for the downtown, the Downtown code revisions, as recommended by the 
Planning Commission maintain the 85 foot height allowance for the Downtown 
Commercial (DC) zone.   
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 Response to Letter No. 8 (Debastani, Miller, Hylback) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 
 
These properties are located in the Lakewood neighborhood.  The Preferred Alternative 
maintains the Business Park designation for these properties.  However, it does identify 
that if the Twin Lakes extension is programmed and financed for connection to the 
south, the properties can be rezoned to Community Business.  The properties were not 
considered in the Draft EIS alternatives analysis for Community Business uses and while 
the Business Park uses are an employment use, Community Business uses will generate 
higher traffic volumes that were not analyzed in the DEIS.  By requiring the north-south 
arterial extension prior to rezone to a more intensive zone, the City first ensures that 
regional transportation connections and projects are moving forward prior to increasing 
the commercial traffic volumes on area roads.   This is an important measure in 
addressing Level of Service considerations on 172nd Street NE (SR 531).   
 
In addition, these properties are currently outside the UGA.  Prior to urban development 
occurring, the area must be included within the UGA by action of the Snohomish 
County Council.   Page 4-206 of the Draft Integrated Plan, lists annexation and 
development strategies for this neighborhood including:  “UGA expansions within this 
neighborhood shall be subject to completion of a master plan for area development. 
Property within the UGA expansion areas shall be required to annex to the city of 
Marysville as a condition of urban service provision (sewer service) and development 
proposals must be consistent with the city’s master plan for the area.”   This will enable 
the City to finalize site road and trail plans shown for these properties in Figures 4-2, 8-3, 
and 9-2 of the Comprehensive Plan.   
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Response to Letter No. 9 (Fred and Mary VanEss) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 
 
The referenced property is in the Lakewood neighborhood.  The properties are south of 
169th Street NE, and immediately east of the BNRR tracks.  The Preferred Alternative 
identifies area properties as Multi-Family Low Density (R-12).  This designation would 
allow residential development at a maximum density of 12 dwelling units per acre.  This 
is consistent with surrounding new and existing development which includes duplexes 
and a mobile home park.  It would allow small lot single family, as well as duplexes 
which are mentioned as potential development scenarios for the property owner.   
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 Response to Letter No. 10 (David Toyer, Barclay’s North) 
 

Comment on Miscellaneous Development Code Revisions – Title 18B and Development 
Design Standards 

 
 
1 Comment noted.  The section referenced relates to “Level-of-service requirements-

Concurrency determinations”.  Chapter 18B.14.040(1)(b)(c) and (d) were revised to 
clarify expiration of concurrency determinations.   The section 1(b) was revised to 
state” “Concurrency shall expire six years after the date of the concurrency 
determination, or in the case of approved residential subdivisions, when the 
approval expires or when the application is withdrawn or allowed to lapse.”   

 
2 The Downtown Vision Plan zoning code amendments were reprinted in edit mode.  

There was a problem with transfer of the “track changes” feature to Adobe 
Acrobat documents and the footnotes did not print correctly.    This has been 
corrected. 

 
3 The applicability sections were rewritten to address the concerns you identified 

regarding confusion over applicabilty for single family developments.  The design 
guidelines apply to High Density Single Family-Small lot (R-8) designations only.  In 
addition, the sections referenced in your comment ((4) Building Scale Standards, (5) 
Building Details, Materials and Colors and (8) Public or Private Open Space do not 
apply to single family site design.   

 
4 Design standards have been employed in many jurisdictions to address the 

aesthetic impacts of new development.  While there are currently certain design 
guidelines in existing City code, they have not been effective in addressing overall 
site design and building design goals of the Marysville community.    These 
provisions are intended to increase design review in a more comprehensive fashion, 
from site design to building design (for multi-family and commercial uses).  The 
standards include numerous examples, references and options, in order to provide 
broad flexibility to applicants in meeting the requirements, and also to provide a 
context for individual standards and subsections included in the proposed code.    
While certain individual words such as “harmony” may be vague, we believe that 
the requirement when taken in context with the other sections and text, can be 
understood and consistently applied.  Staff will also develop graphic 
representations and design examples to assist in the administration of these codes.   
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 Response to Letter No. 11 (Van Dyke, Gulke, Ingram) 
 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 
 
These are the same properties referenced in Letter No. 4 and 5.  The referenced 
property is located in the Pinewood neighborhood.  The Preferred Alternative identifies 
the property as Community Business.  
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 Response to Letter No. 12 (Van Dyke) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 

 
These are the same properties referenced in Letter No. 4, 5, and 11.  The referenced 
property is located in the Pinewood neighborhood.  The Preferred Alternative identifies 
the property as Community Business.  
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 Response to Letter No. 13 (Snohomish PUD #1) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan text (Utilities Element) 

 
Comment noted.  The text has been corrected as recommended by Snohomish PUD.  
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Response to Letter No. 14 (American Eagle Communities LLC) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use map 

 
This information packet refers to property located in the Getchell Hill neighborhood.  
The site is designated Single Family, Medium Residential (R-4.5) in the Preferred 
Alternative.  The site is currently located outside the Urban Growth Area (UGA).  Prior to 
urban development on the site, the area must be included within the UGA by action of 
the Snohomish County Council.  The annexation and development strategies identified 
in the Preferred Alternative Comprehensive Plan state that the area must be annexed 
to the City of Marysville as a condition of urban service provision and development 
proposals must be consistent with the city’s land use plan for the area.    
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Response to Letter No. 15 (Snohomish County Planning and Development Services) 
Comments on Draft Comprehensive Plan and DEIS 

 
 
1 The proposed expansion is consistent with the methodology employed by 

Snohomish County in the buildable land analysis.  The City communicated (phone, 
email and meetings) with Snohomish County PDS staff including Steve Toy and Ryan 
Countryman to ensure consistency with the County land capacity analysis 
methodology.  County PDS cooperated in this effort by providing City staff with the 
GIS database for the Marysville UGA, which we used in the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan update. The original creation of the database is documented in 
Recommended Methodology and Work Program for a Buildable Land Analysis for 
Snohomish County and its Cities.1    All assumptions for City land use designations 
and related land capacity calculations are contained within the Land Use element, 
Section IV(B) of the Comprehensive Plan.  The principal difference between City 
and County analysis is that the City has used its land use designations and plans as 
the basis for analysis.  The plan was created through an extensive public process 
and neighborhood planning effort.  The City’s Preferred Alternative identifies land 
use designations and densities for properties within the Marysville UGA, inside and 
outside city limits.  This will result in different land capacity for the Marysville area.  
Since Marysville enforces its land use plan and densities for all properties that we 
sewer, the City’s land use plan will be the controlling land use plan (unless the 
County plan provides for lower densities).   

 
2 The Preferred Alternative will allow 4275 total households within the East 

Sunnyside/Whiskey Ridge area.  This is an additional 3365 households.  This is 
consistent with the dwelling unit projections of Alternative 2 of the DEIS.   

3 As part of this document update, the City is adopting the Lake Stevens School 
District capital facility plan.  Please refer to pages 11-7 through 11-21 of the Public 
Facilities and Services element of the City plan.  The City has an interlocal 
agreement with both Marysville and Lake Stevens School District and collects 
impact fees on their behalf to mitigate the impacts of new development on school 
facilities.    Please refer to Table 16-34 of the DEIS, Part II of the Integrated Plan.  The 
Marysville School District is also updating its comprehensive plan, for adoption by 
the City of Marysville.  We concur that school districts face challenges in addressing 
population growth currently occurring, as well as anticipated.  The GMA provides 
tools such as adoption of capital facility plans and imposition of impact fees for 
new development to help mitigate the impacts of growth.  The City has selected a 
moderate growth scenario for the Marysville area.  These population targets were 
reviewed through the Snohomish County Tomorrow planning process.  The 
moderate growth numbers anticipate 79,800 people residing within the Marysville 

                                                 
1 Recommended Methodology and Work Program for a Buildable Lands Analysis for Snohomish County and its 
Cities, Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, July, 2000; and SSPS Code for Running UGA 
Residential and Employment Capacity Analysis, Courtesy Steve Toy, Snohomish County PDS 
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UGA.  These people will impact school districts – Marysville, Lake Stevens and/or 
Lakewood.     If the City’s plan increased densities within the Alternative 2 boundary 
to reduce impact on Lake Stevens School District, the additional capacity 
challenges would be then shifted proportionally to Marysville School District.  The 
City’s Preferred Alternative identifies a land use plan that is consistent with a 
moderate growth scenario occurring within the Marysville area and provides for 
adoption of school district capital facility plan biannually to monitor and address 
growth.   As demonstrated by Table 16-34 of the DEIS, the City continues to collect 
higher impact fees for each new residential unit on behalf of the Lakewood, Lake 
Stevens and Marysville school districts than does the County.  Further, the UGA 
expansion proposed in the Preferred Alternative for East Sunnyside is accompanied 
by a master plan requirement.  This will allow additional analysis of land uses and 
infrastructure through a master plan process. 

4 Comment noted.  The City concurs that the use of the term “unfunded 6 year TIP” 
could raise concerns for readers of the plan.  As a result, the City has revised the 
Transportation Element to provide greater clarity on the differences between 
funded and unfunded 6-year TIP projects and 20-year transportation projects.  The 
City completed updated traffic counts for its UGA in October 2004 and modeled 
the No Action and Moderate Growth Alternatives identified in the DEIS.   The review 
included LOS analysis under these alternatives.  All projects required to maintain 
LOS concurrency standards for the Marysville area were included within the 20-year 
transportation plan.  All projects anticipated to result in LOS deficiencies within the 
6-year capital facility plan as a result of additional growth are included as funded 
6-year TIP projects.   In addition, there are a number of projects that the Marysville 
City Council would like to continue to list on the 6-year program in the event that 
grant or other funding programs become available.  These projects are desired 
projects, but not necessary to meet the concurrency requirements of GMA.  These 
are shown as unfunded. 

5 Table 11-28 on page 11-29 of the Draft Integrated Plan lists recommended water 
system capital improvements (not sewer projects as described in your letter).  
Project No. W-020 is titled “45 Road: 11th to State and 140th, and is described as 
11,000 LF of 18-inch including I-5 boring.   This same water project is also listed on 
page 12-23 of the Capital Facilities plan (referenced W0502 in the CFP.   This is a 
water main that is currently under design.  This was included within the City’s 2002 
Water System Plan Update and is planned to provide service to the City’s service 
area, consistent with the Coordinated Water System Plan boundary, a service plan 
approved by Department of Ecology, Snohomish County, Snohomish County 
municipalities and water districts.   For the reader’s future reference, the City uses 
the following general identification system for capital projects:  D for drainage 
projects, P for parks projects, S for sewer projects, W for water projects, and T for 
transportation projects.   

6 The Preferred Alternative (similar to Alternative 3) is proposed for Lakewood.   As 
part of this proposal, the City is adopting the Lakewood School District capital 
facilities plan.  Please refer to pages 11-7 through 11-21 of the Public Facilities and 
Services element of the City plan.  The City has an interlocal agreement with both 
Lakewood School District and collects impact fees on their behalf to mitigate the 
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impacts of new development on school facilities.    Please refer to Table 16-34 of 
the DEIS, Part II of the Integrated Plan.  The City’s Preferred Alternative identifies a 
land use plan that is consistent with a moderate growth scenario of 79,800 people 
by year 2025 within the Marysville area and provides for adoption of school district 
capital facility plan biannually to monitor and address growth.   As demonstrated 
by Table 16-34 of the DEIS, the City continues to collect higher impact fees for each 
new residential unit on behalf of the Lakewood, Lake Stevens and Marysville school 
districts than does the County.   City staff has met numerous times with Lakewood 
School District staff regarding capital facility plan and land use plan coordination 
for the Lakewood neighborhood.  The District receives copies of all proposed 
development applications within the City of Marysville.   In the event, new 
development applications exceed school district projections, then City and District 
staff have discussed revision of the capital facility plan prior to the biannual update 
required by City ordinance. 

7 The Lakewood “notch” along 25th Avenue NE is shown as a potential UGA 
expansion in the City’s plan.  The sewer line and pump station are owned and 
maintained by the City of Marysville.  The City’s Comprehensive Sewer Plan Update, 
part of this proposal, provides for extension of gravity service to sewer the Marysville 
UGA.  This will consist of 10” sewer line extension across Interstate 5 at approximately 
140th Street, extending north along the BNRR tracks (approximately) to provide 
gravity service to the City’s wastewater treatment facility.   The pressure line will 
then be replaced by gravity service from these sewer extensions.  The sewer main is 
planned for completion by 2006.  We acknowledge that the UGA expansion is not 
within the County PDS Preferred Alternative.   The City included it in its Preferred 
Alternative because the boundary seemed logical, as it is in fact a “notch” 
surrounded to the north, east, and south by urban development (at densities 
exceeding 8 du/acre), and on the west by the road serving one of these large 
developments.  The proposal is also consistent with our service plans.  

8 The City of Marysville encourages use of regional storm drainage facilities.  The City 
has completed initial plans for four regional drainage facilities east of Interstate 5, 
within the Smokey Point neighborhood.  The first of four, was completed in 2004 and 
a detailed environmental review was completed during project design.  The 
second is currently under design.  While, there are no regional storm drainage 
facilities yet designed or funded within the Lakewood neighborhood, the city is 
receptive to private as well as public project proposals and will both facilitate and 
encourage use of regional storm drainage.   The City of Marysville Surface Water 
Management Plan and Surface Water Rate Study2 includes additional information 
on stormwater planning for the City of Marysville.  In addition, please refer to pages 
11-36 through 11-39 of the Public Facilities and Services element of the Draft 
Integrated Plan.  This section includes summary information from the Surface Water 
Management Plan and lists proposed surface water capital improvements.  A 
Lakewood basin plan is proposed for 2006, where facilities such as regional 
detention will be explored further.  Copies of the Surface Water Management Plan 

                                                 
2 Otak, Inc., November 2002 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 56 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

and Surface Water Rate Study were provided on prior occasions to both Snohomish 
County PDS and Public Works staff.   These are excellent reference sources for 
surface water conditions, planning and capital project needs within the Marysville 
area.   All developments are required to provide surface water treatment and 
detention.  The City of Marysville has adopted the 2001 Department of Ecology 
Stormwater Manual and its requirements.   All developments within the Lakewood 
UGA will be required to meet these standards if within the city limits.   

9 The 88th Street extension is identified within the City’s 20 year transportation plan.  
The City agrees that the two UGA expansions in Getchell should assist in funding this 
transportation improvement.  In addition, this project will provide a regional east-
west corridor from an existing interchange to Highway 9.  The City anticipates the 
County’s support in construction and funding this needed east-west arterial.  As 
noted in your comment, we will also anticipate inclusion of this project on the 
County’s transportation plan with a firm funding source identified, since both UGA 
expansions shown for Getchell Hill have been included in the Snohomish County 
PDS Preferred Alternative. 

10 The City’s plan and regulations provide for urban level densities as required by 
GMA.  The lowest single family residential density used in the City’s plan is Single 
Family, Medium Density (4-5 du/acre).  The implementing base density for this 
designation is 4.5 du/acre.  The City’s zoning code provides for minimum lot sizes of 
5000 s.f. in every residential zone, thereby facilitating the implementation of this 
base density.  The effect of the comprehensive plan and development regulations 
is creation of a residential pattern of compact urban development at minimum 
designations of 4 du/net acre.  This is consistent with the decisions of the Central 
Puget Sound Management Hearings Board regarding the establishment of urban 
level densities.  Your comment seems to assert that every parcel or property within 
the city limits and UGA must ultimately be developed at a minimum of 4 du/acre.  
The GMA does not require this, nor for that matter has the Board.   (See CPSGMHB 
Case No. 02-3-0010).  However, in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the City 
comprehensive plan in achieving consistency with urban designations, the City has 
monitored development densities of approved projects within the city limits over 
the years, and have found that they have been approved consistent with the 
comprehensive plan ranges, generally towards the high end of the range.   As a 
result of city monitoring, and county monitoring through the SCT Growth Monitoring 
Reports it is relatively easy to evaluate approved densities within UGAs.  Net single 
family residential densities in recorded formal plats and segregated condos, 1995-
2002, are shown in Figure 50 of the SCT 2003 Growth Monitoring Report (2003 GMR).  
It shows an average net residential density of 6.57 du/acre in the Marysville UGA, 
within the 1995-2002 timeframe.  Review of Figure 50 shows a trend of increasing 
densities during that timeframe.  For example in 2002, the average net density was 
8.32 du/acre within the UGA (10.47 in the City of Marysville, and 6.00 in the 
unincorporated portion of the Marysville UGA).   The Snohomish County Tomorrow 
2003 Growth Monitoring Reports and project information is readily available from 
City and County planning departments.   Please call us and we can direct you to 
these information sources. 
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No Response Required for Letters No. 16 & 17 
Comments on the Comprehensive Plan/Dev. Regs/EIS and Comprehensive Sewer Plan 
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Response to Letter No. 18 (Leona Tovrea) 
Comments on the Comprehensive Plan 

 

1 We have considered the extension of 43rd Avenue NE in past planning efforts.  
However, the Smokey Point Channel is located along the alignment of 43rd Avenue 
NE, from north of 136th Street to almost 172nd Street NE.    This is a salmon-bearing 
stream and the current and proposed stream buffer requirements call for between 
125 and 150 foot buffers on each side of the stream.  As a result, we determined 
that the 43rd Avenue road extension would be infeasible.   

2 The Preferred Alternative identifies a potential future interchange at 156th Street NE.   
In past plans, the City had identified 136th Street NE as a future interchange, but has 
replaced this goal with 156th Street NE. 

3 The Integrated Plan recognizes the difficulties of transportation in the Marysville 
area.  The Preferred Alternative includes future road connection plans as part of the 
land use concept.  The City wants to improve road network planning for the future 
and has included that as an important part of the implementing land use plan. 

4 The “big box store” and commercial development on the north side of 116th Street 
NE will be required to complete road improvements (right-of-way dedication, signal 
installation at its entrance, and construction of road widening improvements) along 
116th Street NE and pay impact fees for area transportation impacts.  The City is also 
constructing improvements at the intersection of 116th Street NE and State Avenue 
(Smokey Point Boulevard) beginning this year.  This is part of the City’s transportation 
improvement, which will also widen State Avenue from 116th Street NE to 136th Street 
NE.   

5 The City will also be constructing improvements to Smokey Point Boulevard, north to 
152nd Street NE.  These plans are currently under design.  Additional funding for 
construction must be secured in order to build the improvements.  

6 State Avenue (from 100th Street NE to 116th Street NE) will receive a final asphalt 
overlay this summer.  The City typically allows 6-12 months between initial and final 
asphalt overlays to allow the settling of the improvements.   

7 Your comment has been provided to the Public Works Department for review at the 
Traffic Safety Committee. 

8 Your home is in fact supplied with water from our northern water sources 
(Stillaguamish River Ranney Collector, Edward Springs, and Lake Goodwin Well).  
The cutoff for water from Everett is approximately 108th Street NE, east of State 
Avenue.  The good news is that the City of Marysville is currently installing a Zenon 
filtration plant to support the Stillaguamish source for our north end customers.  At 
times, the Stillaguamish water supply can become more turbid and while meeting 
current standards for health and drinking water safety, the City recognized that a 
filtration plant was necessary to provide good service to City water customers.  You 
should see improvements within a year. 
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 Response to Letter No. 19 (J Farmer) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Parks Element 

  

Thank you for your comment.   It is encouraging to have broad enthusiasm for the Ebey 
Waterfront Trail expressed by diverse ages and interests.  You bring up some good 

marketing points in support of the trail.  
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Response to Letter No. 20 (Carl Jensen) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

 
The described property is located within the East Sunnyside neighborhood.  It is 
included within the City’s Preferred Alternative.  There is no specific land use 
designation assigned to the property as the plan identifies that a master plan will be 
required for the site and surrounding area.  The property, and surrounding area east of 
83rd Avenue, west of Highway 9 and north of Soper Hill Road, is currently located outside 
the UGA.    Prior to urban development occurring, the area must be included within the 
UGA by action of the Snohomish County Council.   The City of Marysville Draft 
Integrated Comprehensive Plan includes annexation and development strategies on 
page 4-108 for this neighborhood, as follows:  “UGA expansions within this 
neighborhood shall be subject to completion of a master plan for area development.  
The master plan should result in a land use mix consistent with the city housing mix goals 
and reflect a variety of housing types and densities.  A target mix was estimated in the 
comprehensive plan for the purposes of estimating buildable land capacity for this 
neighborhood.  This should be used as guidance in determining final land use 
classifications  Property within the UGA expansion areas shall be required to annex to 
the city of Marysville as a condition of urban service provision (sewer service) and 
development proposals must be consistent with the city’s master plan for the area.”  As 
a result, the City will pursue a master planning process with area property owners, if 
included within the UGA by Snohomish County.  It should be noted however, that while 
included in the City’s Preferred Alternative, it is not in the Snohomish County Preferred 
Alternative Land Use Map, currently under review by the County Planning Commission 
and County Council. 
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 Response to Letter No. 21 (Jerry Osterman) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

 
Thank you for your comment.  The Preferred Alternative designates the site as Multi-
Family Low Density (R-12), as suggested by your comment. 
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 Response to Letter No. 22 (Louise Nolf) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations (CAO) 

 
Comment noted.  The City did work with the Department of Ecology during review of 
our comprehensive plan and critical areas ordinance.  However, the recommendations 
contained within the Plan and Development Regulations are products of both public 
process and local conditions.  The Preferred Alternative was recommended by the 
Planning Commission, who weighed the background surveys, studies, analysis and 
comprehensive plan goals with public comment and testimony in making their 
recommendation.   
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Response to Letter No. 23 (Greg Sutherland) 

Comment on Comprehensive Plan 
 

1 The Preferred Alternative and Integrated Comprehensive Plan does include a trail 
network plan that would create a regionally linked trail system.  Please see Figure 9-
2 of the Draft Comprehensive Plan which includes a map of existing and proposed 
trail systems.  In a 2004 parks survey, Marysville residents identified “Walking/Cycling 
Trails on Shoreline of Ebey Waterfront” as the second highest priority in park 
development.  “Walking/Cycling Trails in Urban Neighborhoods” was identified as 
the fourth highest priority for park planning and development.  As a result the 
updated Parks plan, approved by the Marysville Parks Board, and incorporated into 
this Comprehensive Plan provide for strategies to accomplish these improvements.   

2 Comments noted.  These comments on potential future interchange improvements 
have been provided to the City of Marysville Public Works Department and will be 
reviewed in future transportation plan updates. 

3 The Preferred Alternative recommended by the Planning Commission is based on 
the Moderate Growth Alternative.  The City Council and Planning Commission 
originally advocated conformance with the Low Growth target for the Marysville 
UGA, but following review of likely growth projections given Marysville’s location 
along Interstate 5 and availability of infrastructure, felt that the moderate growth 
scenario was more reasonable.  The City did not consider a high growth scenario in 
any of its alternatives analysis.  
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 Response to Letter No. 24 (Katie Sutherland) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Public Participation 

 
Thank you for your comment.  The City is very concerned about citizens’ views on 
growth and land use planning and used an extensive outreach program to develop this 
comprehensive plan.   We appreciate the good feedback. 
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 Response to Letter No. 25 (Tim Serban) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations 

 

Thank you for your feedback.  The City will be reviewing its standards for single family 
development, including setbacks following the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.  
The smaller lot sizes and higher densities allowed within the urban growth area, does 
present challenges for construction of adequate building footprints.  Your name will be 
added to the public notifications for single family setback regulations.  I anticipate a 
recommendation to the Planning Commission on this subject in fall of this year.   
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 Response to Letter No. 26 (Suzette Nielson) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations 

1 The Planning Commission did recommend approval of the proposed development 
design standards, which will provide improved design and aesthetics of site and 
building design.   

Comment noted.  The comprehensive plan does include a trail network plan, Figure 9-2 
of the Comprehensive Plan Parks Element.  The City has also incorporated a linear park 
and trail network into the development guidelines and master plan map for Lakewood.  
Through the review of developments, The linear park and trail system will be of such a 
size, when completed that it would meet the criteria for a community park.  City staff 
will also explore opportunities for neighborhood parks as part of subdivision site plan 

reviews.  Snohomish County has identified an additional community park for the 
Marysville area that will be located in the Smokey Point neighborhood.  The Lakewood 
community is in close proximity to this area as well.  The City of Marysville has recently 

completed the first phase of Strawberry Fields that is located on 152nd Street NE.  It 
provides additional fields for Marysville neighborhoods including Lakewood.  In addition, 

the City is now providing parks and recreation programming at the Lakewood School 
District, to residents both inside and outside of the city limits.   
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 Response to Letter No. 27 (David McFarlane) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and EIS 

 

1 The referenced figures separated streams from wetlands.  Figure 6-3, was a 
depiction of soil types in the Marysville area.  That figure also showed area streams 
as a background layer.  Figure 6-4 depicts Marysville streams.  Figure 6-6 is a 
depiction of delineated and mapped potential wetlands.  While the stream layer 
was shown as a background layer, they were not the focus of the illustration and 
the wetland layer overrides the stream layer in this illustration (which is in black and 
white).  We do recognize that this does not mean the streams “disappear” and that 
the area does have a number of stream that area protected by critical areas 
regulations.   These streams may have associated wetlands as well, and if both 
streams and wetlands exist, both types of critical areas are protected and 
regulated under existing and proposed regulations.  

2 Comment noted.  These issues and testimony were considered in the Planning 
Commission’s public hearing, and subsequent deliberations on the comprehensive 
plan and critical areas ordinance.   

3 The city’s $1,000 fine can be imposed for each day that the violation continues, 
which is a sufficient deterrent for Marysville, and which may not be in the case in 
the Edmonds CAO.   

The city has a full time code enforcement officer and has a good history of enforcing 
critical areas violations.  The city’s policy of immediately issuing a stop work order at the 
onset of a violation has been an efficient way to resolve violations, as delays in project 
construction are very costly. Additionally, the city is increasing bonding requirements if 

an applicant defaults on a mitigation project.
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 Response to Letter No. 28 (English Hill Investments LLC) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan 

1 The reference to “west” on Page 4-178 of the Smokey Point neighborhood 
discussion was incorrect and has been corrected to read “east of Smokey Point 
Channel”.  The language on page 4-188 of the plan was also corrected to 
reference properties east of the Smokey Point Channel stream.  Prior to urban 
development occurring, the area must be included within the UGA by action of the 
Snohomish County Council.   A master plan process has long been favored by the 
City, Snohomish County and many property owners within this area.    These 
properties have many opportunities and constraints that will be well served by using 
a more deliberate planning process for ensuring high quality industrial development 
within the area.  This area also includes many critical area constraints such as 
streams and wetlands that should be reviewed comprehensively, instead of on a 
site-by-site basis.   The City comprehensive plan land use map (Figure 4-2 and 8-3 of 
the Comprehensive Plan) includes a road connection plan as part of the land use 
map and transportation element update to identify needed road connections for 
this area as it develops.  The City’s parks and trail map (Figure 9-2) also identifies a 
trail concept for this neighborhood which will be incorporated into the area master 
plan.   Roads, parks and trail plans for this area should be analyzed in conjunction 
with environmentally sensitive lands to ensure a feasible alignment.  Again, this is 
best done on an area-wide basis, through a master plan, then by a site by site 
development application review.   

2 The Preferred Alternative designates all east of Smokey Point Channel as Light 
Industrial.   

3 The Preferred Alternative map shows a potential freeway interchange at 156th 
Street NE.  Locating a freeway interchange is not as simple as drawing it on the 
City’s map however.   A design recommendation, and approval will require analysis 
and approvals by multiple agencies.   This is discussed in the text at length in the 
Smokey Point neighborhood text discussion on page 4-183 of the draft plan.    

4 The Preferred Alternative did approve the Alternative 3 land use map concept for 
the referenced property.  The text description has been revised to correspond with 
the land use map.   

5 If read in context with the surrounding paragraph, we believe the text provides 
adequate guidance for new developments.  The text includes reference to the 
initial road connection plan, parks and trail plan, and wetland mappings.  While 
these are shown in a mapped context within the comprehensive plan, the City 
recognizes that these drawings are not based on site specific survey, environmental 
studies, or design layouts and may require adjustment through the development 
review process.  The City does not want to create uncertainty for new 
developments by implying that the land use map and initial master plan is an exact 
blueprint for future development.    

6 The five lane widening of 172nd Street is anticipated to be for its length within the 
UGA, to 11th Avenue NE.   The listed project is simply the first phase of need and 
construction anticipated by 2012.   
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7 Comment noted.  The comment was part of the official record considered in the 
Planning Commission’s public hearing.   
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Response to Letter No. 29 (Craig Johnson) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 

 

The Preferred Alternative, recommended by the Planning Commission, includes the site 
as Community Business. 
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 Response to Letter No. 30 (Cornelius Vermulm) 
Comment on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map – UGA Expansions 

 

The referenced property is located along the west side of the Forty Five Road, outside 
of the Marysville UGA and proposed expansions contained within the Preferred 
Alternative.   The City’s Preferred Alternative is consistent with a moderate growth target 
for the Marysville area.  The City has identified its priority areas for inclusion within the 
UGA, and consideration by Snohomish County Council.  These correspond with the 
Preferred Alternative Land Use Map and analysis within the DEIS.  Your comment is part 
of the official record, and was considered by the Planning Commission through the 
public hearing process, prior to their deliberations and recommendation to the City 
Council.  
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 Response to Letter No. 31 (Lallemand Family Limited Partnership) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map –UGA Expansions 

 
Please see response to Letter No. 30. 
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 Response to Letter No. 32 (Barclays North Inc.) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map – UGA Expansions 

 

Please see response to Letter No. 31 and 32 
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 Response to Letter No. 33 (Barclays North) 
Comments on Development Regulations – Title 18B, Traffic Impact Fees 

 

The rationale for differential rates for commercial and residential development is part of 
the official record as written materials supporting the traffic impact fee rates.  These 
materials were reviewed at the Planning Commission public workshop and the public 
hearing.  Commercial properties contribute more significantly to property and sales tax 
revenues which are used to construct road improvements.  It is also well documented 
that commercial properties have a relatively lower service cost than residential 
properties.   The City’s traffic impact fees incorporate a discount factor from the full 
assessed cost of chargeable and proportional road improvement costs to area 
developments.  The city’s traffic impact fee formula allows the city to assess a discount 
to this amount.  The City is providing a discount factor for both residential and 
commercial development.  The discount factor is higher for commercial, than 
residential developments.   The Planning Commission recommended approval of the 
revisions to Title 18B, traffic impact fees and the transportation plan.  The traffic impact 
fees that result from the transportation plan update will be: 

2005:  $2500.00 per pm peak hour trip for residential development and $1300.00 per 
pm peak hour trip for commercial development.   

2006: $3175.00 per pm peak hour trip for residential development and $1300.00 per pm 
peak hour trip for commercial development. 
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 Response to Letter No. 34 (Barclays North Inc.) 
Comments on School Capital Facility Plans/Impact Fees 

Comments noted.  See Letter No. 35.  The Marysville School District has requested a 
postponement on the Marysville School District Capital Facilities Plan in order to update 
their plan based on new information.  Your comment will be provided to the Marysville 
School District for consideration in the update.   
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 Response to Letter No. 35 (Marysville School District) 
Comments on Comprehensive Plan 

 

Request accepted by the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission is 
postponing action on the Marysville School District capital facilities plan.  This will allow 
the District to incorporate updated information into the plan.  The current capital 
facilities plan and impact fees will remain in force until the update is completed and 
adopted.   
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II. Responses to Public Hearing Testimony – Comprehensive Plan, 
Miscellaneous Development Regulations and DEIS 

 

Following are the meeting minutes from March 15, 16 and 22, 2005.  Comment 
responses are keyed to numbers in the right margins of the meeting minutes, 
corresponding to speakers who provided testimony to the Marysville Planning 
Commission.  
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MARYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
March 15, 2005 6:00 p.m. City Hall 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Steve Muller called the March 15, 2005 meeting of the Marysville Planning 
Commission to order at 6:15 p.m. The following staff and commissioners were noted as 
being in attendance. 
 
Chairman:  Steve Muller 
 
Commissioners: Deirdre Kvangnes, Joel Hylback, Dave Voigt, Becky Foster,  
    Toni Mathews and Steve Leifer (arrived at 6:50) 
 
Staff:   Gloria Hirashima, Community Development Director 
    Kevin Nielsen, City Engineer 
    Jeff Massie, Assistant City Engineer 
    Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
March 1, 2005 Minutes 
 
Chairman Muller noted a spelling error in the first sentence. Mach should be corrected to 
March. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Kvangnes, seconded by Commissioner Mathews to approve 
the minutes as corrected. Motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Chairman Muller solicited public comment on any item not already on the agenda. There 
was none. 
 
HEARING 
 
Comprehensive Plan Update 
 
Chairman Muller opened the hearing. Community Development Director Gloria Hirashima 
introduced herself and delivered a PowerPoint presentation of the Comprehensive Plan 
update process and components. After the presentation, she explained that tonight’s 
hearing would focus on the Comprehensive Plan. Tomorrow night’s hearing would focus on 
the Critical Areas Ordinance Update, Traffic Impact Fee Ordinance, Design Standards and 
Zoning Code Revisions. She thanked everyone for their participation. Chairman Muller then 
solicited public comment on the proposed Comprehensive Plan revisions. 
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Public Comment: 
 
Malcolm McNaughton, 10515 - 8th Street SE, Suite 100, Everett, WA 98205 
 
Mr. McNaughton read a letter from Barclays North, Inc. dated March 15, 2005 into the 
record. He encouraged the City to consider looking at a higher growth rate and to plan 
specifically for additional residential development in the Lakewood area, “as a key 
component to encouraging and supporting the city’s vision for economic development in the 
North Marysville Area.”  
 
Lillian Peterson, 4503 108th Street NE, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Peterson stated that she is the owner of property at 10th and Columbia. The property is 
currently zoned under a conditional use permit. She is interested in selling the land and 
requested that the property be zoned Commercial. Gloria Hirashima commented that it had 
been approved as a conditional use permit in a Residential zone. She added that staff has 
recommended changing three sites, including this one, to Mixed-Use. Ms. Peterson thanked 
her. Ms. Hirashima noted that the other two sites were south of 88th on 36th Avenue, where 
they are recommending extension of the Commercial zone for three lots on both sides of the 
street, and south of 169th Place, west of the railroad tracks. This area was Multifamily 
Medium, but they are recommending a change to Multifamily Low. 
 
Ralph Krutsinger, 409 – 148th NE, Arlington. 
 
Mr. Krutsinger wanted to know how schools and parks were addressed in this plan since 
there was no indication on the map referring to the possible school or park sites. Chairman 
Muller noted that parks have been addressed, but he wasn’t sure about the schools. Mr. 
Krutsinger commented that Lakewood depends on schools for all of their recreational 
facilities. He is concerned that their needs will not be accommodated. Chairman Muller 
referred to the possibility of 152nd Street. Mr. Krutsinger stated that he supports the proposal 
for the Lakewood area. 
 
Denny Derickson, Planning Consultant, 1620 West Marine View Drive, Everett, WA 
98201. 
 
Mr. Derickson explained that he has two clients with property who are interested in single-
family residential development. They are in support of including the area in the UGA. One is 
a 20-acre site north of Marysville Pilchuck High School. The other is 115 acres adjacent to 
the City’s northeast city limits. He felt the master planning of this area was an excellent 
proposal. He asked for their support as his clients move forward in the process. 
 
Erick Emery, Naval Station Everett, 2000 West Marine View Drive. 
 
Mr. Emery is involved in the project, referred to above, to provide housing for sailors coming 
into the Naval station.  The housing is badly needed and will comprise of very nice homes. 
Chairman Muller asked about officer housing. Mr. Emery responded that there will definitely 
be officer housing in one of these projects. 
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Clint Miller, American Eagle, 1783 Northeast Highway 308 Keyport, 98345. 
 
Mr. Miller noted that American Eagle has requested an amendment to the Comprehensive 
Plan to designate property as residential within the UGA. His company represents the 
privatization of Navy housing for Navy personnel and their dependents. They have been 
selected by the Department of Defense to provide outstanding maintenance and residential 
services.  
 
They feel that the housing project will bring significant benefits to the City of Marysville. The 
homes are well maintained. American Eagle will provide a single point of contact for the 
City. They will meet the City’s design standards. They will be responsible to the Navy and 
residents for maintaining and managing homes and property. The area will be developed as 
a master plan community. Amenities will include: Centennial Trail connection, sports fields, 
neighborhood center, bike and walking trails, and helping with transportation improvements. 
Other benefits include significant funding through impact fees. They are discussing with the 
school district ways to develop synergies with regard to storm water and traffic issues and 
common boundaries with new high school site. He read a letter from the Marysville School 
District addressed to the Planning Commission supporting the housing proposal. The 
agreement with the Department of Defense is for fifty years. Mr. Miller stated that American 
Eagle is looking forward to being part of the community. 
 
Chairman Muller asked about the phasing of the project. Mr. Miller explained that they would 
be master planning the entire site. The second phase would be an option held open for the 
Navy through 2008. Commissioner Kvangnes asked if this would be subject to mitigation 
fees. Mr. Miller replied that it would be subject to all of Marysville’s impact fees as a private 
developer. 
 
Noel Higa, Higa Branch Land Services, 19221 63rd Avenue NE, Arlington.  
 
Mr. Higa spoke on behalf of Lifestyle Homes. He referred to the area north of the Cedar and 
Grove intersection currently zoned Multi-family, but the recommendation is for Mixed Use. 
He supports this designation. He feels that mixed use off of a main street is a nice transition. 
It also provides jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities. 
 
Mark Cross, Senior Planner, Snohomish County Planning, 3000 Rockefeller Avenue, 
Everett. 
 
Mr. Cross referred to comments that had been submitted by Snohomish County Planning 
and Development Services in response to the City’s submittal of its Integrated 2005 
Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Environmental Impact Statement. He 
noted that they had been impressed with the quantity and quality of work that staff has done. 
He referred to the County’s comments regarding consistency with Snohomish County’s 
preferred alternative. He commented that there was no reference in the documents to the 
City’s preferred alternative and they had been confused by this. The County feels that 
Alternative 2 is most similar to Snohomish County’s preferred alternative and they would 
prefer the adoption of that alternative. He stated that the East Sunnyside/Whiskey Ridge 
area (approximately 500 acres) of the City’s plan is not in the County’s plan. He discussed 
concerns about mitigation fee impacts for the school districts.  He then referred to sewer line 
construction along 140th under I-5 to 23rd Avenue West. He stated that Snohomish County 
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cannot approve sewer extension into rural areas. He commented that the Lakewood School 
District is very pushed for capacity issues. All three alternatives may strain them. The 
County may also have some concerns about the regional storm drainage facility in 
Lakewood although he was not prepared to comment on this yet.  
 
Ms. Hirashima responded that the City works with the three school districts who submit their 
capital facilities plans every two years. The major difference between the City’s preferred 
alternative and the County’s preferred alternative is the Sunnyside area. The remainder is 
very similar except for one little notch in the Lakewood area. Marysville has identified the 
Sunnyside area as a Master Plan area to allow planning for roads, schools, etc. She noted 
that they are working closely with the schools on capacity issues. 
 
Regarding the Lakewood sewer, this is a trunk line and the City is not proposing service 
outside the UGA. It is located at a point to provide efficient, cost-effective service to the City. 
Other trunk lines are located outside the UGA, but generally the City just ensures that they 
are not allowing direct connections to it outside the UGA. 
 
Mr. Cross thanked her for the clarifications and commented that they did not see a reason to 
extend a sewer a mile into rural areas. He thinks properties in the area would argue for a 
change in land use. He added that the County has concerns that several sub-area plans had 
unfunded 6-year transportation improvement projects, especially Smokey Point. They are 
concerned about estimated densities and zoning in this area, which could lead to traffic 
concurrency issues.  
 
Commissioner Becky Foster asked Mr. Cross if the Lake Stevens’ numbers were calculated 
prior to passing the bond issue. Mr. Cross replied that they should talk directly with Lake 
Stevens about their numbers. He added that most of the growth is on the east side of 
Highway 9. Commissioner Foster commented that the passing of the bond would alleviate 
much of their capacity issues. Mr. Cross replied that possibly it would, but they have not 
necessarily counted on the Whiskey Ridge area. Chairman Muller agreed with 
Commissioner Foster that Lake Steven’s capacity had changed since passage of the bond.  
 
Commissioner Hylback asked for clarification about the sewer line issue. Mr. Cross noted 
that it was referred to as W-20 45 Road 11 to State/140th. Marysville City Engineer Kevin 
Nielsen pointed out that this is actually water. He noted, however, that the sewer is not 
providing services outside the UGA. The Lakewood sewer project is only for the UGA. This 
project would replace the existing main for deficiencies. Mr. Cross responded that he would 
take that information back to the County and may revise comments, but they are always 
concerned about extending utility infrastructure outside of the UGA.  
 
Chairman Muller emphasized that he is a proponent of the Sunnyside area. He understands 
the needs for housing students, but noted that all three districts are experiencing growth 
issues. The Planning Commission has looked hard at this area. Traffic issues are 
constringent and they need better outflow from that area. The Commission believes that 
Marysville needs to master plan this area in order to get the community that the City wants. 
He added that it is good land with no water table issues. The traffic issues need to be 
addressed and only a master plan can address this. Chairman Muller pointed out that they 
believe that growth numbers will support this expansion.  
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Mr. Cross stated that Alternative 2 would get the city to a UGA boundary more consistent 
with the County’s proposed alternative. The County does not think Marysville needs to strive 
for higher population numbers especially without firm funding for roads. Ms. Hirashima noted 
that within the Transportation Element there are 6-year unfunded projects. She agrees that 
this has caused some confusion, but they were added when the City was looking at the 
NASCAR project. They are not concurrency projects. Staff has gone back through and 
revised the Transportation Element, calling out and identifying those projects that had been 
added by Council due to NASCAR. 
 
Mr. Cross then referred to the EIS, page 12-15 where the 6-year Capital Projects Plan for 
sewer was listed for the 140th Street Sewer/State to 23rd. City Engineer Kevin Nielsen 
explained that this is for sewer, but it is located within the UGA. Commissioner Steve Leifer 
asked if it mattered whether it was water or sewer. Mr. Cross responded that it did because 
an 18” pipe 11,000 feet outside of the UGA is a concern. Kevin Nielsen explained that these 
are transmission lines to serve all of Marysville to bring water into the City and serve potable 
water to people in the UGA.  
 
Joel Hylback brought up the issue of rural cluster subdivisions within RUTAs. Gloria 
Hirashima commented that there is a growing concern about this happening immediately 
outside the UGA. The City would be very concerned about this within a RUTA. Mr. Cross 
noted that he would take that concern back to staff.  
 
Gerald Osterman, 16829-B 26th Drive NE, Arlington. 
 
Mr. Osterman is the president of Lakewood Meadows Homeowners Association. They are 
requesting the preservation of the character of their neighborhood and are supporting the 
revised staff recommendation of 6-12 dwelling units/acre in this regard. 
 
He then commented that he had been City Manager of Bothell during the time when they 
had created the ball fields along North Creek. This had been done by utilizing a common 
agreement with developers regarding mitigations. He noted that this agreement is available 
to the City for review. 
 
Dan Roth 1227 - 51st NE, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Roth is a real estate agent and a lifetime resident of Marysville. He had concerns about 
the fact that there are 19% fewer listings available this February as opposed to last February 
and prices are up 15%. He supports higher densities with more units per acre while 
maintaining adequate lot sizes. He also recommended mixed-use in some areas to help 
alleviate the traffic issue. 
 
Bob Armstrong, 8018 - 38th Drive, Marysville 
 
Mr. Armstrong stated that he and his neighbors are concerned about the rezoning of the 
area south of 88th Street down to 84th Street because 38th Drive is not an outlet street. He 
wondered about access to that area. Ms. Hirashima explained that the owner of the 
Quilceda Tannery had contacted the City about a higher density. This higher use would be 
dependent on achieving better access and subject to a master plan. Currently this area is 
zoned industrial. Staff’s recommendation is to go through a master plan effort to consider 
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the redevelopment potential. Mr. Armstrong asked if they would be notified further. Ms. 
Hirashima affirmed that they would and noted that it would be a very involved community 
process. Chairman Muller commented that he did not feel that it was a good industrial area, 
but possibly a business park. Mr. Armstrong concurred, but noted that access would need to 
be addressed. 
 
Harland MacElhaney, 21801 West Lost Lake Road, Snohomish. 
 
Mr. MacElhaney commended the Planning Commission and the staff on the tremendous 
amount of work they had done on this update. He expressed support of the preferred 
alternative recommended by staff. He encouraged staff to reconsider zoning changes in 
Lakewood from Multifamily Medium to Multifamily Low. In view of the projected increase in 
jobs he was in support of Multifamily Medium zoning in this area. He encouraged the 
Planning Commission and staff to really look at the development standards and to consider 
allowing for flexibility in development. He read an article from the Housing Partnership which 
discussed the projected demand for housing in seven cities in south Snohomish County. 
The article stated that there would be a heavy demand for all housing especially mid-level 
housing. Chairman Muller explained the Planning Commission’s reasoning in providing a 
mix of densities in the various areas of the City. 
 
Sandy Van Dyke, 8630 36th Avenue NE, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Van Dyke has lived in the City for more than twenty years. She expressed support for 
the proposed change in zoning to Commercial on 36th. 
 
Gary Wright, 5533 Parkside Drive, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Wright stated that he has lived in the City for 38 years. He commended the preferred 
alternative plan. He felt that it would be responsible and responsive to the City’s needs. He 
noted that the City has generally underestimated and under-planned for growth. He 
encouraged the Planning Commission to stick to the preferred alternative, which he did not 
feel was especially ambitious. He recommended fine-tuning the plan to better suit the needs 
of individual property owners. He especially encouraged consideration of Lillian Peterson’s 
request. 
 
Jerry Forell, 9200 NE 22nd Place, Clyde Hill, First Western Properties 
 
Mr. Forell expressed support of the proposed zoning changes south of 88th and adjacent to 
I-5. He noted that this neighborhood is very attractive to commercial interests.  
 
Commissioner Joel Hylback asked staff if they had considered extending this zone even 
further south. Ms. Hirashima explained that this was a logical boundary. Commissioner 
Deirdre Kvangnes asked how the neighbors on 36th felt about this. Ms. Hirashima stated that 
they had not received any comments from those residents. 
 
David Toyer, Barclays North, Inc., 10515 – 20th Street SE, Everett. 
 
Mt. Toyer objected to the combined increases in impact and mitigation fees – Water, Sewer, 
Schools and Traffic. The increase has been dramatic in the last few months. Mr. Toyer also 
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expressed concerns about how the schools calculate their impact fees. He referred to a tax 
payment credit and noted that the average assessed value of all homes in the area would 
make a $1500 difference. He felt that the three school districts are not giving adequate tax 
payment credit because it is not based on a full credit. 
 
Kathy Johnson, 927 Quinn Avenue, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that she had a poor impression of the EIS. She felt it was too vague and 
did not detail how the plan would impact all the aspects of the environment. She had specific 
concerns about the Getchell Hill housing zoning. Mr. Muller explained that the growth is 
regulated within the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO). Ms. Johnson went on to say that she 
supports Alternative 2 because is it much more in-line with the future and more sustainable. 
She added that wildlife corridors should also be preserved. Chairman Muller explained that 
this is addressed under the CAO. 
 
Bill Binford, 11417 – 124th Avenue NE, Suite 201, Kirkland, WA. 
 
Mr. Binford commended the City on its plan. For the Smokey Point area he was in support of 
Alternative 3 or 3a with modifications. He feels the Light Industrial designation would be 
more appropriate than a Business Park at this time. He expressed concerns about the 
placement of the I-5 interchange at 152nd. He commended the staff for putting a grid 
system on the map in order to facilitate planning for developers. He supports the 
interchange at 156th (not 152nd) For the Lakewood area he supports Alternative 3. He 
recommended widening 172nd Street NE (SR 531) to five lanes. 
 
Myron Gimmer, 1507 172nd Street NE, Arlington 
 
Mr. Gimmer had concerns about two different zones designations on his property. He asked 
about flexibility in zoning. Ms. Hirashima explained that the property owner can apply for a 
rezone, but is responsible for showing the benefit of this. She suggested that a boundary 
line adjustment might be a possibility. 
 
Todd Deutsman, 2124 – 172nd Street NE, Arlington. 
 
Mr. Deutsman expressed appreciation of the work done by the Planning Commission. He 
recommended that the General Commercial designation should go to the railroad tracks, if 
not further, in order to accommodate anticipated growth. 
 
Mike Pattison, Master Builders Association, 335 – 116th Street SE, Bellevue, WA 
98004. 
 
Mr. Pattison echoed Mr. Toyer’s comments about the average assessed value of all homes 
versus just new homes. He favors a 50% discount factor for the school district mitigation 
fees. Regarding Snohomish County’s comments, he noted that Marysville is much farther 
along than the County in its planning. He encouraged the Planning Commission to stay on 
the path they have chosen. 
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Dan Madson, 15717 – 11th Avenue NE, Arlington. 
 
Mr. Madson was in favor of the preferred alternative for the Lakewood area. He asked about 
the reference to the little notch in the Lakewood area that was not in the County’s plans. Ms. 
Hirashima replied that it was south of 169th.  
 
Irma Morton, 1930 – 172nd Street NE. 
 
Ms. Favor stated that she is in favor of the plan. She likes it very much. 
 
James Keller, 1814 – 172nd Street NE. 
 
Mr. Keller asked for clarification about the Mixed Use designation between GTE and the 
railroad tracks. He was interested in a mini-storage warehouse. Ms. Hirashima stated that 
this zone encourages more retail, office uses and stores. It would not allow mini-storage 
warehouses in this area. The City desires higher-intensity uses in this area. Other areas are 
set aside for light industrial and warehouses. 
 
Carl Jensen, 7305 77th Drive, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Jensen asked about the City’s plans for the Whiskey Ridge/Soper Hill/Highway 9 area, 
especially between 83rd and Highway 9. Chairman Muller explained that the City is trying to 
bring this within the UGA boundaries, subject to Snohomish County approval. Gloria 
Hirashima explained they would know more by the fall. 
 
There was no further public comment. The hearing was closed. 
 
Commission Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Joel Hylback pointed out that the Rural Area Transition Area needs careful 
attention. Ms. Hirashima indicated that they would continue to discuss this with the County. 
They intend to add language stating that the City would have limitations on Rural Cluster 
Subdivisions. She discussed how the proliferation of these would make it very difficult to 
serve these areas in the future, particularly in the Sunnyside area. Commissioner Hylback 
requested that staff propose language to insert in the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Commissioner Leifer asked about Mark Cross’s quote referring to the City’s 166,000 
ultimate population growth number. Ms. Hirashima explained that he was referring to the 
City’s Sewer Comprehensive Plan Update. Since sewer is planned for the very long-term, 
consultants had looked at a build-out scenario in order to analyze the system. That number 
was a scenario that might exist a hundred years down the road and was only used to ensure 
prudent wastewater planning. City Engineer Kevin Nielsen concurred and added that they 
had also added an extra 11,000 acres when doing the computations. In no way were they 
promoting that the extra land be included. Kevin Nielsen clarified that the pipe extension is 
nothing to be concerned about.  
 
Chairman Muller expressed concerns regarding the Marysville School District Capital 
Facilities Plan and the district’s lack of representation. Ms. Hirashima indicated that she 
would contact the school district to see if they could come to Wednesday night’s hearing. 
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Chairman Muller was disappointed that the district had not responded to the Planning 
Commission’s concerns about the validity of the numbers and the district’s expectations. 
Commissioner Becky Foster concurred and stated that she disapproved of funding schools 
solely on mitigation fees. Commissioner Steve Leifer asked if the proposed mitigation or 
impact fees would be reduced if the bond passes. Mr. Muller replied that it probably would 
not change since these are reviewed every two years. Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes 
commented that she was also very disappointed with the lack of representation by 
Marysville School District in this process.  
 
Gloria Hirashima explained that the district is very involved right now with capital facilities 
and bond issues. Their meeting nights are on Tuesdays, which conflicts with the Planning 
Commission meetings. Steve Muller was in favor of trying to get someone to attend 
Wednesday’s hearing. Commissioner Joel Hylback asked what the Commission’s options 
were. Ms. Hirashima suggesting getting clarification on the points in the plans where there 
were questions. Chairman Muller suggested not moving on the Capital Facilities Plan until 
after meeting with the district. Ms. Hirashima agreed that it was an option. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Becky Foster; seconded by Commissioner Toni Mathews to 
adjourn the meeting at 8:57 p.m. Motion passed unanimously (6-0).  
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 



 
MARYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
March 16, 2005 6:00 p.m. City Hall 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Steve Muller called the March 16, 2005 meeting of the Marysville Planning 
Commission to order at 6:06 p.m. The following staff and commissioners were noted as 
being in attendance. 
 
Chairman:  Steve Muller 
 
Commissioners: Deirdre Kvangnes, Joel Hylback, Dave Voigt, Becky Foster,  
    Toni Mathews and Steve Leifer  
 
Staff:   Gloria Hirashima, Community Development Director 
    Cheryl Dungan, Senior Planner 
    Kevin Nielsen, City Engineer 
    Jeff Massie, Assistant City Engineer 
    Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 
 
HEARING 
 
Continuance of Comprehensive Plan Update Hearing – Marysville School District 
Facilities Plans 
 
Chairman Muller opened the hearing noting that the purpose of the continuance was to 
allow for the report from Marysville School District. Representatives from the school district, 
John Bingham and Denise Stiffarm, were present to discuss the school district’s facilities 
plans. John Bingham explained that they would do their best to answer questions, but Jim 
Fenstermaker, who created the plan with Ms. Stiffarm, is no longer with the district.  
 
Chairman Muller stated that he had questions regarding the accuracy of the rate. Ms. 
Stiffarm responded that the numbers had been down due to the strike and Boeing layoffs. 
The future projections were based on OFM numbers provided by the County and 
approved/in-process planned developments in the school district. Chairman Muller said he 
still wanted to know what the justification was for the increase of the fee. Ms. Stiffarm agreed 
that growth has stabilized, but stated that there is still a need. Project costs for land and 
construction have increased since the 2002 plan. The student generation rate has stayed 
fairly stable, but increased slightly. Additionally, the state match percentage that the district 
expects to receive is lower now. Mr. Bingham added that they are also hoping to use the 
mitigation fees for the A&T school.  
 
Chairman Muller commented that the document shows a current need of $3.6m while the 
impact fee will generate $6m. Ms. Stiffarm noted that the estimate was based on a projected 
idea of what development will be in the next six years. Commissioner Joel Hylback asked if 
the mitigation fees would be at this range if the community had been passing the bonds and 
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levies. Mr. Bingham replied that they would be at a lower rate. Commissioner Hylback 
commented that the community’s unwillingness to take on the needs of the school district is 
being put solely on the back of the new home buyer. Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes 
commented that the fees have increased dramatically over a relatively short time period and 
she had concerns about how much higher this might go. Commissioner Becky Foster 
commented that it is the citizens’ responsibility, not the city’s, to build schools. Chairman 
Muller stated that his biggest issue is the disparity between the stated need and the number 
requested. John Bingham suggested trying to contact Mr. Fenstermaker. There was general 
agreement to have the school district representatives come back with more information. 
 
Development Regulations, Critical Areas Ordinance 
 
Senior Planner Cheryl Dungan gave a PowerPoint presentation about the Critical Areas 
Ordinance Update. She reviewed the background of the Critical Areas Ordinance and the 
definition and requirements to use Best Available Science (BAS). She described relevant 
sources of BAS and non-scientific information used to depart from BAS. The City uses a 
multi-tiered approach including: Shoreline Management Master Program, zoning 
regulations, clearing, grading and noise regulations, storm water management regulations, 
and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Jones and Stokes had been hired as 
consultants for peer review. Committee review was next, followed by Planning Commission 
review.  
 
Ms. Dungan reviewed the proposed code revisions for fish and wildlife. They are revising 
stream typing to be consistent with the state’s typing system. She compared stream buffers 
between the City’s current, the City’s proposed and Community Trade and Economic 
Development (CTED) recommendations. She also reviewed buffer averaging, fish and 
wildlife conservation areas and the Habitats and Species of Local Importance nomination 
process. Next she displayed the wetland/stream map and reviewed the proposed wetland 
code revisions, the proposed wetland typing and buffer comparisons (City’s current, 
proposed and CTED). Buffer averaging and reduction measures were also discussed. 
Exemptions for wetland fill, buffer enhancement and mitigation for wetland fill were 
reviewed. Finally, Ms. Dungan reviewed general requirements for on-site density transfer. 
There were no questions or comments following the presentation. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Kevin Carlson, 1927 5th Street, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Carlson stated that he is generally in favor of the CAO. He is a senior wetland ecologist 
for the Jay Group in Marysville. He commented that the buffers are a reasonable 
compromise and generally consistent with other jurisdictions in Snohomish County. He 
compared them with Everett and Arlington. He noted that BAS documents regarding buffer 
functions are highly complex. Regarding the regulatory threshold, he noted that all wetlands 
are not equally important. The cost-benefit ratio is very important to consider. He compared 
this with other local jurisdictions and noted that, in his personal opinion, the draft CAO is 
generally appropriate. 
 
Commissioner Dave Voigt asked what new BAS he would anticipate in the future. Mr. 
Carlson replied that they would probably continue to see more studies related to 
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development impacts and urban growth in this area. Commissioner Joel Hylback asked 
about Mr. Carlson’s opinion of Arlington and Edmonds’ 2500 square foot exemption for 
Category 4 wetlands. Mr. Carlson replied that the justification for these jurisdictions is one of 
political and community tolerance. He believes that the exemption level is something that 
needs to be determined locally. 
 
Kathy Johnson, 927 Quin Avenue, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that it is more important to look at the science than at what other cities 
are doing. She was flabbergasted that the City had gone below BAS in every case. She 
noted that different functions of wetlands require different widths, but since all the functions 
should be accommodated, the widest width necessary should be adopted. She encouraged 
the City to adopt the CTED recommendations. She had concerns about the variances. She 
thought that this was a huge loophole and needed stricter control. She supported mitigation 
wetlands, but stated that it is critical that the new wetlands are created before the old ones 
are destroyed. She noted that there need to be more provisions for enforcement, monitoring 
and on-going studies. Fines for violations should be higher (in the $3000 per day per 
violation range). Regarding landscaping requirements in the Development Regulations, she 
pointed out that there was no mention of native plants. She suggested encouraging the use 
of native plants by requiring that 50% of landscaping should include native plants. She 
encouraged the Commission to consider the greater good over individual property owners’ 
rights to make money.  
 
Ms. Johnson submitted two documents to the Commission:  
1.   Smart Development: An analysis of 10 common myths about development  
2. Untold Value: Nature’s Services in Washington State  
 
Katie Sutherland, 5913 – 68th Drive SE, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Sutherland concurred with Ms. Johnson’s comments. She stated that she wanted big 
backyards and open spaces in Marysville. She supported lower densities and bigger lot 
sizes. Regarding buffers, she recommended adopted the state recommendations. 
Commissioner Hylback explained to her the requirements faced by the Planning 
Commission. He noted that everyone would like large lots, but they are mandated to 
accommodate certain numbers. She suggested increasing densities in the downtown area 
with no height restrictions. 
 
Nathan Gordon, Association of Realtors, 3201 Broadway, Suite E, Everett. 
 
Mr. Gordon submitted three documents to the Commission: 
1. Goals of Growth Management Planning 
2.  A letter from Snohomish County-Camano Association of Realtors to the Planning 
Commission dated March 16, 2005 
3. A document from Snohomish County-Camano Association of Realtors citing a court 
decision in WEAN vs. Island Count. 
 
Regarding the BAS debate, Mr. Gordon stated that the City was not constrained to a literal 
interpretation of BAS. Citing a court decision in WEAN vs. Island County he commented that 
the courts recognize that requiring local governments to adopt regulations that are 
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consistent with BAS “would interfere with the local agency’s ability to consider the other 
goals of GMA and adopt an appropriate balance between all the GMA goals.” 
 
He referred to the State buffer widths developed by DOE which were based on BAS. He 
commented that the DOE document acknowledges that the standards may not be 
appropriate either scientifically or practically in certain areas. He stated that it is up to the 
Planning Commission who must consider both BAS and the goals of the Growth 
Management Act. Mr. Gordon had concerns about buffer widths. He stated that Marysville’s 
buffer widths in some categories are twice as high as other cities. He encouraged them to 
reduce these, especially in Categories 3 and 4. He would like to see more flexibility in 
requirements for buffer reduction. Regarding wetland exemptions, he suggested a 3000 
square foot exemption. He noted that Edmonds is currently at 3000 square feet and he does 
not feel this would harm the quality of life. 
 
Mike Pattison, 335 – 116th Avenue, Bellevue. 
 
Mr. Pattison concurred with Mr. Gordon’s comments. He referred to the vagueness of the 
law and widely varying opinions. He stated that the City should work for better, not bigger 
buffers. He felt the City needed incentives and flexibility. He was pleased in general with the 
buffers. He referred to case law and discussed three reasons why he believes Marysville is 
justified in diverging from DOE: affordable housing, to avoid sprawl, and economic 
development. He recommended deleting section 19.24.180, Section 2 from the ordinance 
because the State already provides an avenue for this. He supports legislation requiring a 
one-year notification for changes in land use requirements. He encouraged them to seek an 
attorney general’s opinion regarding this. 
 
Harland MacElhaney, 21801 West Lost Lake Road, Snohomish. 
 
Mr. MacElhaney referred to a table in Miscellaneous Development Code Revisions. He 
wondered why factory-built housing was not permitted there. He felt it would be an unlawful 
ban on modular housing since factory-built homes meet all requirements of the Uniform 
Building Code and the International Residential Building Code. He further noted that the 
requirement that modular homes have an attached garage is unfair and unlawful. He 
submitted two handouts: 
1. Multifamily Modular Construction – support for modular homes for multiple-family 
dwellings according to the Partnership for Advancing Technology in Housing (PATH) 
2.  Modular Home Ban Violates Due Process Rights by American Planning Association, 
James Lawlor 
 
Bill Binford, 11417 – 124th Avenue NE, Suite 201, Kirkland. 
 
Mr. Binford referred to the County’s criticism of the City’s unfunded TIP projects. He noted 
that Snohomish County does the same thing and the City should not be intimidated. Mr. 
Binfod then referred to wetland buffer widths. He was opposed to the Category 3 and 4 
wetland buffer increases. He did not feel that this would accomplish much. He did support 
protection of Category 1 and 2 wetlands. He felt exemptions should be 1/10 of an acre at a 
minimum, along the same lines as the Corps of Engineers. He had concerns that the 
increased buffers would result in the loss of use of property for property owners. Regarding 
Wetland Mitigation Ratios, he felt the replacement ratios were too high. He felt this plus the 
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increased buffers would have a compound impact. Mr. Binford submitted a letter dated 
March 16, 2005 from himself to the Planning Commission. 
 
Gary Wright, 5533 Parkside Drive, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Wright commented that the City has made a lot of progress in the last few years in terms 
of improving habitat and streams. He referred to the topography of the land in the area. He 
felt the streams setback plus the slope setback plus the setback from the top of the bank 
combine would be keeping development back far enough. He noted that larger setbacks 
were not necessarily going to provide more protection and current setbacks were sufficient. 
Regarding Category 4 wetlands, he stated that these are mostly created wetlands which 
have low functions and should have higher exemptions. He suggested 1/3 acre, definitely 
not 1000 feet. 
 
Laura Casey, Department of Ecology Wetland Specialist, 3190 - 160th Avenue SE, 
Bellevue, WA 98008. 
 
Ms. Casey submitted two documents to the Planning Commission: 
1. Links to Ecology’s guidance documents for protecting and managing wetlands 
2. Appendix 8-C: Guidance on Widths of Buffers and Ratios for Compensatory Mitigation to 
be used with the Western Washington Wetland Rating System 
 
Ms. Casey referred to the Department of Ecology’s formal comment letter. She stated that 
they are supportive of the City’s recommended CAO ordinance with the exception of 
Category 1 and 2. If there are habitats of high value they feel the buffer should be 225 feet. 
She acknowledged that it is not known if Marysville has any of these, but stated that this 
would be a precautionary measure. 
 
Commissioner Joel Hylback asked for her opinion regarding raising the exemption threshold 
for Category 4. Ms. Casey discussed having a flat out exemption for up to 1000 square feet, 
and then having partial mitigation for up to 1/10 of an acre or approximately 4000 square 
feet. She noted that the partial exemption would mean that they would be allowed to impact, 
but must mitigate for functions somewhere else. She mentioned the earlier references to 
adjacent jurisdictions. She clarified that Arlington had updated their ordinance in 2002 and it 
had not been reviewed by DOE. She felt it would be different if it was done now. Edmonds, 
however, had been reviewed by DOE. Commissioner Dave Voigt asked about buffer width 
tradeoffs as a result of low impact developments. Ms. Casey acknowledged that other 
mitigation measures could be taken into consideration. 
 
Richard Newcomb, American Eagle, POB 740 Keyport, WA 98345. 
 
Mr. Newcomb stated that they hope to move 129 Navy families up to a new subdivision in 
Maryville. He emphasized that Category 3 and 4 wetland restrictions would be onerous to 
that development. He encouraged the Commission to look carefully at these. He suggested 
focusing on Categories 1 and 2 where the emphasis belongs. 
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Mr. Kally, POB 191, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Kally stated that developers should pay 100% of the costs that the city or school district 
would incur as a result of the new development. He was opposed to the 5-foot setbacks all 
around a lot. He felt that they should be at least 10-feet on one of the sides. He requested 
better provisions for parking as well. He suggested better design standards. He thanked 
Gloria Hirashima for contacting him to address some of his concerns. He discussed the 
problem of lack of sunlight on small lots with taller buildings. He suggested utilizing granny 
units as a way of providing affordable housing. Mr. Kally was in favor of property tax relief if 
setbacks from streams are increased. He discussed how Oregon State had to provide 
compensation for land that had been taken away from property owners. Commissioner 
Hylback pointed out that the mitigation fees end up being passed on to homeowners and are 
not fully borne by the developers. 
 
David Toyer, 10515 – 20th Street SE, Ste 100 
 
Mr. Toyer echoed the earlier comments by Mike Pattison, Gary Wright, and Nathan Gordon. 
He acknowledged that achieving balance is a very tough act, but he encouraged the 
Commission to continue to seek it. Mr. Toyer expressed concerns regarding the traffic 
impact fee increases. He was supportive of increasing density in the UGA in order to avoid 
sprawl. Commissioner Hylback asked his opinion regarding increased density. Mr. Toyer 
discussed some of the trends in the area toward smaller lot sizes. This provides lower 
maintenance especially desirable for baby boomers and empty nesters. 
 
There was a recess at 8:20. The hearing reconvened at 8:30. 
 
Public Comment (continued) 
 
David McFarland, 13708 George Trails, Arlington. 
 
Mr. McFarland referred to the buffer width issue and stated that it is better to err on the side 
of Mother Nature. He noted that you can always shrink buffers in the future, but you cannot 
increase them once the pavement is in place. He then asked why developers hate mitigation 
fees so much if they are passed on to the homeowners. He noted that money for the 
schools has to come from somewhere. He supported lower densities and a better quality of 
life. 
 
Suzette Nielson, 16322 19th Avenue NE. 
 
Ms. Nielson commented regarding the Lakewood addition to Marysville. She hopes the City 
will adhere to its design and development standards for that area. She feels that 
comprehensive design standards are important to those who live in the area. She was 
supportive of a pedestrian-friendly area, but suggested a new open area/park for the area. 
She noted that the only park is the Twin Lakes area, which is not sufficient for the 
population. She added that she is not opposed to small lots as long as there is some 
consideration for open space. She feels that mitigation fees for Lakewood are substandard. 
She also thinks the Category 3 and 4 restrictions are ridiculous. 
 

 
Marysville Planning Commission 
March 16, 2005 Meeting Minutes 

Page 6 of 8 
 

default

default

default
28

default
29



Traffic Impact Fees 
 
Assistant City Engineer Jeff Massie reviewed the revised traffic mitigation fee calculations 
per the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element. He discussed financially 
committed future transportation projects and recommended six-year and twenty-year 
improvements. Staff is recommending a commercial fee of $1400/PM PHT and a residential 
fee of $3175/PM PHT.  
 
Commissioner Steve Leifer inquired about the legal defensibility of the differential between 
the commercial and the residential fees. Gloria Hirashima explained that the City Attorney 
had reviewed this and determined that since the City has justified the maximum impact fee 
of $6000, what the City is proposing is actually a discount from that. As long as the basis is 
shown, the differential is acceptable. This is especially true since ambitious economic 
development and job development goals for the next twenty years are a priority for this Plan. 
She noted that the Sales tax rebate ordinance would be an amendment to Title 18B. 
 
City Engineer Kevin Nielsen pointed out that one large commercial development could 
provide more in sales tax revenue than all residential impact fees combined. There was 
discussion about the possible impacts of this on the housing industry. There was some 
discussion about a future levy in order to meet some of the transportation funding needs. 
Mr. Nielsen indicated that they would be polling in order to see if a levy would be successful 
in the community and for what amount. Commissioner Leifer asked about other cities that 
had successfully done a levy. Mr. Nielsen referred to Auburn and noted that they are going 
to be looking into the details of that. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Don Barker, 737 Market Street, Kirkland, WA 
 
Mr. Barker expressed support for a reduction in TIP fees for commercial uses. He noted that 
Marysville is in a very competitive marketplace. Across the freeway, there are no TIP fees 
and Arlington’s fee is $1100. Major retailers are making decisions based on economics and 
this will have a detrimental impact. 
 
Gary Petershagen, 1027 State Avenue, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Petershagen expressed serious concerns about the impacts of the combination of new 
fee increases proposed by the City. He stated that fees are the largest component for doing 
a project now. He is frustrated with the huge fee increases in such a short time. He 
suggested phasing in the fees. 
 
Regarding the Critical Areas Ordinance, he supported elimination of the State Candidate 
Species section. He supports the proposed buffers, but has concerns about the Category 4 
exemption level. He feels the impacts would be quite significant. He believes the emphasis 
should be on improving, preserving and protecting Category 1 and 2 wetlands as much as 
possible, but believes protecting the human species is important as well. He supported a 
higher threshold for the exemption. 
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Regarding the schools, he noted that the discount factor is a negotiated number. He 
recommended a 50% discount for schools in order to level the playing field with the County. 
He feels the school impact fees are not fair when most of the houses they sell are to 
childless buyers.  
 
Kristin Kelly, Future Wise (formerly 1000 Friends) 
 
Ms. Kelly expressed support of the staff recommendations. She had concerns about the 
wetland exemptions for Categories 3 and 4. She felt that they should be smaller than 1000 
without mitigation. She also believes that the buffers should be increased. She noted that 
the BAS report states that larger buffers are necessary to support native birds. She 
encouraged incentives for low impact development. She discussed the need to give 
developers incentives to utilize alternatives. She stated that Marysville needs to focus on 
protecting water quality. When balancing goals, she emphasized that the mandate is clear 
that the environment needs to be protected. 
 
Gloria Hirashima commented that low impact developments are allowed through the storm 
water standards. They will be working to develop standards as part of the engineering 
design standards later this year. 
 
Seeing no further public comment, the hearing was closed at 9:28 p.m. It was determined 
that the hearing regarding the Mitigation Fee Tax Credit Ordinance would be continued on 
Tuesday, March 22 at 7:00 p.m. with deliberation to follow.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes; seconded by Commissioner Becky 
Foster to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 p.m. Motion passed unanimously (6-0).  
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 



 
MARYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
March 22, 2005 7:00 p.m. City Hall 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Steve Muller called the March 22, 2005 meeting of the Marysville Planning 
Commission to order at 7:05 p.m. The following staff and commissioners were noted as 
being in attendance. 
 
Chairman: Steve Muller 
 
Commissioners: Deirdre Kvangnes, Joel Hylback, Dave Voigt, Becky Foster,  
  Toni Mathews and Steve Leifer  
 
Staff: Gloria Hirashima, Community Development Director; Cheryl Dungan, 

Senior Planner; Grant Weed, City Attorney; Craig Knutson, City Attorney; 
Kevin Nielsen, City Engineer; Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
March 15, 2005 Hearing 
 
• Commissioner Dave Voigt clarified that two letters had been received at the hearing: 1) 

Cornelius Ramon and 2) the Lallemand Family Limited Partnership. These should be 
noted as exhibits provided. 

• Chairman Steve Muller referred to page three, second to the last line. This should read: 
He discussed concerns about mitigation fee impacts for the school districts Lake 
Stevens School District. 

• Commissioner Voigt suggested that the next sentence read: He then referred to sewer 
line construction a proposed sewer extension along 140th . . . 

• Commissioner Voigt referred to page four, the second paragraph regarding the notch 
area in Lakewood. He asked if the County staff is considering including that area. Ms. 
Hirashima replied that she has had some recent discussions with them and that seemed 
to be the direction they were leaning. 

• Joel Hylback wanted to make sure that Harland MacElhaney’s comments (page six) 
supporting modular housing were addressed. It was noted that these had been recorded 
on the March 16, 2005 minutes. Mr. Hylback indicated that this was sufficient. 

• Dave Voigt then referred to Garry Wright’s statement on page six. He felt that the third 
line from the bottom should read: . . . did not feel was especially overly ambitious.  

• Mr. Voigt then suggested that the following be added to Jerry Forell’s statement: He felt 
this was a good transition between residential and business and would provided 50-70 
new jobs. 

• The first sentence in the last paragraph on that page should be corrected to read Mr. 
Toyer. 

• Commissioner Voigt referred to Bill Binford’s testimony. Two lines up from the bottom 
regarding the interchange at 156th, Mr. Voigt requested that the following be added: Mr. 
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Binford stated that the Perteet study of 2002 provides the rationale to support the 
interchange project.  

• The last sentence of that paragraph should be amended to read: He recommended 
widening 172nd Street to five lanes farther to the west.  

• Under Irma Morton’s comments: change Ms. Favor to Ms. Morton. 
• James Keller should be Cavanough.  
 
MOTION made by Commissioner Dave Voigt; seconded by Commissioner Deirdre 
Kvangnes to approve the minutes as amended. MOTION passed unanimously (6-0). 
 
March 16, 2005 Hearing Continued 
 
• Commissioner Dave Voigt referred to the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 

one, which says that the impact fee will generate $6m. He asked Chairman Muller if that 
amount should be $7.2. There was some discussion about what the actual amount might 
be. Chairman Muller stated that the school district was generating over a million dollars a 
year and that it might be in excess of $1.5m per year. 

• Under Katie Sutherland’s testimony on page three, the third sentence down should be 
corrected to: Regarding buffers, she recommended adopted adopting the state 
recommendations. 

• Commissioner Voigt referred to page four. At the end of Mr. MacElhaney’s testimony the 
following should be added: Mr. MacElhaney commented that there is a table (Footnote 
15) that referenced R8 lot sizes, which he stated is not workable. 

• Under Mr. Binford’s testimony on that page, the third line down should be corrected from 
Binfod to Binford. 

• Mr. Voigt asked to include the following to Mr. Binford’s testimony: Mr. Binford gave the 
example that a 1000 square-foot regulated wetland would actually encumber 14,000 
square feet of land due to the wetland plus the buffers.  

• Joel Hylback referred to Laura Casey’s testimony on page five. He requested that the 
following be inserted: Joel Hylback asked Ms. Casey about the 13 goals of growth 
management. Ms. Casey acknowledged that the DOE was focused singularly on the 
environmental goal without regard for the other goals. Commissioner Hylback asked if 
she thought it was the job of the local jurisdiction to balance the environmental goal with 
the other 12 goals. Ms. Casey answered affirmatively that it was the duty of the local 
jurisdiction to find the appropriate balance between the 13 goals. 

• Mr. Voigt noted that Ms. Casey had also submitted a letter dated March 16, 2005 from 
DOE. 

• Marysville should be corrected on the third line from the bottom of page five. 
• On page six, it should be noted that Mr. Toyer submitted three letters, one on Traffic 

Impact Fees, one on the Critical Areas Ordinance and one on Capital School Facility 
Plans/Impact Fees at the time of his testimony. 

• Mr. McFarland’s address should be corrected to be 13708 Georgia Trails.  
• Commissioner Voigt referred to the fourth line down from the top of page seven. The 

proposed commercial fee should be $1300 (not $1400).  
• Commissioner Voigt referred to Kristin Kelly’s testimony on page eight. He commented 

that it would be useful to reference Exhibit 12 as the basis for her testimony. 
 

 
Marysville Planning Commission 
March 22, 2005 Meeting Minutes 

Page 2 of 9 
 



MOTION made by Commissioner Becky Foster, seconded by Commissioner Dave Voigt to 
approve the minutes as amended. MOTION passed unanimously (6-0). 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Chairman Muller solicited public comment on any item not already on the agenda. There 
was none. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
1.  Continued testimony from March 16, 2005 hearing regarding Marysville School 

District Capital Facilities Plan and Amendments to 18B relating to traffic impact 
fees. 

 
Marysville School District Capital Facilities Plan  
 
Chairman Muller opened the hearing at 7:20 p.m. He stated that they had received a letter 
from Marysville School District in response to the Planning Commission’s request for more 
information. The letter dated March 21, 2005 was read into the record. In order to 
adequately address the questions by the Planning Commission and to update the plan 
based on the proposed bond issue, the district requested that the Planning Commission 
postpone action on the Marysville School District Capital Facilities Plan. Chairman Muller 
clarified that the Planning Commission would only be making a decision regarding the Lake 
Stevens and Lakewood Capital Facilities Plans at this time. Marysville will stay at their 
current fee structure until their plan can be reviewed by the Planning Commission. Chairman 
Muller solicited public comment on this matter. There was none. 
 
Amendments to 18B relating to traffic impact fees. 
 
Ms. Hirashima stated that this item had been continued because of the late availability of the 
amending ordinance for establishing exemption from traffic impact fees relating to and 
amending Title 18B. City Attorney Grant Weed was available to answer questions regarding 
the ordinance. He commented that this is a fairly complex document. He is not aware of any 
other ordinance like it in the state. Ms. Hirashima added that the City is using this to 
implement the goals of the comprehensive plan, which have to do with the jobs/housing 
imbalance. Mr. Weed clarified that this would be an exemption from traffic mitigation fees for 
large scale developers that can meet a threshold of at least an average of $200,000 sales 
tax per year over three years. The retailer would get a 50% exemption from the traffic impact 
fee that they would otherwise pay. The City would set aside the amount generated from 
sales tax dollars for capital projects.  
 
Commissioner Discussion: 
 
• Commissioner Steve Leifer asked why a provision should be made for only large 

retailers. He asked why the opportunity shouldn’t be open to everyone. Ms. Hirashima 
explained that larger businesses generate an extremely large amount of sales tax. The 
basis for the differential rates for commercial and residential traffic impact fees 
addresses all businesses. Additionally, the monitoring of this will be extremely difficult.  
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• Commissioner Leifer stated that he felt that the upfront fees are the biggest deterrent to 
businesses locating in Marysville. He suggested finding a way to allow the company the 
opportunity to come in without putting the money out upfront. Mr. Weed responded that 
this had been considered, but there had been concerns about what might happen if the 
retailer does not meet the criteria. The City does not want this to become a collection 
issue. Mr. Weed added that the alternatives of having a bond or escrow account were 
also considered, but this is the City’s preference.  

• Chairman Muller asked if there was something like this somewhere else in the nation. 
Mr. Weed stated that he was not aware of anything and this is original drafting. The legal 
basis for doing this is found in RCW 82.02 – Mitigation Fee Provisions. Commissioner 
Voigt asked if this was intended to be implemented permanently. Mr. Weed replied that 
staff decided not to put a sunset provision, but Council can always repeal or amend it in 
the future if necessary.  

• Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes asked if this was being marketed by the City. Mr. 
Weed explained that the hearings have made it public and Ms. Hirashima has also had 
some ongoing discussions with some retailers. Ms. Hirashima added that staff has run 
this by several developers and received positive feedback from them.  

• Commissioner Leifer asked how problematic the bond issue was. Ms. Hirashima replied 
that they had not discussed that with the developers. Staff had decided that cash upfront 
was the preferred method. 

 
Public Comment: 
 
David Toyer, Barclays North, 10515 20th Street SE, Everett, WA 98205. 
Mr. Toyer stated that he is opposed to the concept. He is concerned with so many fees 
increasing at the same time. He referred to a combined $10,000 increase between all the 
different impact fees. He discussed concerns about the differential rate between residential 
and commercial. He felt this was asking the residents to pay a higher fee to support 
businesses. He stated that rooftops are needed to support commercial and retail 
development. He encouraged the City not to put the burden of fees on residential. He 
disagreed with the legal counsel regarding fairness and broad public purpose. He referred to 
the nexus between fee paying and impact creating. He also noted that a giant retailer might 
qualify, but what about a developer with multiple tenants whose combined sales tax 
amounts might be the same? He felt this would put smaller businesses at a disadvantage. 
He encouraged the City to phase in the traffic impact fee increases. 
 
Commissioner Steve Leifer acknowledged that rooftops create the driving force for retail, but 
he pointed out that Quilceda Village has no zoning for residential. Chairman Muller referred 
to the good of the community. He noted that rooftops cost more to support than they 
generate for the City. They need to have the tax revenue to provide the services for the 
rooftops. 
 
City Engineer Kevin Nielsen pointed out that the maximum impact fee is $6000 and both the 
residential and commercial fees have been reduced significantly. He then discussed the 
potential for phasing in the traffic impact fees. He proposed $2500 the first year and raising 
it to $3175 the second year.  
 
Bill Binford, 11417 – 124th Avenue NE, #201, Kirkland, WA. 
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Regarding traffic impact fees, Mr. Binford was supportive of the $1300 amount for 
commercial. He pointed out that Smokey point has commercial potential, but needs 
rooftops. The tribes have taken a large part of the retail market. He supports the traffic 
impact fees as proposed. He then commented that he has concerns about the school 
district’s mitigation fees. Regarding the concerns raised earlier about the unfairness of 
offering an exemption of the mitigation fees for large retailers, he noted that large retailers 
create opportunities for smaller businesses. He suggested looking at some mechanism to 
evaluate projected sales. Then if they fail to do that have an automatic process for 
collecting, possibly with a penalty. He encouraged the City to find a way to defer the costs. 
He thinks both discounts for commercial might be extreme. He stated that the compounded 
effect will take a lot of dollars out of the system. 
 
Ms. Hirashima clarified that the money will still be coming in for the streets. The City’s plan is 
to replace the 50% that it would be returning to the developer with the sales tax that is 
generated. Mr. Nielsen concurred with this. Mr. Weed added that the City has no choice but 
to backfill the traffic mitigation fees with the sales tax dollars because the state requires it. 
Ms. Hirashima also discussed the vesting provision with the traffic impact fees. 
 
Gary Petershagen, 1027 State Avenue, Marysville, WA. 
Mr. Petershagen expressed support of phasing in the increased impact fees. He suggested 
phasing in the increase over three years, if possible. He recommended further study as to 
alternative solutions for funding roads. Mr. Petershagen asked if items on the 6-Year TIP 
were allowed to be improved by private parties in exchange for credit to their mitigation fees. 
City Engineer Nielsen affirmed that they could do an improvement in exchange for credit. 
There was significant discussion about how the credit might work. Commissioner Leifer felt 
that the full value of the completed project should be credited, not necessarily what it cost 
the developer. Mr. Petershagen referred to a new signal listed on the 6-Year TIP for 
$200,000. He suggested building it and having $200,000 credited to his impact fees. Mr. 
Nielsen was in favor of the idea, but noted that it would need more research. Mr. Weed 
stated that RCW 82.02 allows for credit toward mitigation fees for in-kind mitigation, but 
does not go into detail The City could probably elaborate on how this would be calculated.  
 
Seeing no further comments, the hearing was closed at 8:15 p.m. 
 
2.  Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations Deliberations and Decision. 
 
Steve Leifer asked Grant Weed why the mitigation fee was based on the 6-Year TIP. Mr. 
Weed explained that the City is required to do the 6-Year TIP and the mitigation fees must 
go into those projects. Commissioner Leifer was concerned that some improvements can be 
deducted from mitigation fees while others cannot. Mr. Nielsen explained that it has to do 
with concurrency. Mr. Weed added that if in-kind contributions are allowed, the City must 
decide that the improvement is a high priority. 
 
Commissioner Leifer addressed his concern that upfront mitigation fees are a real problem 
for developers. He has suggested some sort of investment trust, but was told that state law 
does not allow it. He asked how this might be achieved. Mr. Weed explained that tax 
increment financing has been tried by the state legislature, but has not worked out well. Mr. 
Leifer pointed out that his idea would have extra incentives. Mr. Weed replied that the action 
would need to occur at the state level. The tax laws would need to be modified.  
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Chairman Muller asked if Title 18 had provisions for developer credit. Mr. Weed replied that 
it does, but the level of detail is not spelled out. Ms. Hirashima stated that 18B 14.070 
addresses offsite improvements. They could add some language to make this clearer. She 
clarified that not all the projects on the 6-Year TIP were used to determine the mitigation 
fees, just concurrency projects. Commissioner Leifer suggested that the language should 
indicate that the cost of the credit should be based on a reasonable engineer’s estimate. Mr. 
Nielsen concurred and clarified that it should be based on the city engineer’s estimate. 
 
Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes thanked the developers for their suggestions. She stated 
that she appreciated their comments. Commissioner Hylback stated that he was looking 
forward to hearing about the results of the poll regarding solutions to traffic funding issues. 
There was consensus to accept the staff recommendations. 
 
Ms. Hirashima referred to Action Item 7 on the Staff Report: Approve revisions to Title 18B – 
Traffic Impact Fees. This would include the ordinance relating to exemptions on 18B and the 
impact fee rates with the proposed industrial and residential discounts on fees. Chairman 
Muller asked to include the language on credits for in-kind mitigation, the phased-in increase 
for residential rates and the biannual update of school district fees. 
 
Commissioner Hylback then asked to recluse himself from the Lakewood area discussion 
since due to a possible or perceived conflict of interest. He stepped out at 8:43 p.m. 
 
Chairman Muller began to review each item on the Staff Report in turn. 
 
1.  Approve Comprehensive Plan Preferred alternative Land Use Map (3/10/05) 
 
• Chairman Muller referred to the area zoned Commercial Business and Business Park 

along the I-5 corridor. He wanted to make sure they were allowing for big box, high-end 
users with the unobstructed views along I-5, especially in Lakewood and Smokey Point. 
Ms. Hirashima responded that this was the basis for the zoning recommendations. She 
pointed out that there is very limited access in this area. Additionally it is not currently in 
the UGA. The area zoned CB is a good retail zone. Business Park can be rezoned to 
Community Business if the infrastructure is in place. Chairman Muller asked about Mr. 
MacElhaney’s concerns. Ms. Hirashima felt that this had been addressed. 

 
Joel Hylback returned to the meeting at 8:55 p.m. 
 
• Ms. Kvangnes asked about Cavanough’s concerns about storage units not being 

allowed. Ms. Hirashima stated that they were not allowed in this zoning.  
• Commissioner Leifer asked about Mr. Gimmer’s concerns. Ms. Hirashima stated that 

she has been out to his properties several times. His concerns may be addressed 
through a boundary line adjustment at a future date. This would suit his goals.  

• Chairman Muller asked if the desired location of the interchange should be flagged on 
the map. Ms. Hirashima affirmed that it should.  

• Commissioner Hylback asked if the Sunnyside area was to be included. Chairman 
Muller stated that it should.  
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2.  Approve Comprehensive Plan Document dated 1/14/05 with recommended text 
revisions to the Land Use element as noted in the 3/12/05 staff memorandum, 
Transportation Element as noted in the 3/10/05 revisions and revised Utilities Element 
 
There were no comments regarding this item. 
 
3.  Approve Lake Stevens and Lakewood Capital Facilities Plans as approved by the 
respective school districts. Keep Marysville at current rate structure until their plan is 
available for review and approved by the Planning Commission. 
 
Commissioner Foster commented that she was pleased that Lake Stevens passed their 
bond. 
 
4.  Approve Sewer Comprehensive Plan Six-Year Update 
 
There were no comments regarding this item. 
 
5.  Approve Critical Area Ordinance dated 3/7/05 
 
Due to overwhelming public support, DOE support and the example of the Army Corps of 
Engineers there was consensus to change the exemption level to 1/10 of an acre for Class 4 
wetlands.  
 
Buffer Allotment: Ms. Dungan reviewed staff’s recommendation allowing for 25% buffer 
reduction for Categories 3 and 4. 
 
Christopher Earle of Jones and Stokes reviewed the DOE typing system for habitat values. 
He explained that the potential and the opportunity for habitats were weighted equally in this 
rating system. Marysville has some good potential scores, mostly associated with streams. 
Some of these also have opportunity Other wetlands, like in agricultural areas, have low 
opportunity values and would therefore have low overall scores. A few areas in the main 
stem of the Quilceda Creek area might have high scores. If Category I wetlands have more 
than 29 points, they should have wide buffers. It is extremely unlikely that such a wetland 
exists in Marysville. He explained why this would probably not be possible for Marysville. 
Jones and Stokes is recommending putting in provisions which would alleviate DOE’s 
concerns. Mr. Earle discussed the possibility of individual variation on the wetland rating 
form. He felt that most of the items on the form were quantifiable. 
 
• Commissioner Hylback confirmed that they would be eliminating the classification of the 

state candidate species. The consultant with Jones and Stokes affirmed that this was 
correct. She noted added that the endangered and threatened species would still be 
protected. There is also a procedure for nominating species of local importance. 

• Commissioner Leifer referred to his earlier mention regarding an inconsistency between 
trail width requirements. Ms. Hirashima indicated that this had been corrected. There 
was no further discussion regarding the Critical Areas Ordinance. 

 
6.  Approve revised Development Design Standards 
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• Commissioner Kvangnes asked about the encouraging the use of native plants. There 
was some discussion about this, but the consensus was to leave it as an option. 
Commissioner Voigt suggested that it might be better as a public education effort, not an 
ordinance. 

 
7. Approve revisions to Title 18B-Traffic Impact Fees 
 
Discussed above. 
 
8.  Approve Vision Code revisions  
 
• Ms. Hirashima referred to Harland MacElhaney’s comments that the chart does not allow 

factory built housing in the R12-28 zones. She stated that this was probably an oversight 
and should be corrected.  

• Commissioner Hylback referred to the requirement for an attached garage. There was 
consensus to remove this requirement.  

• Mr. Hylback asked if detached condos were allowed. Ms. Hirashima indicated that they 
are.  

 
9.  Approve area-wide rezone of properties within City of Marysville limits in 
accordance with the Preferred Land Use alternative. 
 
Commissioner Hylback referred to the RUTA language. He commented that the City needs 
to protect the area it will grow into. He expressed his concern about preventing rural cluster 
subdivisions. Ms. Hirashima stated that this would need to be addressed through an 
interlocal agreement with Snohomish County. They could put a policy into the plan regarding 
land outside the UGA in the Section 4, Land Use element. This would include goals and 
policies for working with the County to prevent rural cluster subdivisions in RUTA’s. 
Commissioner Hylback concurred and suggested following that up with discussions with 
Snohomish County.  
 
MOTION made by Commissioner Kvangnes; seconded by Commissioner Foster to forward 
the Staff Report’s Recommended Action Items 1-9 as amended to the City Council. 
MOTION passed unanimously (6-0). 
 
Chairman Muller thanked staff for the wonderful job of supporting the Planning Commission 
in its effort to work through these issues. This was echoed by all the commissioners. 
Chairman Muller thanked all the commissioners for their hard work. They thanked him. Ms. 
Hirashima thanked the Planning Commission for their efforts. 
 
NEXT MEETING 
 
April 11, 2005, 6:00 p.m. – Joint meeting with the Planning Commission and City Council 
before the regular Council meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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Seeing no further business, Commissioner Toni Mathews moved and Commissioner Voigt 
seconded the motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:41 p.m. The motion passed unanimously 
(6-0). 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

A. Response to Public Hearing Comments 
March 15, 2005 

1 Malcolm McNaughton.  Please see response to Letters 30, 31 and 32 of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments. 

2 Lillian Peterson.  The Preferred Alternative identifies the site as Mixed Use. 

3 Ralph Krutsinger.  Existing park and school sites are addressed within the plan.  The 
plan also identifies a six-year capital facilities plan for parks and school districts.   

4 Denny Derickson.  The Preferred Alternative includes both of the referenced 
properties.  The property north of Marysville Pilchuck High School is designated 
Single Family High (R 5-7 du/acre) and the Getchell Hill site is designated Single 
Family Medium (4-5 du/acre). Both sites are located outside the UGA, and will 
require action by the Snohomish County Council to expand the UGA. 

5 Erick Emery, Clint Miller.  The referenced property is located in Getchell Hill and is 
referred to in comment 4 of the public hearing.  The property is designated Single 
Family Medium (4-5 du/acre) in the City’s Preferred Alternative.  It is located outside 
the UGA, and will require action by the Snohomish County Council to expand the 
UGA. 

6 Noel Higa.  The referenced property is within the Downtown neighborhood and is 
designated Mixed Use in the Preferred Alternative.   

7 Mark Cross.   Please see response to Letter No. 15 of the Comprehensive Plan and 
Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments.  

8 Joel Hylback.  At the recommendation of the Planning Commission, additional text 
and policies regarding rural cluster subdivisions were added to the City’s Land Use 
element, on page 4-2. 

9 Gerald Osterman.   Please see response to Letter No. 21 of the Comprehensive Plan 
and Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments.  The Preferred Alternative 
designates the site as Multi-Family Low Density (R-12, 12 du/acre).   

10 Dan Roth.  The Preferred Alternative is based on a moderate growth target for the 
Marysville UGA.  The land use plan uses a combination of higher densities and UGA 
expansion to accommodate the preferred growth target. 

11 Bob Armstrong.  The Preferred Alternative identifies the site as being eligible to 
rezone to Community Business, subject to a master plan approach.  The viability of 
Community Business zoning will be contingent on access for the site.  The majority of 
the site is currently designated and zoned General Industrial.  There are currently 
various manufacturing uses and an associated retail store located on the property, 
as well as residential uses.  The Quilceda Tannery and store has two access points 
onto 88th Street, immediately west of the BNRR tracks.   A private railroad crossing is 
located at approximately 84th Street NE to State Avenue for the residential uses.   
The 88th Street corridor is currently operating at LOS F.  Because there are no 
planned improvements, and considerable environmental and financial constraints 
related to bridge widening across Quilceda Creek, the intersection is exempt from 
concurrency requirements in the City’s transportation plan.  The City will be utilizing 
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a master plan approach to investigate the potential for alternative access to this 
site.  The commercial use would be contingent on acceptable access being 
identified within a master plan.  The access alternatives to be explored will include 
(1) a frontage road concept, west of State Avenue and BNRR tracks; (2) expansion 
of the existing crossing to a public grade crossing at 84th Street NE, and (3) 
improvements to 88th Street NE.   These alternatives are the initial concepts and will 
undoubtedly be expanded upon and refined upon initiation of the master plan 
public participation process.   The master plan approach will include notification to 
properties in and adjacent to the master plan area, including the residents north of 
80th Street, along 38th Drive NE.   

12 Harland McElhaney.     This area is also referred to in Letters No. 9 and 21.  The 
referenced property is in the Lakewood neighborhood.  The properties are south of 
169th Street NE, and immediately east of the BNRR tracks.  The Preferred Alternative 
identifies area properties as Multi-Family Low Density (R-12).  This designation would 
allow residential development at a maximum density of 12 dwelling units per acre.  
This is consistent with surrounding new and existing development which includes 
duplexes and a mobile home park.  It would allow small lot single family, as well as 
duplexes which are mentioned as potential development scenarios for the property 
owner.   

13 Sandy Van Dyke.    See responses to Letters No. 4, 5, 11 and 12 in the 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map comments.  The site is designated Community 
Business in the Preferred Alternative.  

14 Gary Wright.   The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Preferred 
Alternative Land Use Map.   Ms. Peterson’s property is addressed in Comment No. 2 
of the 3/15/05 public hearing comments. 

15 Jerry Forrell.  See responses to Letters No. 4, 5, 11 and 12 in the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Map comments, and Comment No. 13 of the 3/15/05 public hearing.  The 
site is designated Community Business in the Preferred Alternative.   

16 David Toyer.  See response to Letters No. 33, 34 and 35 of the Comprehensive Plan 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations comments.   

17 Kathy Johnson.  The Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations are non-
project (programmatic) actions.  The topics included in the EIS were limited to issues 
identified in the EIS scoping.  The scoping notice was issued on August 6, 2004 
identifying the proposal and list of topics to be included for discussion in the EIS. No 
comments were received in response to the notice.  An EIS for a nonproject 
proposal does not require site-specific analyses; instead the EIS discusses impacts 
and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the 
level of planning for the proposal.  (WAC 197-11-442)  The City utilized scientific and 
mapped data and multiple sources for its analysis, which are referenced 
throughout the EIS and Appendices.  In some instances Geographic Information 
System (GIS) analysis was used to study alternatives, evaluate potential impacts, 
and prepare maps and data for various policy and regulatory choices.  In other 
instances, such as the North Marysville stream survey and downtown parking 
inventory, additional field work was employed to produce information to help 
identify appropriate actions, or verify impacts of plans and regulations.  The City 
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also uses phased environmental review pursuant to the provision of WAC 197-11-
060(5).  Phasing allows environmental review to focus on issues that are ready for 
decision while deferring consideration of items not ready for action.  The current 
phase of environmental review included an EIS for the Comprehensive Plan Update 
and Development Regulations.  Subsequent project actions will involve site-specific, 
project-level analysis.   The Planning Commission recommended the Preferred 
Alternative, which is essentially Alternative 3 of the DEIS.   

18 Bill Binford.   Please see response to Letter No. 28 of the Comprehensive Plan 
Comments. 

19 Myron Gemmer.  The Preferred Alternative designates the site as Mixed Use.  The 
City’s zoning code regulates the permitted uses and standards for this zone. 

20 Todd Deutsman.   Comment noted.  The Preferred Alternative recommended 
General Commercial to approximately 23rd Avenue NE. 

21 Mike Pattison.  See response to Letters No. 33, 34 and 35 of the Comprehensive Plan 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations comments, as well as 
Comment No. 16 of the 3/15/05 comments. 

22 Dan Mattson.  The property referred to is north of 172nd Street NE (not south of 169th 
Street NE as reflected in the minutes).  It is included within the Preferred Alternative 
as Single Family High, Small Lot (R-8, 8 du/acre).  The site is not included in 
Snohomish County’s Preferred Alternative Land Use Map.  See response to 
Comment No. 7 of Letter No. 15 of the Comprehensive Plan comments. 

23  Irma Morton.   Comment noted. 

24 James Keller.  Permitted uses within the Mixed Use zone are regulated by the City of 
Marysville Development Code. 

25 Carl Jensen.  Please see response to Letter No. 20 of the Comprehensive Plan 
comments.   

 

B. Response to Public Hearing Comments 
March 16, 2005 (Comprehensive Plan and Miscellaneous Development Regulations) 

26 Marysville School District.  Please see Letter No. 35 and response.   

27 Harland McElhaney.  The Planning Commission recommended modification of the 
matrix to allow factory built housing in the multi-family zones.  The requirement for 
an attached garage was also stricken.   

28 Mr. Kally.  The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Development 
Design standards which will address site and building design requirements for 
commercial, and multi-family uses, as well as site design standards for high density 
single family residential (R-8).   The City does not have the kind of detailed design 
requirements for single family residential building construction that is referenced in 
the examples cited by Mr. Kally.   Later this year, the City will be developing 
regulations to address “cottage housing” which will include small lot design 
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standards that could include issues like such as setbacks, parking and building 
compatibility.   

29 Suzette Nielson.  Please see response to Letter No. 26 of the Comprehensive Plan 
and Development Regulations comments. 

30 Don Barker.  The Planning Commission recommended a transportation impact fee 
structure that charges $1300/pm peak hour trip for commercial uses.   

31 Gary Petershagen.  The Planning Commission recommended a transportation 
impact fee structure that charges $1300/pm peak hour trip for commercial uses, 
and a phased schedule for residential of $2500/pm peak hour trip in 2005, and 
$3175/pm peak hour trip in 2006.  

 

C. Response to Public Hearing Comments 
March 22, 2005 

 
32 Marysville School District.   Please see Letter No. 35 of the Comprehensive Plan 

comments.   

33 David Toyer.  Please see response to Letter No. 33 of the Comprehensive Plan and 
Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments, to Comment No. 31 of the 
3/16/05 public hearing, and to Comments no. 34, and 35 of the 3/22/05 public 
hearing comments.  In addition, the Planning Commission provided their rationale 
in their discussion and deliberations, as reflected in the meeting minutes. 

34 Bill Binford.  Please see response to Letter No. 33 of the Comprehensive Plan and 
Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments, to Comment No. 31 of the 
3/16/05 public hearing, and to Comments no. 33 and 35 of the 3/22/05 public 
hearing comments. 

35 Gary Petershagen.  Please see response to Letter No. 33 of the Comprehensive Plan 
and Miscellaneous Development Regulations comments, and to Comment No. 31 
of the 3/16/05 public hearing, and to Comments no. 33 and 34 of the 3/22/05 
public hearing comments. 

 

III. Responses to Written Comments – Critical Areas Ordinance 

Sections III and IV responds to written comments and hearing testimony received on the 
City’s proposed Critical Areas Ordinance, both the draft ordinance available with the 
issuance of the DEIS in mid-January and a revised draft made available at the time of 
the Planning Commission hearing on March 16, 2005.  For a complete record on this 
particular topic, comments submitted prior to the mid-January DEIS issuance are 
included as a courtesy.  

Table 16-10 summarizes commenters who provided written comments. Each comment 
has been numbered consecutively starting from Exhibit 17 to Exhibit 1.  The comments 
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were grouped by similar topic.  Each topic area is included below along with the 
numbered comment and a response.  Copies of the letters precede the responses. 

Table 16-10 List of Written Comments Received on Critical Areas Ordinance 

City 
Exhibit 
Number 

Commenter Date Numbered Comment 
Range 

1. Terra Firma Development Company LTD 11/15/04 165-166 

2. Terra Firma Development Company LTD 12/3/04 See above, same letter 
faxed 

3. The Jay Group 1/7/05 164 

4. Barclays North, Inc. 1/11/05 See Exhibit 16  

5. Master Builders Association 1/11/05 152-163 

6. Master Builders Association 5/20/04 149-151 

7. Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Draft) 

1/5/05 132-148 

8. Washington State Department of 
Ecology 

2/11/05 130-131 

9. Master Builders Association 2/17/05 126-129 

10. Pilchuck Audubon Society 3/8/05 103-125 

11. Futurewise 3/9/05 93-102 

12. Technical Memo: Fishman Environmental 
Services, LLC 

6/12/03 No specific comments.  
Informational. 

13. Katherine Johnson 3/13/05 90-92 

14. Washington State Department of 
Ecology 

3/16/05 82-89 

15. Snohomish County-Camano Island 
Association of Realtors 

3/16/05 76-81 

16. Barclays North, Inc. 3/15/05 
with letter 
1/11/05 

9-75 

17. English Hill Investment LLC 3/16/05 1-8 

Further Table 16-11 lists the comments by environmental related topic: 

Table 16-11 Critical Area Ordinance Comment Categories 

Category Comment 

Aquifer Recharge 124 

Best Available Science Review 82, 133 
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Category Comment 
Buffer Exemptions 102, 119, 137, 138, 139 

Buffers 78, 79 

Code Wording 14, 18, 21, 27, 28, 29, 31, 35, 55, 59, 64, 65, 66, 
156, 158 

Density Transfer 73 

Enforcement 121, 123 

Enhance Vs. Maintain 10, 15, 23, 26, 53, 57, 58, 149, 152 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 120, 
153 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas – 
Process 

46, 50, 56 

Geologic Hazards 63, 67, 125 

Growth Management Act Requirements 11, 12, 76, 77, 94, 126, 127, 128, 129, 150, 151 

Low Impact Development 100, 117 

Mitigation 3, 4, 5, 33, 87, 97, 106, 107, 109, 110, 141, 142, 
143, 144, 145, 146 

Other 90a, 90b, 90c, 165, 166 

Pesticides 101, 118 

Property Rights 2, 8, 49 

Public Process 9, 90, 161, 162 

Stream Buffers 6, 7, 51, 52, 91, 99, 113, 115, 122 

Stream Process 114, 116, 159 

Science 30, 157, 164 

Scientist Qualifications 13, 20, 54, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 155 

Setbacks 74, 75, 163 

Surety 34, 60, 61, 62, 160 

Vesting 25, 98, 111, 147 

Wetland Buffers 1, 19, 24, 80, 83, 84, 85, 86, 89, 92, 95, 96, 104, 
105, 112, 132, 134, 136, 140, 154 

Wetland Exemption 81, 93, 103 

Wetland Map 130, 131, 135 

Wetland Process 16, 17, 22, 32, 88, 108, 148 
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 Aquifer Recharge Area 
Response to Comment 124 

The City considered aquifer recharge issues through the Jones & Stokes memo dated 
October 20, 2004, titled "Overview and Comparison of Aquifer, Flood Hazard, Wildlife 
Habitat, Geologic Hazard, and Procedural Regulations to State Example Critical Areas 
Code."  While the City does not have aquifer recharge areas important to potable 
water supply, the City is considering how low impact development measures may be 
appropriate in the City.  The City already mandates compliance with the 2001 
Washington State Department of Ecology stormwater manual, which contains 
provisions designed to optimize stormwater infiltration.  Further Marysville was selected 
by the Puget Sound Action Team to receive assistance Spring/Summer 2005 under the 
Low Impact Development Regulation Assistance Project, and will review low impact 
development programs or regulations for the City. 

Best Available Science Review 
Response to Comment 82 

The City has not assumed, and does not assume, that research conducted in other 
parts of the country can be “discounted as not applicable in the Pacific Northwest.”  
The City’s Best Available Science Analysis noted that on the whole many of the 
ecological, chemical, biological and physical processes are the same no matter the 
region, but also noted that there could be some differences between conditions 
elsewhere and here in Washington given the specific climatic, geological, and 
biological circumstances in the highly altered urban areas in Marysville.  

Response to Comment 133 

See response to comment 82. 

Buffer Exemptions 
Response to Comment 102 

Stormwater facilities allowed in buffers are restricted to biofiltration swales and similar 
facilities and must be vegetated in the same manner as the rest of the buffer. Such 
facilities do not necessarily impair buffer function. 

Response to Comment 119 

See response to comment 102. The cited references do not address placement of 
biofiltration swales in wetland buffers. 

Response to Comment 137 

The proposed text of Section 19.24.100(7) has been substantially modified to 
accommodate the changes proposed by the commenter. 

Response to Comment 138 

The proposed language specifies that utilities placement must be "consistent with the 
purpose and function of the wetland buffer and do not detract from its integrity."  The 
scenario suggested by the commenter would not comply with this requirement. 
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Response to Comment 139 

See response to comment 102. 

Buffers 
Response to Comment 78 

The buffers proposed in the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) are based on a review of 
streams and wetlands within Marysville, in the context of Best Available Science for 
protection of wetland and riparian ecosystem functions.  These buffers have been 
somewhat modified from those suggested in BAS review documents to achieve 
balance with other stated goals of the Growth Management Act (for example, buffers 
were modified in some cases to reflect the City's lot analysis; a wetland exemption level 
was added to balance administrative review with environmental factors), but on the 
whole are still defined consistent with the BAS requirements of the Act, and are 
expected to provide substantially complete protection for the streams and wetlands 
covered by the CAO.  The ordinance provides flexibility for different site circumstances 
by providing for buffer averaging, buffer reductions in some cases, critical area 
alteration with mitigation, and reasonable use variances. It is our understanding that the 
stream and wetland buffers in the proposed CAO are consistent with many of the 
proposed and adopted CAOs elsewhere in Snohomish County. Most importantly, the 
proposed CAO is consistent with the unique circumstances in Marysville. 

Response to Comment 79 

See response to comment 78. Also, the proposed CAO does utilize the  smaller “smart 
buffers” concept by requiring enhancement of substandard buffers  and applying other 
measures to moderate impacts of urban development in order to justify having smaller 
buffers than recommended by the Department of Ecology. 

Code Wording 
Response to Comment 14 

The code language cited is retained from the current code.  The actual buffer 
standards and process to increase and decrease buffers are based on local wetland 
conditions and the typical range of development that the City has experienced.  
Please see the City's Best Available Science review completed in Fall 2004. 

Response to Comment 18 

The proposed wording is not necessary.  The ordinance focuses on existing functions 
and values since it has the goal of no-net-loss. 

Response to Comment 21 

The CAO has been revised so the term “qualified scientific professional” is used 
consistently throughout the proposed ordinance. 

Response to Comment 27 

Examples will provided upon request at the Community Development Department. 
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Response to Comment 28 

The numbering format has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 29 

The commenter's suggestion has been incorporated. 

Response to Comment 31 

The commenter's suggestion has been incorporated. 

Response to Comment 35 

The Section is reserved for future development of off-site density transfer regulations. 

Response to Comment 55 

See response to comment 21.   

Response to Comment 59 

The commenter's request is grammatically unnecessary. See response to comment 18. 

Response to Comment 64 

The commenter's request is grammatically unnecessary. See response to comment 18. 

Response to Comment 65 

The format of the report is outlined in subsection 19.24.340(2)(d). The applicant may be 
requested by the City to address specific additional information related to the site-
specific geologic hazard in the geotechnical report. 

Response to Comment 66 

The numbering format has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 156 

See response to comment 14. 

Response to Comment 158 

The word useful was removed, and the word essential emphasized. Please see the 
newly numbered 19.24.180(1.7). 

Density Transfer 
Response to Comment 73 

The comment that the density transfer provisions are supported is noted. 

Enforcement 
Response to Comment 121 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 88 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The City’s $1,000 fine can be imposed for each day that the violation continues, which  
is a sufficient deterrent for Marysville, and which may not be the case in the Edmonds 
CAO. See also response to comment 123. 

Response to Comment 123 

The City has a full time code enforcement officer and has a good history of enforcing 
critical areas violations.  The City’s policy of immediately issuing a stop work order at the 
onset of a violation seems to be a very efficient way of getting quick resolution to 
violations, as a delay in project construction can be very costly.  Additionally, the City is 
increasing bonding requirements if an applicant defaults on a mitigation project. 

Enhance versus Maintain  
Response to Comment 10 

The proposal is crafted to ensure no net loss of ecological function.  In theory, this could 
be accomplished by adopting relatively wide buffers with no modification of existing 
conditions, or relatively narrow buffers with modifications to improve ecological 
function. The City's longstanding approach in its critical areas regulations is to ensure 
buffers are vegetated with native plantings for proper function. The City chose to 
continue its requirement for smaller functional or “enhanced” buffers instead of wider 
buffers. In other words, enhancement is being used as “tradeoff” to allow smaller 
buffers where functions and values of the existing area would not otherwise allow for 
smaller buffers. Additionally, the City has included a buffer reduction process for 
Category III and IV wetlands that have lower wildlife functions.  Buffer averaging for any 
type of wetland is also possible.  Wetland alteration and mitigation is also allowed 
according to criteria.  Last, the ordinance offers reasonable use variances.  These 
measures provide flexibility to individual circumstances. 

Response to Comment 15 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Response to Comment 23 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Response to Comment 26 

Please see response to comment 10.  It should also be noted that the enhancement 
requirement in this location addresses impacts of new development associated with 
previously developed areas and that such requirements can be imposed pursuant to 
SEPA. 

Response to Comment 53 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Response to Comment 57 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Response to Comment 58 
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Please see response to comment 10.  It should also be noted that the enhancement 
requirement in this location addresses impacts of new development associated with 
previously developed areas and that such requirements can be imposed pursuant to 
SEPA. 

Response to Comment 149 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Response to Comment 152 

Please see response to comment 10. 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 
Response to Comment 36 

Please see the proposed definition of "Primary Association Area" in MMC 19.06.375. 

Response to Comment 37 

Based on the Planning Commission recommendations, the section defines fish and 
wildlife conservation areas similar to the State classification guidelines, but focuses on 
Federal and State listed species (i.e. Federal endangered, threatened, or candidate 
and State endangered, threatened, or sensitive).  Other non-listed species (for example 
State candidate, monitor, other priority species that are not already Federal or State 
listed) would only be regulated if nominated through the City's proposed process to 
designate "habitats and species of local importance." Pileated woodpeckers are 
candidate species and would only be regulated in the City if nominated and approved 
as a species of local importance. 

Response to Comment 38 

There are two primary features of the City's fish and wildlife conservation regulations. 
First, the section focuses on stream protection that addresses in particular salmonid 
species.  There are specific buffers included for streams as well as Twin Lakes.  Second, 
the section defines fish and wildlife conservation areas similar to the State classification 
guidelines, but focuses on Federal and State listed species (i.e. Federal endangered, 
threatened, or candidate and State endangered, threatened, or sensitive).  Other non-
listed species (for example State candidate, monitor, other priority species that are not 
already Federal or State listed) would only be regulated if nominated through the City's 
proposed process to designate "habitats and species of local importance." Because 
the regulated species can vary widely, the regulations for non-stream habitats include 
a process that requires a study and mitigation on the basis of the study findings.  This is 
similar to the current critical areas regulations addressing fish and wildlife conservation 
areas, as well as the SEPA process, both of which the City has implemented for some 
time. 

Response to Comment 39 

The City has not designated specific habitats and species of local concern.  Currently 
the City does address priority species in its code which addresses the State listed 
endangered, threatened, and sensitive species as well as certain candidate species 
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and other priority habitats. Please see response to comment 38 regarding the 
refocusing of the regulations on federal and State listed species. 

Response to Comment 40 

Please see response to comment 39.  The City does not propose a specific list of 
habitats and species of local importance. 

Response to Comment 41 

Please see response to comment 39.  The City does not propose a specific list of 
habitats and species of local importance. 

Response to Comment 42 

The process would consider nominations no more frequently than annually.  It may be 
part of the City's annual docket; however there are specific application requirements 
that may be more stringent than a typical code amendment docket.  Please see 
response to comment 39 regarding lists of species. 

Response to Comment 43 

Multiple criteria have to be met in the renumbered section 19.24.180(2)(b). 

Response to Comment 44 

The nomination process would be an annual process, subject to detailed application 
requirements, a hearing before the Planning Commission, and an affirmative decision 
by the City Council prior to a species becoming regulated. 

Response to Comment 45 

Please see response to comment 44. 

Response to Comment 47 

Lands providing essential habitat connections in Marysville primarily include streams 
and steep slopes/ravines, which are already protected with specific buffers/setbacks 
and accounted in the City's buildable lands analysis.  Because other potential habitats 
may vary, the regulations for non-stream, non-wetland, and non-slope habitats include 
a process that requires a study and mitigation on the basis of the study findings.  This is 
similar to the current critical areas regulations addressing fish and wildlife conservation 
areas, as well as the SEPA process, both of which the City has implemented for some 
time. The City's buildable lands analysis does incorporates various factors, including a 
5% additional reduction for unmapped critical areas,  as well as other factors to allow 
the City to meet its growth targets. 

Response to Comment 48 

The formerly included section (10) addressing areas adjacent to aquatic systems has 
been removed, since the City addresses lands adjacent to aquatic systems through its 
stream regulations and floodplain regulations. 
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Response to Comment 120 

The City intends to focus its regulations on species that have had some level of Federal 
and State review in order to be "listed" specifically in Federal and State laws.  
Nominating a species of local importance should be considered with an appropriate 
amount of detail to allow the City to make an informed decision, and it is likely that the 
level of information the City would require through its local nomination process is still less 
than that required in order to list species in Federal and State laws.  

Response to Comment 153 

The definition referred to in the comment letter is not included in the proposed draft 
critical areas ordinance. 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas – Process 
Response to Comment 46 

The Planning Commission will be required to hold a hearing after effective public 
notice.  The nomination process indicates that the City Council may hold an additional 
hearing at their discretion.  The level of public involvement for potential development 
regulation amendments will be tailored to the proposed action and will be consistent 
with GMA requirements. 

Response to Comment 50 

All administrative determinations made under the critical areas regulations are 
appealable.  Please see MMC 19.24.400 and MMC Chapter 2.70. 

Response to Comment 56 

Please see response to comment 50. 

Geologic Hazards 
Response to Comment 63 

The pre-application process for critical area review is included with any other pre-
application requirements.  A separate process is not required, nor desired by the City.   

Response to Comment 67 

If in question, a field study may be required to confirm the presence/absence of 
federally endangered, threatened, and candidate species, and State designated 
endangered, threatened , and sensitive species, or their habitat which have a primary 
association as defined in Chapter 19.06.   

Response to Comment 125 

Clearing and grading restrictions are currently addressed in the City’s Clearing, 
Grading, Filling and Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 19.28).  Subsection 19.24.320(e) 
was removed to avoid duplication and/or conflict with the Chapter 19.28.   

Growth Management Act Requirements 
Response to Comment 11 
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Please see response to comments 10. 

Response to Comment 12 

Please see response to comments 10. 

Response to Comment 76 

Please see response to comment 78.   

Response to Comment 77 

Please see response to comment 78. 

Response to Comment 94 

The City prepared a document, “Use of Best Available Science in City of Marysville 
Buffer Regulations,” that analyzes the City’s critical areas including wetlands in the 
context of best available science.  The City designated buffers are consistent with that 
information.  Several considerations led to the recommendation for buffers smaller than 
recommended by the Department of Ecology as standard buffers.  These included: (1) 
the requirement to meet a variety of buffer performance requirements intended to 
ensure that the available buffer performs optimized ecological functions; (2) 
information on specific conditions within the City’s wetlands and their buffers; and (3) 
consideration of other City-required measures, such as stormwater treatment, that also 
have beneficial consequences for wetlands.  As a result the proposed buffers are both 
appropriate for Marysville planning goals, and protective of ecological functions and 
values.  The City’s proposal also contains flexibility; buffers can be reduced or increased 
to ensure protection of wetland functions in the context of existing landscape 
conditions. 

Response to Comment 126 

Please see response to comment 95 for the basis of the buffer recommendations which 
included both science (best available science review) and non-science bases for the 
buffers and standards (e.g. lot analysis and vesting laws). In response to comments 
about the buffer sizes on the lower category wetlands, and recognizing the City's buffer 
planting and stormwater requirements among other City standards, the Planning 
Commission endorsed two particular changes to the buffers.  First, the final 
recommendations from the Planning Commission reduce the Category IV buffer from 
50 to 35 feet.  Second the proposal also adds a buffer reduction process for Category III 
and IV wetlands, which if applied with the criteria related to low habitat value or 
intervening improvements, could result in buffers of 56 and 26 feet respectively. 

Response to Comment 127 

Please see responses to comments 95 and 126 regarding the scientific and nonscientific 
bases for the regulations.  Also please note that density credit is given for buffer areas in 
the proposed regulations. 

Response to Comment 128 
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Please see responses to comments 95 and 126 regarding the scientific and nonscientific 
bases for the regulations.  Please also see response to comment 129 regarding 
capacity for urban level growth. Also please note that density credit is given for buffer 
areas in the proposed regulations. 

Response to Comment 129 

The City’s buildable lands analysis accounted for critical areas and buffers and 
included various factors to recognize that not all parcels may achieve maximum 
density potential.  The City’s analysis showed the City can meet its desired growth 
targets over the planning period.  Please also note that the City regularly monitors 
growth levels and achievement of regional and local growth management goals. 

Response to Comment 150 

Please see response to comments 10 and 78. 

Response to Comment 151 

In addition to the cited court case, the City has considered the Best Available Science 
rules in WAC 365-195 Part Nine. Please also see response to comments 10 and 78. 

Low Impact Development 
Response to Comment 100 

Please see response to comment 124. 

Response to Comment 117 

Please see response to comment 124. 

Mitigation 
Response to Comment 3 

The City's proposed wetland mitigation ratios are based on recent Washington State 
Department of Ecology studies in 2004.  The Code indicates that the ratios are targets 
which may be varied if a different ratio will provide adequate compensation or other 
circumstances are present.  Each wetland mitigation analysis will need to demonstrate 
use of best available science as well as that the mitigation hierarchy has been 
considered. 

Response to Comment 4 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 5 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 33 

The intent of this section is to continue to have the applicant’s consultant prepare “as-
builts” for the City to review and approve.   

Final Environmental Impact Statement 
16- 94 

Marysville Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and Final EIS 



CITY OF MARYSVILLE • COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Response to Comment 87 

Due to staffing levels, monitoring the success of a project for 5 years is difficult; to 
double the monitoring requirement to 10 years would be extremely difficult.  
Additionally, the City does not typically see the creation of forested wetlands, as 
impacts to those areas are typically avoided due to mitigation requirements and other 
issues related to the Endangered Species Act.    

Response to Comment 97 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 106 

In response to comments received, several criteria were modified along the lines 
requested. The City believes that in its current form, this language is consistent with State 
recommendations for critical areas ordinances. 

Response to Comment 107 

Allowing phased and/or concurrent mitigation at the City’s discretion has been in 
place since the CAO’s adoption in 1992.  The City has not experienced an increase in 
failure in mitigation projects as a result of this provision. 

Response to Comment 109 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 110 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 141 

The referenced section now allows wetland mitigation off-site if onsite mitigation is 
infeasible or if a different location is justified by regional needs or functions. 

Response to Comment 142 

The referenced section now indicates generally that an adequate water supply is 
required, but the specific sources are removed to allow for the flexibility the commenter 
suggests. 

Response to Comment 143 

See response to comment 3. 

Response to Comment 144 

The changes suggested by the commenter were incorporated into the proposal. 

Response to Comment 145 

The changes suggested by the commenter were incorporated into the proposal. 
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Response to Comment 146 

Please see response to comment 87. 

Other 
Response to Comment 90a 

The EIS is programmatic consistent with the nonproject nature of the Comprehensive 
Plan and development regulations update.   Please also note that the EIS addressed 
geologic hazards under the "Earth" section.  The analysis was prepared in the context of 
the City's critical areas regulations that do protect geologic hazards (MMC 19.24).  

Response to Comment 90b 

The CAO requires native plants in buffers.  Please also see response to comment 122. 

Response to Comment 90c 

The Critical Areas Ordinance proposal includes increased buffers for streams, and a 
requirement that the buffer be functional with the use of native plantings. 

Response to Comment 165 

Under the proposed draft CAO, wetland creation sites are required to provide any and 
all buffers on the mitigation site itself.  Off-site, adjacent property owners are not 
required to provide additional buffer areas for wetland creation sites, thereby 
alleviating any burden to abutting property owners. . 

Response to Comment 166 

Please see response to comment 165. 

Pesticides 
Response to Comment 101 

The City implements an Integrated Pest Management Program for its properties. 

Response to Comment 118 

Please see response to comment 101. 

Property Rights 
Response to Comment 2 

The proposed code does include a full density credit for the critical area buffers.  The 
code further allows for buffer averaging, buffer reductions in some cases, wetland fill 
with compensation, stream and geologic hazard area alteration based on criteria, and 
if the regulations would still prevent a reasonable use, the code includes a reasonable 
use variance. 

Response to Comment 8 

See response to comment 2. 
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Response to Comment 49 

The City’s nonconforming use regulations are consistent with Washington court 
decisions, which generally hold that nonconforming uses are disfavored. 

Public Process 
Response to Comment 9 

The commenter's concerns were articulated in a letter dated January 11, 2005, and the 
City's response is set forth in the responses to comments 10 to 75, inclusive. 

Response to Comment 90 

The plan and development regulations were developed with notification and using 
input from: 

1. The 2002 citizen survey for the City of Marysville performed by the National 
Citizen Survey; 

2. The business stakeholder summaries resulting from focus groups during the 
development of the City of Marysville economic development strategy and 
plan in 2003; 

3. Community workshops and task force meetings for the Downtown Vision Plan, 
completed in 2004; 

4. Parks and recreation survey completed for the Parks & Recreation element in 
2004; 

5. City of Marysville economic development committee feedback and minutes 
from 2003 and 2004;  

6. Community workshops for land use plan development between 2002 and 
2005; 

7. Stakeholder committee workshops on the Critical Areas Ordinance 
convened and held between November and December 2004. 

8. Planning Commission workshops to develop and review the draft 
comprehensive plan and development regulations between 2004 and 2005; 

9. Public input, letters and correspondence received between 2003 and 2005, 
during development of the draft comprehensive plan; 

10. The Draft Integrated Comprehensive Plan, Development Regulations and 
Environmental Impact Statement were formally distributed to agencies and 
interest groups on January 14, 2005 for a 60-day comment period.   
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11. The Integrated Plan, Development Regulations and EIS were publicly 
available at the Marysville Library, on the City’s website, and available for 
purchase in hardcopy and CD. 

12. Over 21,000 notices were mailed to area property owners and residents within 
the Marysville Planning area notifying them of the availability of the draft 
plan, open houses and Planning Commission public hearing. 

13. Public notice was also provided in area newspapers through official notice in 
the Marysville Globe, and information and articles in the Herald, Seattle Times, 
Cable Community Information Channel and Marysville Globe/Arlington Times 
Express Shopper. 

14. Public postings were made at City buildings and the Marysville Post Office. 

15. Comments received during six open houses held in Marysville neighborhoods 
in advance of plan hearings in March 2005. 

16. Public hearings scheduled for March 16 and 17, 2005 before the Marysville 
Planning Commission. 

The City of Marysville has communicated update of its plan over the past two years.  
This participation has been invited and heard, and is reflected in the 
Comprehensive plan map, policies, text and accompanying development 
regulations.    

Response to Comment 161 

Please refer to comment 63. 

Response to Comment 162 

An administrative process is proposed to expedite the consultant selection process.  A 
consultant not making the list does not preclude them for working within the City limits 
of Marysville. 

Stream Buffers 
Response to Comment 6 

The older Class IV stream was defined differently than the new Type Ns stream, as it 
referred to intermittent "swales", not to intermittent streams. Intermittent streams were 
included in the old Class III designation. The difference in buffers between the old Class 
III and the new Type Ns stream class is an increase from 25 feet to 50 feet. The rationale 
for buffer selection was presented by the City in their “Best Available Science” report. 
Briefly, buffers on seasonal streams are critical for maintaining water quality, which in 
turn is important for aquatic life located downstream.  A relatively narrow buffer of only 
50 feet is supported for intermittent streams because (1) intermittent streams do not flow 
during the hottest part of the year, so a wide buffer is not needed to protect against 
high water temperatures; and (2) intermittent streams tend to be very narrow and carry 
very low flows, so any loss of ecological function relative to downstream resources is 
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also relatively low. Thus, the narrow buffer is appropriate to maintain consistency with 
the high land use intensity objectives of planning within a designated urban growth 
area. 

Response to Comment 7 

Perennial streams were considered Class II under the old scheme with buffers of 50 feet 
increasing to 100 feet with the new type Np. The rationale for buffer selection was 
presented by the City in their “Best Available Science” report. Briefly, buffers on 
perennial streams are critical for maintaining water quality (year round), which in turn is 
important for aquatic life located downstream. 

Response to Comment 51 

Please see response to comment 6. 

Response to Comment 52 

The City's stream buffers reflect the ecological functions of the streams in the City's 
landscape that is often urbanized. Please see the City's Best Available Science review 
as well as its lot analysis for a discussion of the basis for the buffers.  The stream 
regulations allowing averaging of buffers, buffer or stream alteration with mitigation, 
and reasonable use variances recognizing variations in sites and conditions. 

Response to Comment 91 

The City prepared a document, “Use of Best Available Science in City of Marysville 
Buffer Regulations,” that analyzes the City’s critical areas including streams and their 
riparian areas in the context of best available science.  That understanding of best 
available science was somewhat revised according to the findings of an outside review 
commissioned by the City. The City designated stream buffers are consistent with that 
information.  The proposed buffers on salmonid-bearing streams are fully protective of 
stream functions consistent with existing and anticipated future conditions along such 
streams in the City.  For discussion of the rationale for buffers on perennial and seasonal 
non-salmonid-bearing streams, please see the responses to comments 6 and 7. 

Response to Comment 99 

Please see the response to comment 91. 

Response to Comment 113 

The commenter offers numerous citations describing wetland buffers in support 
proposed stream buffer widths.  The best available science for stream buffers has 
identified that they provide greatly different ecological functions, in comparison with 
wetland buffers.  For further detail, please see the response to comment 91. 

Response to Comment 115 

The proposed code does set a maximum reduction at 25% in paragraph (4)(b). 

Response to Comment 122 
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Within Chapter 19.26 “Residential Density Incentives” the City currently offers a 5 
percent increase in density to developers if significant tree retention is proposed within 
a subdivision.  This provision has been used frequently since its adoption.  Additionally, 
the City’s subdivision code provides for the protection of significant trees along the 
perimeter of subdivisions when feasible. 

Stream Process 
Response to Comment 114 

The City has adopted a stream typing system that is substantially identical to the State 
system, and that should pose no problems for consistency with State regulations. 
However, the City has identified a few minor points where diversion from the State 
system seemed appropriate. For example, the City has no occurrence of special-status 
fish other than salmonids, so “fish-bearing” status is defined on the basis of salmonid 
presence. These considerations are detailed at length the document “Draft” 
Recommended Revisions to the City of Marysville Stream Rating System, MMC 
19.06.470.”   

Response to Comment 116 

The City's criteria for stream relocation that it result in equal or better ecological 
conditions should ensure that there is at a minimum no-net loss, and combined with the 
expense of such an endeavor should make this type of request rare. 

Response to Comment 159 

Please see response to comment 22. 

Science 
Response to Comment 30 

Still water bodies more than 6.5 feet deep are lakes, not wetlands. 

Response to Comment 157 

See response to comment 30. 

Response to Comment 164 

Section 19.24.220 includes a process to reclassify a Type F stream. Reporting a lack of 
fish presence based on general observation when the stream is very turbid would by 
itself not be enough information to demonstrate that a stream segment does not have 
salmonids. 

Scientist Qualifications 
Response to Comment 13 

Please see Section 19.24.350 for the process of selecting qualified professionals.  This 
section is largely staying intact from the present code. 

Response to Comment 20 

See response to comment 13. 
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Response to Comment 54 

Typically, the critical areas report is supplied by the applicant of a development 
proposal.  The applicant’s “qualified scientific professional”  is required in their report to 
address any buffer alterations  (i.e., increases/decreases), the City in turn reviews the 
report for consistency with City code.   

Response to Comment 68 

Please see response to comment 162. 

Response to Comment 69 

The basis of establishing a qualified professional list is to provide a list of pre-approved 
consultant’s to aid the general public and development community in selection a 
qualified consultant.  The City receives numerous requests for the consultants list 
throughout the year.  

Response to Comment 70 

Please see response to comment 69. 

Response to Comment 71 

Please see response to comment 69. 

Response to Comment 72 

Please see response to comment 69. 

Response to Comment 155 

Please see response to comments 21 and 69.  

Setbacks 
Response to Comment 74 

The City's allowed intrusions into the building setback provide flexibility, e.g. decks, 
building overhangs, landscaping, and impervious surfaces. 

Response to Comment 75 

The 18-inch overhang for side yards is based upon Section 19.12.160(2)(a) MMC. 

Response to Comment 163 

Please see response to comment 75. 

Surety 
Response to Comment 34 

The City has had several bond holders default on wetland/stream 
maintenance/monitoring bonds stating the cost of complying with the mitigation 
requirements far exceeded the required bond amount.  Therefore, it  was cheaper for 
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the developer to walk away from the bond than to meet their obligation under the 
bond.  The proposed cash “set-asides” are for those persons who have previously 
defaulted only.  Applicant’s who honor their obligations would not be penalized under 
the proposed ordinance.   

Response to Comment 60 

The City currently allows an assignment of bank account as an alternative to bonding.   

Response to Comment 61 

Please refer to comment 60. 

Response to Comment 62 

This section has been revised to allow bonding. 

Response to Comment 160 

We are unclear as to writer’s intent; the comment does not seem to match cited code 
section. 

Vesting 
Response to Comment 25 

The support for the provision is noted.  Please note that the section is now numbered as 
19.24.100(11). 

Response to Comment 98 

The proposed CAO’s vesting provisions for subdivisions and short subdivisions are 
consistent with Ch. 58.17 RCW and the applicable case law. 

Response to Comment 111 

Please see response to comment 98. 

Response to Comment 147 

This section of the proposed CAO was revised to the commenter’s satisfaction. Also, see 
response to comment 98.  

Wetland Buffers 
Response to Comment 1 

Please see the City's Best Available Science review documents, and the Jones & Stokes 
peer review completed in Fall 2004 for a discussion of wetland functions.  Please note 
that while Category III and IV wetlands have lesser functions, they still provide some 
important functions in the landscape.  The Code does allow reduced buffers for low 
habitat value Category III and IV wetlands, averaged buffers, and alteration with 
compensation.  Additionally the code includes a wetland exemption for small 
Category IV wetlands when criteria are met. 

Response to Comment 19 
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See response to Comment 1. 

Response to Comment 24 

A buffer reduction process is added for Class III and IV wetlands.  Please see response 
to comment 1 as well. 

Response to Comment 80 

The buffer averaging and buffer reduction processes are intended to recognize 
variations in ecological sensitivity while still resulting in protection.  There is a process to 
reduce the buffers below the administrative averaging/reduction process through a 
reasonable use variance. 

Response to Comment 83 

The City’s standard Class I buffer approach is based upon its analysis of known wetland 
conditions and the cumulative protection of the City’s wetland, stream, and slope 
requirements, as well as its lot analysis.  The City feels that the standard wetland buffer, 
in conjunction with wetland buffer performance requirements and stormwater 
protections also required under the MMC (as well as cumulative stream and slope 
buffers in Quilceda Creek vicinity) should adequately protect Category I wetland 
ecological functions.  To allow discretion with potentially variable site circumstances, 
the City has included several conditions under which a buffer can be automatically 
increased by 25% including erosive slopes and degraded buffers. The City could 
increase a Class I buffer further since it has included the option of applying DOE Buffer 
Option 3 for Class I wetlands if a wetland analysis shows the functions would not be fully 
protected otherwise. 

Response to Comment 84 

Jones & Stokes prepared an analysis on behalf of the City regarding the likelihood of 
wetlands having a wildlife value of 29 points or greater.  They are likely rare given the 
altered urban and suburban environment found in the City.  Nevertheless, the City has 
included several conditions under which a buffer can be automatically increased for 
Category II wetlands such as when they equal or exceed 29 points for habitat or if there 
are erosive slopes or degraded buffers.  In these cases the buffer could be increased by 
25%. The City feels that the standard buffer, in conjunction with buffer performance 
requirements and stormwater protections also required under the MMC, should 
adequately buffer typical Category II wetland ecological functions, and where there 
are atypical situations the City can increase the buffer by 25%. 

Response to Comment 85 

See response to Comment 83. 

Response to Comment 86 

See responses to comments 83 and 84. 

Response to Comment 89 
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See responses to comments 83 and 84. 

Response to Comment 92 

Please see the response to Comment 94. 

Response to Comment 95 

The Planning Commission’s final recommendations were Category I, 25 to 125 feet or 
DOE Option 3, 100 feet Category II, 75 feet Category III, and 35 feet Category IV, which 
are higher than those stated in the commenter's letter.  The Commission's 
recommended buffers are those originally proposed by the City and peer reviewed by 
the consultant on the basis of the City's best available science review, with the 
exception of Category IV.  In all other categories the wetland buffers reflected either 
the lot analysis (Category I) or a width based on well vegetated native plantings and 
the application of the 2001 stormwater manual, among other City requirements 
recognized by DOE as reducing the effects of high impact land uses to moderate 
levels.  Category IV was reduced from 50 to 35 feet to recognize the City's application 
of buffer plantings and stormwater requirements among others since that was not 
accounted before. Also, please see the response to Comment 94. 

Response to Comment 96 

Please note that the City is addressing the shoreline requirements for Ebey Slough 
through its 2005 Shoreline Master Program Update.  The Shoreline Master Program 
update will address unique aspects of the slough with the hardened shoreline in 
Downtown as well as the wetland restoration project along the slough.   

Response to Comment 104 

Please see the response to Comment 94 and 95. 

Response to Comment 105 

The buffer averaging provisions include criteria that in order to be allowed the 
averaging cannot impair wetland ecological functions. The criteria will allow the City to 
consider whether a full 25% reduction is appropriate or a lesser reduction is warranted. 

Response to Comment 112 

The requirement for native plantings would apply to all property that meet the criteria 
for enhancement. 

Response to Comment 132 

The City has discussed this comment in a meeting with Department of Ecology 
representatives on February 28, 2005. The City’s proposal has been crafted to mandate 
buffer performance standards that are substantially identical to those described by 
Ecology in Table 8 of Appendix 8-C to Volume 2 of “Wetlands in Washington State” as 
being sufficient to effectively reduce land use intensity effects from a “high” to a 
“moderate” intensity.  Additionally, in response to Ecology’s comments, the City’s 
proposal has been altered to require a buffer increase for Category II wetlands having 
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exceptional wildlife habitat value (see response to comment 84).  The City has retained 
the options to apply DOE Option 3 buffers to Category I wetlands when warranted by a 
study (also see response to comment 83). The City feels that the modified proposal will 
avoid degradation of wetland resources. 

Response to Comment 134 

Please see the response to Comment 83. 

Response to Comment 136 

Please see the responses to Comment 83 and Comment 132. 

Response to Comment 140 

The suggested criteria is not necessary since wetland mitigation proposals require 
demonstration of the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimize, etc.) as well as use of best 
available science. 

Response to Comment 154 

Please see response to comments 1 and 95. 

Wetland Exemption 
Response to Comment 81 

The wetland exemption is proposed to increase to 1/10 of an acre, consistent with the 
US Army Corps threshold for permits issued under Clean Water Act Section 404. 

Response to Comment 93 

Please see response to comment 81. 

Response to Comment 103 

Please see the State Department of Ecology letter dated March 16, 2005 
acknowledging the criteria for the wetland exemption.  

Wetland Map 
Response to Comment 130 

The City ‘s official wetland maps include “potential” wetlands. 

Response to Comment 131 

City staff met with Washington State Department of Ecology staff on February 28, 2005, 
and lot impacts were discussed at this meeting.   

Response to Comment 135 

Potential wetlands were identified from a Wetland and Stream Inventory that was 
prepared by Adolfson Associates, Inc. in September 2001.  The Adolfson study was 
funded by a CZM (Coastal Zone Management) grant through the Department of 
Ecology. 
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Wetland Process 
Response to Comment 16 

The determination to use State Department of Ecology Option 3 buffers for Category I 
wetlands is described in 19.24.100(4), and would occur if a buffer mitigation plan shows 
that the standard buffer is not sufficient.  Also, please note that Category I wetlands are 
rare in the City.  Please see the City's Fall 2004 Best Available Science review. 

Response to Comment 17 

Please see response to comment 16. 

Response to Comment 22 

All administrative determinations made under the critical areas regulations are 
appealable.  Please see MMC 19.24.400 and MMC Chapter 2.70. 

Response to Comment 32 

A qualified professional is required to prepare a mitigation plan and can address 
specifications at the same time. 

Response to Comment 88 

The lot impact analysis identifies lots that would be impacted by additional buffer 
requirements.  An impacted lot as identified in the analysis does not necessarily mean 
the lot is unbuildable. 

Response to Comment 108 

The Category II wetland alteration criteria are retained from the current code.  Please 
note that in addition to the criteria listed, an applicant would have to demonstrate they 
have considered the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimize, etc.). 

Response to Comment 148 

The suggested revision was incorporated into the current draft ordinance. 
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IV. Responses to Public Hearing Testimony – Critical Areas Ordinance 
 

Following are the meeting minutes from March 16, 2005.  Comment responses are 
keyed to numbers in the right margins of the meeting minutes, corresponding to 
speakers who provided testimony to the Marysville Planning Commission.  
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MARYSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
March 16, 2005 6:00 p.m. City Hall 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Steve Muller called the March 16, 2005 meeting of the Marysville Planning 
Commission to order at 6:06 p.m. The following staff and commissioners were noted as 
being in attendance. 
 
Chairman:  Steve Muller 
 
Commissioners: Deirdre Kvangnes, Joel Hylback, Dave Voigt, Becky Foster,  
    Toni Mathews and Steve Leifer  
 
Staff:   Gloria Hirashima, Community Development Director 
    Cheryl Dungan, Senior Planner 
    Kevin Nielsen, City Engineer 
    Jeff Massie, Assistant City Engineer 
    Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 
 
HEARING 
 
Continuance of Comprehensive Plan Update Hearing – Marysville School District 
Facilities Plans 
 
Chairman Muller opened the hearing noting that the purpose of the continuance was to 
allow for the report from Marysville School District. Representatives from the school district, 
John Bingham and Denise Stiffarm, were present to discuss the school district’s facilities 
plans. John Bingham explained that they would do their best to answer questions, but Jim 
Fenstermaker, who created the plan with Ms. Stiffarm, is no longer with the district.  
 
Chairman Muller stated that he had questions regarding the accuracy of the rate. Ms. 
Stiffarm responded that the numbers had been down due to the strike and Boeing layoffs. 
The future projections were based on OFM numbers provided by the County and 
approved/in-process planned developments in the school district. Chairman Muller said he 
still wanted to know what the justification was for the increase of the fee. Ms. Stiffarm agreed 
that growth has stabilized, but stated that there is still a need. Project costs for land and 
construction have increased since the 2002 plan. The student generation rate has stayed 
fairly stable, but increased slightly. Additionally, the state match percentage that the district 
expects to receive is lower now. Mr. Bingham added that they are also hoping to use the 
mitigation fees for the A&T school.  
 
Chairman Muller commented that the document shows a current need of $3.6m while the 
impact fee will generate $6m. Ms. Stiffarm noted that the estimate was based on a projected 
idea of what development will be in the next six years. Commissioner Joel Hylback asked if 
the mitigation fees would be at this range if the community had been passing the bonds and 
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levies. Mr. Bingham replied that they would be at a lower rate. Commissioner Hylback 
commented that the community’s unwillingness to take on the needs of the school district is 
being put solely on the back of the new home buyer. Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes 
commented that the fees have increased dramatically over a relatively short time period and 
she had concerns about how much higher this might go. Commissioner Becky Foster 
commented that it is the citizens’ responsibility, not the city’s, to build schools. Chairman 
Muller stated that his biggest issue is the disparity between the stated need and the number 
requested. John Bingham suggested trying to contact Mr. Fenstermaker. There was general 
agreement to have the school district representatives come back with more information. 
 
Development Regulations, Critical Areas Ordinance 
 
Senior Planner Cheryl Dungan gave a PowerPoint presentation about the Critical Areas 
Ordinance Update. She reviewed the background of the Critical Areas Ordinance and the 
definition and requirements to use Best Available Science (BAS). She described relevant 
sources of BAS and non-scientific information used to depart from BAS. The City uses a 
multi-tiered approach including: Shoreline Management Master Program, zoning 
regulations, clearing, grading and noise regulations, storm water management regulations, 
and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Jones and Stokes had been hired as 
consultants for peer review. Committee review was next, followed by Planning Commission 
review.  
 
Ms. Dungan reviewed the proposed code revisions for fish and wildlife. They are revising 
stream typing to be consistent with the state’s typing system. She compared stream buffers 
between the City’s current, the City’s proposed and Community Trade and Economic 
Development (CTED) recommendations. She also reviewed buffer averaging, fish and 
wildlife conservation areas and the Habitats and Species of Local Importance nomination 
process. Next she displayed the wetland/stream map and reviewed the proposed wetland 
code revisions, the proposed wetland typing and buffer comparisons (City’s current, 
proposed and CTED). Buffer averaging and reduction measures were also discussed. 
Exemptions for wetland fill, buffer enhancement and mitigation for wetland fill were 
reviewed. Finally, Ms. Dungan reviewed general requirements for on-site density transfer. 
There were no questions or comments following the presentation. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Kevin Carlson, 1927 5th Street, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Carlson stated that he is generally in favor of the CAO. He is a senior wetland ecologist 
for the Jay Group in Marysville. He commented that the buffers are a reasonable 
compromise and generally consistent with other jurisdictions in Snohomish County. He 
compared them with Everett and Arlington. He noted that BAS documents regarding buffer 
functions are highly complex. Regarding the regulatory threshold, he noted that all wetlands 
are not equally important. The cost-benefit ratio is very important to consider. He compared 
this with other local jurisdictions and noted that, in his personal opinion, the draft CAO is 
generally appropriate. 
 
Commissioner Dave Voigt asked what new BAS he would anticipate in the future. Mr. 
Carlson replied that they would probably continue to see more studies related to 
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development impacts and urban growth in this area. Commissioner Joel Hylback asked 
about Mr. Carlson’s opinion of Arlington and Edmonds’ 2500 square foot exemption for 
Category 4 wetlands. Mr. Carlson replied that the justification for these jurisdictions is one of 
political and community tolerance. He believes that the exemption level is something that 
needs to be determined locally. 
 
Kathy Johnson, 927 Quin Avenue, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Johnson stated that it is more important to look at the science than at what other cities 
are doing. She was flabbergasted that the City had gone below BAS in every case. She 
noted that different functions of wetlands require different widths, but since all the functions 
should be accommodated, the widest width necessary should be adopted. She encouraged 
the City to adopt the CTED recommendations. She had concerns about the variances. She 
thought that this was a huge loophole and needed stricter control. She supported mitigation 
wetlands, but stated that it is critical that the new wetlands are created before the old ones 
are destroyed. She noted that there need to be more provisions for enforcement, monitoring 
and on-going studies. Fines for violations should be higher (in the $3000 per day per 
violation range). Regarding landscaping requirements in the Development Regulations, she 
pointed out that there was no mention of native plants. She suggested encouraging the use 
of native plants by requiring that 50% of landscaping should include native plants. She 
encouraged the Commission to consider the greater good over individual property owners’ 
rights to make money.  
 
Ms. Johnson submitted two documents to the Commission:  
1.   Smart Development: An analysis of 10 common myths about development  
2. Untold Value: Nature’s Services in Washington State  
 
Katie Sutherland, 5913 – 68th Drive SE, Marysville. 
 
Ms. Sutherland concurred with Ms. Johnson’s comments. She stated that she wanted big 
backyards and open spaces in Marysville. She supported lower densities and bigger lot 
sizes. Regarding buffers, she recommended adopted the state recommendations. 
Commissioner Hylback explained to her the requirements faced by the Planning 
Commission. He noted that everyone would like large lots, but they are mandated to 
accommodate certain numbers. She suggested increasing densities in the downtown area 
with no height restrictions. 
 
Nathan Gordon, Association of Realtors, 3201 Broadway, Suite E, Everett. 
 
Mr. Gordon submitted three documents to the Commission: 
1. Goals of Growth Management Planning 
2.  A letter from Snohomish County-Camano Association of Realtors to the Planning 
Commission dated March 16, 2005 
3. A document from Snohomish County-Camano Association of Realtors citing a court 
decision in WEAN vs. Island Count. 
 
Regarding the BAS debate, Mr. Gordon stated that the City was not constrained to a literal 
interpretation of BAS. Citing a court decision in WEAN vs. Island County he commented that 
the courts recognize that requiring local governments to adopt regulations that are 
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consistent with BAS “would interfere with the local agency’s ability to consider the other 
goals of GMA and adopt an appropriate balance between all the GMA goals.” 
 
He referred to the State buffer widths developed by DOE which were based on BAS. He 
commented that the DOE document acknowledges that the standards may not be 
appropriate either scientifically or practically in certain areas. He stated that it is up to the 
Planning Commission who must consider both BAS and the goals of the Growth 
Management Act. Mr. Gordon had concerns about buffer widths. He stated that Marysville’s 
buffer widths in some categories are twice as high as other cities. He encouraged them to 
reduce these, especially in Categories 3 and 4. He would like to see more flexibility in 
requirements for buffer reduction. Regarding wetland exemptions, he suggested a 3000 
square foot exemption. He noted that Edmonds is currently at 3000 square feet and he does 
not feel this would harm the quality of life. 
 
Mike Pattison, 335 – 116th Avenue, Bellevue. 
 
Mr. Pattison concurred with Mr. Gordon’s comments. He referred to the vagueness of the 
law and widely varying opinions. He stated that the City should work for better, not bigger 
buffers. He felt the City needed incentives and flexibility. He was pleased in general with the 
buffers. He referred to case law and discussed three reasons why he believes Marysville is 
justified in diverging from DOE: affordable housing, to avoid sprawl, and economic 
development. He recommended deleting section 19.24.180, Section 2 from the ordinance 
because the State already provides an avenue for this. He supports legislation requiring a 
one-year notification for changes in land use requirements. He encouraged them to seek an 
attorney general’s opinion regarding this. 
 
Harland MacElhaney, 21801 West Lost Lake Road, Snohomish. 
 
Mr. MacElhaney referred to a table in Miscellaneous Development Code Revisions. He 
wondered why factory-built housing was not permitted there. He felt it would be an unlawful 
ban on modular housing since factory-built homes meet all requirements of the Uniform 
Building Code and the International Residential Building Code. He further noted that the 
requirement that modular homes have an attached garage is unfair and unlawful. He 
submitted two handouts: 
1. Multifamily Modular Construction – support for modular homes for multiple-family 
dwellings according to the Partnership for Advancing Technology in Housing (PATH) 
2.  Modular Home Ban Violates Due Process Rights by American Planning Association, 
James Lawlor 
 
Bill Binford, 11417 – 124th Avenue NE, Suite 201, Kirkland. 
 
Mr. Binford referred to the County’s criticism of the City’s unfunded TIP projects. He noted 
that Snohomish County does the same thing and the City should not be intimidated. Mr. 
Binfod then referred to wetland buffer widths. He was opposed to the Category 3 and 4 
wetland buffer increases. He did not feel that this would accomplish much. He did support 
protection of Category 1 and 2 wetlands. He felt exemptions should be 1/10 of an acre at a 
minimum, along the same lines as the Corps of Engineers. He had concerns that the 
increased buffers would result in the loss of use of property for property owners. Regarding 
Wetland Mitigation Ratios, he felt the replacement ratios were too high. He felt this plus the 
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increased buffers would have a compound impact. Mr. Binford submitted a letter dated 
March 16, 2005 from himself to the Planning Commission. 
 
Gary Wright, 5533 Parkside Drive, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Wright commented that the City has made a lot of progress in the last few years in terms 
of improving habitat and streams. He referred to the topography of the land in the area. He 
felt the streams setback plus the slope setback plus the setback from the top of the bank 
combine would be keeping development back far enough. He noted that larger setbacks 
were not necessarily going to provide more protection and current setbacks were sufficient. 
Regarding Category 4 wetlands, he stated that these are mostly created wetlands which 
have low functions and should have higher exemptions. He suggested 1/3 acre, definitely 
not 1000 feet. 
 
Laura Casey, Department of Ecology Wetland Specialist, 3190 - 160th Avenue SE, 
Bellevue, WA 98008. 
 
Ms. Casey submitted two documents to the Planning Commission: 
1. Links to Ecology’s guidance documents for protecting and managing wetlands 
2. Appendix 8-C: Guidance on Widths of Buffers and Ratios for Compensatory Mitigation to 
be used with the Western Washington Wetland Rating System 
 
Ms. Casey referred to the Department of Ecology’s formal comment letter. She stated that 
they are supportive of the City’s recommended CAO ordinance with the exception of 
Category 1 and 2. If there are habitats of high value they feel the buffer should be 225 feet. 
She acknowledged that it is not known if Marysville has any of these, but stated that this 
would be a precautionary measure. 
 
Commissioner Joel Hylback asked for her opinion regarding raising the exemption threshold 
for Category 4. Ms. Casey discussed having a flat out exemption for up to 1000 square feet, 
and then having partial mitigation for up to 1/10 of an acre or approximately 4000 square 
feet. She noted that the partial exemption would mean that they would be allowed to impact, 
but must mitigate for functions somewhere else. She mentioned the earlier references to 
adjacent jurisdictions. She clarified that Arlington had updated their ordinance in 2002 and it 
had not been reviewed by DOE. She felt it would be different if it was done now. Edmonds, 
however, had been reviewed by DOE. Commissioner Dave Voigt asked about buffer width 
tradeoffs as a result of low impact developments. Ms. Casey acknowledged that other 
mitigation measures could be taken into consideration. 
 
Richard Newcomb, American Eagle, POB 740 Keyport, WA 98345. 
 
Mr. Newcomb stated that they hope to move 129 Navy families up to a new subdivision in 
Maryville. He emphasized that Category 3 and 4 wetland restrictions would be onerous to 
that development. He encouraged the Commission to look carefully at these. He suggested 
focusing on Categories 1 and 2 where the emphasis belongs. 
 

 
Marysville Planning Commission 
March 16, 2005 Meeting Minutes 

Page 5 of 8 
 

default

default

default

default
7

default
8

default
9



Mr. Kally, POB 191, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Kally stated that developers should pay 100% of the costs that the city or school district 
would incur as a result of the new development. He was opposed to the 5-foot setbacks all 
around a lot. He felt that they should be at least 10-feet on one of the sides. He requested 
better provisions for parking as well. He suggested better design standards. He thanked 
Gloria Hirashima for contacting him to address some of his concerns. He discussed the 
problem of lack of sunlight on small lots with taller buildings. He suggested utilizing granny 
units as a way of providing affordable housing. Mr. Kally was in favor of property tax relief if 
setbacks from streams are increased. He discussed how Oregon State had to provide 
compensation for land that had been taken away from property owners. Commissioner 
Hylback pointed out that the mitigation fees end up being passed on to homeowners and are 
not fully borne by the developers. 
 
David Toyer, 10515 – 20th Street SE, Ste 100 
 
Mr. Toyer echoed the earlier comments by Mike Pattison, Gary Wright, and Nathan Gordon. 
He acknowledged that achieving balance is a very tough act, but he encouraged the 
Commission to continue to seek it. Mr. Toyer expressed concerns regarding the traffic 
impact fee increases. He was supportive of increasing density in the UGA in order to avoid 
sprawl. Commissioner Hylback asked his opinion regarding increased density. Mr. Toyer 
discussed some of the trends in the area toward smaller lot sizes. This provides lower 
maintenance especially desirable for baby boomers and empty nesters. 
 
There was a recess at 8:20. The hearing reconvened at 8:30. 
 
Public Comment (continued) 
 
David McFarland, 13708 George Trails, Arlington. 
 
Mr. McFarland referred to the buffer width issue and stated that it is better to err on the side 
of Mother Nature. He noted that you can always shrink buffers in the future, but you cannot 
increase them once the pavement is in place. He then asked why developers hate mitigation 
fees so much if they are passed on to the homeowners. He noted that money for the 
schools has to come from somewhere. He supported lower densities and a better quality of 
life. 
 
Suzette Nielson, 16322 19th Avenue NE. 
 
Ms. Nielson commented regarding the Lakewood addition to Marysville. She hopes the City 
will adhere to its design and development standards for that area. She feels that 
comprehensive design standards are important to those who live in the area. She was 
supportive of a pedestrian-friendly area, but suggested a new open area/park for the area. 
She noted that the only park is the Twin Lakes area, which is not sufficient for the 
population. She added that she is not opposed to small lots as long as there is some 
consideration for open space. She feels that mitigation fees for Lakewood are substandard. 
She also thinks the Category 3 and 4 restrictions are ridiculous. 
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Traffic Impact Fees 
 
Assistant City Engineer Jeff Massie reviewed the revised traffic mitigation fee calculations 
per the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element. He discussed financially 
committed future transportation projects and recommended six-year and twenty-year 
improvements. Staff is recommending a commercial fee of $1400/PM PHT and a residential 
fee of $3175/PM PHT.  
 
Commissioner Steve Leifer inquired about the legal defensibility of the differential between 
the commercial and the residential fees. Gloria Hirashima explained that the City Attorney 
had reviewed this and determined that since the City has justified the maximum impact fee 
of $6000, what the City is proposing is actually a discount from that. As long as the basis is 
shown, the differential is acceptable. This is especially true since ambitious economic 
development and job development goals for the next twenty years are a priority for this Plan. 
She noted that the Sales tax rebate ordinance would be an amendment to Title 18B. 
 
City Engineer Kevin Nielsen pointed out that one large commercial development could 
provide more in sales tax revenue than all residential impact fees combined. There was 
discussion about the possible impacts of this on the housing industry. There was some 
discussion about a future levy in order to meet some of the transportation funding needs. 
Mr. Nielsen indicated that they would be polling in order to see if a levy would be successful 
in the community and for what amount. Commissioner Leifer asked about other cities that 
had successfully done a levy. Mr. Nielsen referred to Auburn and noted that they are going 
to be looking into the details of that. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Don Barker, 737 Market Street, Kirkland, WA 
 
Mr. Barker expressed support for a reduction in TIP fees for commercial uses. He noted that 
Marysville is in a very competitive marketplace. Across the freeway, there are no TIP fees 
and Arlington’s fee is $1100. Major retailers are making decisions based on economics and 
this will have a detrimental impact. 
 
Gary Petershagen, 1027 State Avenue, Marysville. 
 
Mr. Petershagen expressed serious concerns about the impacts of the combination of new 
fee increases proposed by the City. He stated that fees are the largest component for doing 
a project now. He is frustrated with the huge fee increases in such a short time. He 
suggested phasing in the fees. 
 
Regarding the Critical Areas Ordinance, he supported elimination of the State Candidate 
Species section. He supports the proposed buffers, but has concerns about the Category 4 
exemption level. He feels the impacts would be quite significant. He believes the emphasis 
should be on improving, preserving and protecting Category 1 and 2 wetlands as much as 
possible, but believes protecting the human species is important as well. He supported a 
higher threshold for the exemption. 
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Regarding the schools, he noted that the discount factor is a negotiated number. He 
recommended a 50% discount for schools in order to level the playing field with the County. 
He feels the school impact fees are not fair when most of the houses they sell are to 
childless buyers.  
 
Kristin Kelly, Future Wise (formerly 1000 Friends) 
 
Ms. Kelly expressed support of the staff recommendations. She had concerns about the 
wetland exemptions for Categories 3 and 4. She felt that they should be smaller than 1000 
without mitigation. She also believes that the buffers should be increased. She noted that 
the BAS report states that larger buffers are necessary to support native birds. She 
encouraged incentives for low impact development. She discussed the need to give 
developers incentives to utilize alternatives. She stated that Marysville needs to focus on 
protecting water quality. When balancing goals, she emphasized that the mandate is clear 
that the environment needs to be protected. 
 
Gloria Hirashima commented that low impact developments are allowed through the storm 
water standards. They will be working to develop standards as part of the engineering 
design standards later this year. 
 
Seeing no further public comment, the hearing was closed at 9:28 p.m. It was determined 
that the hearing regarding the Mitigation Fee Tax Credit Ordinance would be continued on 
Tuesday, March 22 at 7:00 p.m. with deliberation to follow.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Deirdre Kvangnes; seconded by Commissioner Becky 
Foster to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 p.m. Motion passed unanimously (6-0).  
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary 
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A. Responses to Public Hearing Testimony – Critical Areas Ordinance 
 
1 Kevin Carlson.  The comments are noted. 
 
2 Kathy Johnson.  To allow reasonable use of property under State laws and case 

law, a variance process is included.  Strict criteria would need to be met in order to 
allow a variance.  Please see responses to comments 52, 78, 83, 84, 91, 95 and 132 
in Section III responses to Critical Areas Ordinance comments regarding the basis 
for the City’s wetland and stream buffers.  Also see response to comment 107 
regarding timing of mitigation wetlands.  Responses to comments 121 and 123 
address enforcement. Please see responses to comments 90b and 122 addressing 
native plants. 

 
3 Katie Sutherland.  Please see responses to comments made by Kathy Johnson 

above. 
 
4 Nathan Gordon.  Please see responses to comments 76-81. 
 
5 Mike Pattison.  Please see responses to comments 78 and 79 regarding “smart” 

buffers and flexibility.  Please also see responses to comments 126-129 addressing 
GMA goals.  Please see responses to comment 38 regarding fish and wildlife 
conservation regulations.  The City considered the State guidance related to fish 
and wildlife conservation measures in the Jones & Stokes memo dated October 20, 
2004, titled "Overview and Comparison of Aquifer, Flood Hazard, Wildlife Habitat, 
Geologic Hazard, and Procedural Regulations to State Example Critical Areas 
Code."   

6 Bill Binford.  Please see responses to comments 1 to 8 above.  

7 Gary Wright.  Please see responses to comments 52, 78, 83, 84, 91, 95, and 132 
regarding the basis for the City’s wetland and stream buffers.  Please see response 
to comment 81 regarding the wetland exemption increased to 1/10 of an acre. 

8 Laura Casey, Department of Ecology.  Please see responses to comments 83 and 
84 regarding Class I and II wetlands. 

9 Richard Newcomb.   Please see response to comments 95 and 126. 

10 David Toyar.  Please see responses to Mr. Pattison, Mr. Wright, and Mr. Gordon 
above. 

11 David McFarlane.   Please see responses to comments 52, 78, 83, 84, 91, 95, and 132 
regarding the basis for the City’s wetland and stream buffers.   

 
12 Suzette Nielson, 16322 19th Avenue NE.  Please see response to comments 95 and 

126. 
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APPENDIX A: TRANSPORTATION DATA 
 

Table A1: Existing Segment LOS – Comparison of Results of Different Segment Definitions 

Northbound Southbound 

Roadway Segment Definition LOS 
Standard 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 

State Avenue       

 116th Street NE – 136th Street NE (in 
DEIS) D 31 B 31 B 

 1st Street NE – 152nd Street NE (revised)  25 B 26 B 

67th Avenue 
NE       

 Grove Street – 100th Street NE (in DEIS) D 25 B 23 C 

 52nd Street NE – 108th Street NE (revised)  26 B 25 B 
 

Table A2. Projected Segment LOS – Baseline Alt 1 (2025) – Comparison of Results of Different Segment 
Definitions 

Northbound Southbound 

Roadway Segment Definition LOS 
Standard 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 

State Avenue       

 116th Street NE – 136th Street NE (in 
DEIS) D 27 C 12 F* 

 1st Street NE – 152nd Street NE (revised)  15 D 16 D 

67th Avenue 
NE       

 Grove Street – 100th Street NE (in DEIS) D 20 C 14 D 

 52nd Street NE – 108th Street NE (revised)  18 C 12 E* 
*Exceeds LOS standard 
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Table A3: Projected Segment LOS – Baseline Alternative 3 (2025) – Comparison of Results of Different 
Segment Definitions 

Northbound Southbound 

Roadway Segment Definition LOS 
Standard 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 

State Avenue       

 116th Street NE – 136th Street NE (in 
DEIS) D 26 C 11 F* 

 1st Street NE – 152nd Street NE (revised)  14 D 15 D 

67th Avenue 
NE       

 Grove Street – 100th Street NE (in DEIS) D 21 C 12 E* 

 52nd Street NE – 108th Street NE (revised)  19 C 11 E* 
*Exceeds LOS standard 

Table A4: Projected Segment LOS – Baseline Alternative 3A (2025) – Comparison of Results of Different 
Segment Definitions 

Northbound Southbound 

Roadway Segment Definition LOS 
Standard 

Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 
Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

LOS 

State Avenue       

 116th Street NE – 136th Street NE (in 
DEIS) D 26 C 11 F* 

 1st Street NE – 152nd Street NE (revised)  19 D 15 D 

67th Avenue 
NE       

 Grove Street – 100th Street NE (in DEIS) D 20 C 12 E* 

 52nd Street NE – 108th Street NE (revised)  19 C 11 E* 
*Exceeds LOS standard 
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Table A5: Recommended 2025 Transportation Capacity Improvements – Comparison of Results of Different 
Segment Definitions 

  Applicable Alternative 
Location Recommended Transportation Improvement Alt 1 Alt 3 Alt 3A 
Sunnyside Boulevard and 52nd Street NE Install a traffic signal with left turn pocket on each 

approach.    
51st Avenue NE and 152nd Street NE Install a traffic signal with left turn and right turn lanes 

on each approach.    
Smokey Point Boulevard and 136th Street 
NE 

Convert existing SB right turn lane into a SB through-
right lane.    

State Avenue and 116th Street NE Add SB and EB right turn lanes. 
   

67th Avenue NE and 100th Street NE Install a traffic signal with left turn pocket on each 
approach. 

   

67th Avenue NE and Grove Street Add a EB right turn lane and a second EB LT lane. 
Analysis shows that addition of the 2nd EB LT lane 
would mitigate expected congestion due a projected 
high EB LT volume.  However, a more comprehensive 
solution would be to widen Grove St to 4 lanes between 
47th Ave to 67th Ave. This would also improve the 
intersection of 51st Ave/Grove St because it is 
projected to carry a high EB volume. 

   

51st Avenue NE and Grove Street Add a second EB through lane.    
47th Avenue NE and 3rd Street Install a traffic signal with left turn pocket on each 

approach and right turn lanes on EB and WB 
approaches. 

   

67th Avenue NE and 84th Street NE  Install a traffic signal.    
 = Recommendation is the same under both segment definitions 

 = Recommended only if longer 67th Avenue segment (52nd Street NE to 108th Street NE) is defined 

 = Recommended only if shorter State Avenue segment (116th Street NE to 136th Street NE) is defined – note, 
improvement is shown at two intersections, but as it is a widening project between the two intersections, it is expected 
that it would be defined as a single project. 
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