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[bookmark: _GoBack]1-9-2018


Angela Gemmer
[bookmark: Company]Senior Planner
City of Marysville 
80 Columbia Avenue
Marysville, WA 98270

[bookmark: Project]Re: 	Grove Church Preliminary Plat Response Letter to First Round of Comments (PA17-031)
[bookmark: Project_Number]CORE Project No.  17015

[bookmark: Salutation]Dear Angela Gemmer:

We received the City’s review comment letter dated October 11, 2017 for the Grove Church Preliminary Plat project and have the following responses to your comments. As requested, we are resubmitting the following items for your review. 

Comment Response letter			1 copies
Plan Set (full size)				2 copies
Preliminary Plat Sheet				2 copies
			

1) A letter formally accepting the City's traffic concurrency recommendation must be submitted prior to issuance of a SEPA determination.

Comment noted. 

2) The critical areas variance is considered before the Hearing Examiner; a $500.00 processing fee for the variance is required to be submitted.

The fee has been submitted with this package.

General Land Use and Plat Design

3) The response letter indicates that proposed Tracts I, M, P, and N were not included in the gross site area. Please amend the plans to document the total gross site area of the property and then show the deduction of the area within these tracts to more clearly document that these tracts are not included in the net project area.

Plans have been amended as requested. 

4) The 'Site Statistics' on Sheet 1 of 1 includes some discrepancies with the other plans sheets. For example, the proposed unit counts and net site area differ from those identified on Sheet P1.01. Please compare and amend to be consistent.

Sheets have been amended to be consistent. 

5) Under 'Zoning Analysis' on Sheet Pl .01, update the following references to be consistent with what code allows and what Sheet 1 of 1 shows:
· Maximum allowable building coverage is now 40 percent; and
· Maximum allowable impervious coverage is now 50 percent.

Plans have been amended as requested. 

6) Label the roads on the overall plat layout (Sheet 1 of 1) to be consistent with the labeling of the roads elsewhere throughout the plans. 

Roads have been relabeled for consistency. 

7) On Sheet 1 of 1, there is a Phase 1 and Phase 2 label. Itis unclear what the phases are intended to reference since the tracts are already dealt with through the assignment of letters. Please omit the Phase 1 and Phase 2 labels.

Phase line was meant to represent construction phases. These labels and lines have been removed from Sheet 1 of 1. Phase lines are now only shown on Engineering Plans. 

8) A cul-de-sac bulb is proposed on the east side of 'Road E'. As shown, the cul-de-sac bulb appears to be shown within NGPA Tract J. Please include the cul-de-sac bulb as part of the right-of-way for 'Road E'.

The bulb has been removed. A hammerhead turnaround in the northwest corner of the site is now proposed in place of the bulb. 

9) When the boundaries of Tract J and the cul-de-sac bulb are redrawn, it appears that the south side yard lot line for 115 may need to be increased to 15 feet as that is the required setback from an NGPA. Please amend as needed.

The bulb has been removed and a lot has been put in its place. Lots show setbacks appropriate to the location.

10) On lot 154, it appears that portions of the west side yard setback may be reduced. Pursuant to MMC Section 22A.010.130 "L" definitions, "(2) "Rear lot line" means the lot line opposite and most distance from the front lot line. In the case of triangular or other irregularly shaped lots, it means a line 20 feet in length within the lot, parallel to and at the maximum  distance from the front lot line." Please amend side and rear setbacks accordingly.

Lot 154’s rear setback has been redrawn to confirm with MMC rear lot line definition. 

11) Increase the north side yard setback for lot 117 to 10 feet as this lot will be adjacent to right­ of-way/future road.

Lot 154’s rear setback has been redrawn to confirm with MMC rear lot line definition. 




12) Amend Sheet P1.06 to reflect that the area along the north side of Tract M and lot 117 is to be dedicated as right-of-way  for future road purposes.

Lot 154’s rear setback has been redrawn to confirm with MMC rear lot line definition. 

13) Amend Sheet 1 of 1 to show the right-of-way dedication that is needed for the future road connection to the north from 'Road A', and to the west from 'Road E' and 'Road F' (as described in item 3 of the traffic concurrency recommendation and the attached Exhibit A). Please be sure to label the right-of-way that will be needed within 'Tract I' to enable 'Road E' to connect to the west. These areas should be shown as right-of-way to be dedicated.

Sheet 1 of 1 has been amended to show future right-of-way connections.

14) The minimum lot width in the R-6.5, Single Family High Density zone is 50 feet wide. Pursuant to MMC Section 22A.020.130, Lot Width, "The width of a lot is the horizontal distance between the side lot lines measured on a line intersecting at right angles the line of the lot depth 30 feet from the front lot line." Under this definition, it appears that the following lots may not meet the minimum lot width: 82, 98, and 108. Please verify the width as described above and correct where necessary.

Lot 82 has been revised to conform to MMC’s definition. Lot 98 was remeasured and does conform with the definition. Lot 108 has been revised to meet the definition. 

15) Pursuant to MMC Section 22C.010.090(14), "the front yard setback shall be established at the point at which the lot meets the minimum width requirements." Please amend the front yard setback lines for the following lots to meet this requirement: 1, 8, 9, 36, 37, 38, 58, 82, and 85.

Front setbacks for these lots have been revised to conform with MMC standards. 





Sincerely,

CORE DESIGN, INC.






J:\2017\17015\Submittals\2018-01-08 Rezone & Preliminary Plat Resubmittal\Comment Response Letter.docx
