REVIEW COMPLETION LETTER
Project Name:
Date of Letter:
Files Numbers:

Point Wells Urban Center
October 6, 2017
11-101457 LU (Land Use permit for site plan)
11-101461 SM (Shoreline Management permit)
11-101464 RC (Retaining Wall – Commercial)
11-101008 LDA (Land Disturbing Activity – grading)
11-101007 SP (Short Plat)
11-101457 VAR (Parking Variance)

Application Vesting Dates:

February 14, 2011 (LDA and SP)
March 4, 2011 (LU, SM and RC)
April 17, 2017 (VAR)

Date of Recent Submittals: April 17, 2017 (LU, SP, VAR)
Nature of Request:

Urban Center development to include 3,080 residential units,
138,353 square feet of commercial space and other amenities.

Applicant:

BSRE Point Wells, LP
c/o Karr, Tuttle, Campbell Attorneys
Gary Huff and Doug Luetjen, via email
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3300
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Huff and Mr. Luetjen,
Snohomish County has completed its review of the Point Wells application materials submitted on
April 17, 2017. This letter transmits our review comments.
Scope of review. This letter includes review of three applications
Urban Center Site Plan (11-101457 LU) revisions submitted on April 17, 2017
Short Plat (11-101007 SP) revisions submitted on April 17, 2017
Variance related to parking (11-101457 VAR) first submittal on April 17, 2017
Related files not resubmitted on April 17, 2017, and therefore only referred to occasionally with
in this review:
Land Disturbing Activity permit – grading (11-101008 LDA)
Shoreline Management permit (11-101461 SM)
Retaining Wall – Commercial permit (11-101464 RC)
Documents for the draft environmental impact statement that are not specifically part of
the permit applications that are the subject of this review
Project Description. The Point Wells proposal is to redevelop an approximately 61-acre industrial
site with 3.35 million square feet of new occupied space, including 3,080 residential units (3.21 m
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sq ft) and approximately 138,000 sq ft of retail and other commercial amenities. The site includes
45 acres of upland and 16 acres of tidelands.
Summary and Level of Review. The April 17, 2017, revisions to the project added a required
second access to the site, provided more information regarding building floor plans, and improved
the parking design and depiction of landslide hazards. While progress is apparent compared to the
original 2011 applications, the revised plans still do not include all of the required information.
Half of the items identified as requirements in our April 12, 2013 review completion letter are
entirely unaddressed. Of the requirements that the 2017 revisions do address, only a few of the
changes adequately meet our requirements. The project plans still contain many internal
contradictions, errors and omissions. Snohomish County cannot support the new variance request
accompanying the April 17, 2017, resubmittal that would allow a proposed surplus of parking in
the third phase to mitigate for a shortage of parking in phases 1, 2,
and 4.
Snohomish County provided the applicant preliminary review comments on May 10, 2017, and
several technical review memos on various topics throughout the summer of 2017. A number of
meetings took place to discuss the review findings to date and possible responses from BSRE to
that review. Our comments below consider this prior communication. Some comments address
specific design details while other comments are more general because we understand that relevant
aspects of the project will be changing.
Timing: The current permit applications have previously been the subject of three previous
requests for extension, all of which have been granted. The most recent was a 24-month extension
extending the expiration date of the applications to June 30, 2018. Under County Code, no
additional extensions are permitted absent extraordinary circumstances. Accordingly, Snohomish
County asks that the additional information/revisions set forth below be provided within a
reasonable period of time to allow completion of SEPA review and submission of the applications
for hearing or decision by June 30, 2018. Even if the applicant does not wish to revise the
application submittal, we would request that the applicant identify an “alternative” project proposal
on the site capable of demonstrating compliance with the County’s regulations, including those for
critical areas, parking, and fire protection for purposes of SEPA review.
If a revised submittal or alternative information addressing the above is not received on or before
January 8, 2018, PDS will assume that the applicant wishes the County to proceed with concluding
environmental review under SEPA and processing the permit applications for hearing or decision
based on the current application submittals. Please be advised that this may result in a
recommendation of denial without further preparation of an EIS in accordance with SCC 30.61.220
if PDS concludes that the permit applications as submitted evidence a substantial conflict with
applicable County Code and development regulations.
Responses to the issues identified in this letter are required for continued evaluation of your
proposal.
Respectfully,
Paul MacCready, Principal Planner/Project Manager
2
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

TABLE OF CONTENTS [OMITTED]

3
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Tax Parcel Numbers
Location A portion of Section 35, Township 27,
Range 03 East, W.M.
Acreage 60.92
Urban Growth Area Southwest County UGA
Municipal UGA Woodway MUGA
School District Edmonds School District
Fire District Fire District No. 1
Water Service TBD
Sewer Service TBD
Current Zoning PCB (Planned Community Business)
Zoning for Review UC (Urban Center)
Current Comprehensive Plan Designation UV (Urban Village)
Comprehensive Plan Designation for Review UC (Urban Center)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The applicant proposes to redevelop the site to include approximately 3,350,311 square feet (sq ft) of
new uses, including 3,080 residential units (3,211,958 sq ft), 32,262 sq. ft. of commercial/office uses
(with space for on-site police and fire facilities), 106,091 sq. ft. of retail uses, open space, and other
amenities.1 This proposal would use the Urban Center land use designation/zoning classification of the
site at the time of application to Snohomish County in 2011.

The Point Wells site is located near the extreme southwestern corner of Snohomish County,
immediately north of the City of Shoreline, north and west of the Town of Woodway, and east of
Puget Sound. Point Wells is in unincorporated Snohomish County, although one of the access
roads to the main project site is in the Town of Woodway. The site is approximately 61 acres in
size, with approximately 16 acres of tideland and 45 acres of upland areas. About 56 acres of the
site are located between the Sound and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad line that
pass north/south through the site. The remaining approximately 5 acres are located on the east side
of BNSF-owned right-of-way and tracks, about 50 feet higher. Some documents refer to these as
the “Lower Bench” and the “Upper Bench,” respectively. Since there are three “villages” on the
lower bench (and just one on the upper) and review occurs for each phase individually as well as
for the project as a whole, this supplemental review letter discusses the villages rather than
benches. Figure 1, below, illustrates the Urban Plaza on the Upper Bench and the North, Central,
and South Villages on the lower bench. Review also sometimes refers to “phases” because
construction of some of the infrastructure must take place during the first phase, yet the physical
location of said infrastructure spans three of the four proposed villages.
Figure 1 – Phasing Plan (Sheet A-056)

1

See summary of proposed uses on Sheet A-050 of the April 17, 2017, site plan.
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Land Use History and Project Chronology
Submission of permits for a Short Plat for phasing (11-101007 SP) and a Land Disturbing Activity
(LDA) for grading (11-101008 LDS) took place on February 14, 2011. The applicant then applied
on March 4, 2011 for an Urban Center Site Plan (11-101457 LU), Shoreline Management (11101461 SM) and retaining walls (11-101464 RC). Collectively, these are the 2011 permit
applications. The 2011 permit applications were determined to be complete as of the date of
submittal for regulatory purposes.
Snohomish County provided a review completion letter on April 12, 2013 addressing the short
plat, urban center, and shoreline management permits. Feedback on the LDA and retaining wall
permits was not necessary at the time because these permits depend on the site plan. As the site
plan changes, so too will the LDA and retaining wall permits. Planning and Development Services
(PDS) expects that the appropriate time to revise the LDA and retaining wall permits will be after
review is complete for the next (third) submittal of the site plan, short plat, and shoreline permits.
On April 17, 2017, BSRE submitted revised plans for the short plat and urban center permits. On
this date, BSRE also submitted a first request for a parking variance (11-101457 VAR) for the
project. Collectively, these are the 2017 permit applications or second submittal (despite it being
the first for the requested variance).
Files Numbers

11-101457 LU (Land Use permit for site plan)
11-101461 SM (Shoreline Management permit)
11-101464 RC (Retaining Wall – Commercial)
11-101008 LDA (Land Disturbing Activity – grading)
11-101007 SP (Short Plat)
11-101457 VAR (Parking Variance)

Application Vesting Dates:

February 14, 2011 (LDA and SP)
March 4, 2011 (LU, SM and RC)
April 17, 2017 (VAR)

Site Description and Classification for Review Purposes
The Point Wells site is between 60 and 61 acres, including several overlapping and/or
discontiguous tax parcels.2 This would be simplified by the proposed short plat, 11 101007 SP,
which would create nine parcels as illustrated in the figure below.
Figure 2 – Proposed Short Plat Layout from Sheet 1

2

The short plat application gives the site area as 2,653,320 sq ft (60.91 acres, per Sheet 1) and the urban center site
plan says it is 2,630,110 sq ft (60.38 acres, per Sheet A-050). The applicant must reconcile or explain this difference
when revising the applications.
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Major development of the Point Wells Urban Center proposal would take place on eight parcels
and the tidelands would be in an open space tract. Table 1, below, summarizes what the short plat
applicant says about the proposed lot sizes and uses in the short plat.
Table 1 – Lot Size and Use Taken from Short Plat Application (11 101007 SP)
Development activity would take place in Tract 999 for reconstruction of the pier access. The pier
itself is on leased submerged land owned by the Washington Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) and is outside of the parcels and Snohomish County jurisdiction. Offsite development
activity would take place as well. The project includes replacing two crossings of the Burlington
Northern rail right-of-way, which bisects the site and is in Snohomish County jurisdiction. The
project would also require a second access road extending from the site and into the Town of
Woodway. Traffic mitigation improvements would also occur in off-site rights-of-way, primarily
in City of Shoreline jurisdiction.
Lot or Tract
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Tract 999
Total

Square Feet
50,974
166,142
175,699
260,636
199,952
529,521
452,348
263,187
555,161
2,653,650

Acres
1.17
3.81
4.03
5.98
4.59
12.16
10.38
6.04
12.74
60.92

Use3
Future Development
Future Development
Future Development
Future Development
Future Development
Open Space
Future Development
Future Development
Tidelands

Prior Comments and Responses
On April 12, 2013, PDS provided the applicant comments on first submittals for Point Wells (the
applicant submitted these on February 14 and March 4, 2011). This section discusses those
comments and evaluates how the April 17, 2017, second submittal responded to the 2013 review
completion letter.4 The first page of the 2013 letter clearly states that the “following information
is required to further evaluate your proposal.”
The 2013 letter groups the required information by application type. The Urban Center Site Plan
application (11-101457 LU) had 32 general comments labeled (a) to (ff). The Short Subdivision
application (11-101007SP) had seven general comments labeled (a) to (g), and the Shoreline
Development Permit (11-101461 SM) had three general comments labeled (a) to (c) relating to
issues other than critical areas. Of total 42 general issues identified in the 2013 letter:


One issue (2%) was adequately addressed

3

See Short Plat markups for comments on how the plans characterize “uses.”
The April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter (minus
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/31057.
4

6
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

attachments)

is

available

at





Thirteen issues (31%) were partially addressed, but still require changes
Twenty-one issues (50%) were not addressed at all
Seven issues (17%) will now be responded to in the EIS or a response at this time is
otherwise not necessary as described below

Table 2 – Summary of Applicant Reponses to April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter
Urban Center Development Comments (2013)
Urban Center Comment (a): “This review does not include comments on Land Disturbing
Activities and Retaining wall permit applications.”
Evaluation of response to (a): The applicant did not update the Land Disturbing Activity (LDA)
permit (11-101008 LDA) or the Retaining Wall permit (11-101464 RC), nor were they being
required to. Details on these permits depend on the layout of the site plan. Since several
adjustments to the site plan were (and still are expected), updating these permits for the second
submittal (received in 2017) was not seen as necessary until the site plan was closer to a final
version. For the next set of revisions, however, the applicant will be required to update their LDA
and retaining wall permits for consistency with the site plan. Information from these permits is
necessary to include in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Without this
information, Snohomish County will be unable to identify mitigation measures related to these
permits. To illustrate, for the LDA permit we will need updated estimates or the amount of material
for removal from and transportation to the site in order to address mitigation measures for how
this might happen (e.g. truck trips, by rail, or barging). Retaining wall information is especially
relevant with respect to mitigating landslide hazards and effects on drainage. The addition of the
second access road in the 2017 resubmittal and further revisions expected in the next version
require updates to the land disturbing activity and retaining wall permits. The applicant must
address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.

RESPONSE #1:
Revised Land Disturbing Activity and Retaining Wall permits are submitted concurrently
with this submission.

Urban Center Comment (b): “Please indicate all recorded easements and encumbrances on short
subdivision and urban center development site plans, if not indicated.”
Evaluation of response to (b): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
Only a handful of known easements appear the Urban Center Site Plan (Sheet A-051). The 2013
review letter raises the same issue in relation to the short plat application (see Short Plat Comment
(b). All recorded easements, encumbrances, and proposed modifications thereto must appear on
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both the Urban Center Site Plan and the Short Plat plans. See relevant short plat comments and
markups.
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
RESPONSE #2:
Sheets 4-5, included with the Short Plat submittal, have been revised to more clearly show
the easements.

Urban Center Comment (c): “Does proposal include construction of a public building on the public
building site at this time? If so, please indicate which project phase that it would be constructed
and proposed floor area.”
Evaluation of response to (c): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
Please be advised that failure to disclose the use and phasing of the public building site means that
the DEIS cannot address the building or possible mitigation measures. Absent the required
information prior to the DEIS, a building at this location cannot be approved under the current
environmental review. Adding a public building at this location would require supplemental
environmental review if it were to occur before the Final EIS or an Addendum to the FEIS if
after the fact.
RESPONSE #3:
The public building site is better depicted on Plan Sheets A-056 Phasing Plan and A-102.

Urban Center Comment (d): “Is there retail floor area in Buildings UP-T1 – UP-T4?”
Evaluation of response to (d): The applicant has partially responded to this question. Further
clarification is still required.
The 2011 site plan included a data table on Sheet A-100 that the 2017 site plan moved and
expanded on a new Sheet A-200.5 While this change is helpful, questions remain. What is the
amount (square footage) of retail floor area in Buildings UP-T1 to -T4, including square footage
for each building?
Figure 3, next page, compares the level of information given for ground floor uses in UP-T1 to T4 relative to a typical building in the Central Village phase. Note that both cases are missing
proposed square footage information.

5

Sheet A-200 includes a number of errors. It mislabels buildings UP-T1 to –T4 as NV-T1 to –T4.
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The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
Figure 3 – Comparison of Level of Information Regarding Ground Floor Uses
RESPONSE #4:
The revised and enlarged floor plan sheet A-100 includes the amount (square footage) of
retail floor area in Buildings UP-T1 to -T3.

Urban Center Comment (e): “Is the 26,300 SF of retail space for Buildings UP-T1 – UP-T4 located
between and/or within these buildings?”
Evaluation of response to (e): The applicant has partially responded to this question. Further
clarification is still required.
The 2011 site plan included a data table on Sheet A-100 that the 2017 site plan moved and
expanded on a new Sheet A-200.6 While this change is helpful, questions remain. How does the
26,300 SF of retail space relate to the phasing plan and traffic study? Specifically, the Phasing
Plan on Sheet A-056 shows two stand-alone retail buildings in the Urban Plaza as being
constructed as part of Phase 1 (the South Village). This phasing also does not seem to match what
appears in the Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis by David Evans Associates dated August 20167
(see page 6 summary of uses by phase).
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
RESPONSE #5:
Retail space is located at Plaza level (+55'). See sheet A-100 for an enlarged floor plan
providing additional details.
With respect to the traffic study, it was discussed with and agreed to by County staff on 201709-13 that the Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis (“ETIA”) would be updated to
address changes associated with minor adjustments to the allocation of residential unit
counts between the four project phases and minor adjustments of land use types after
submittal of the DEIS because County staff had reviewed the ETIA submittal made on 201609-01 and determined that 1) the traffic analysis was appropriate and conducted in
accordance with industry standards, and 2) a traffic monitoring program proposed by the
proponent would satisfy the County’s and other stakeholders’ requirements that the
development adhere to a trip count limit to/from the site.
The changes made to the Commercial and Retail areas on the current site plan as compared
to the site plan considered for the 2016 ETIA are minor because they equate to a change of
less than a 1% difference in total square footage. The number of residential units in the
6
7

Sheet A-200 includes a number of errors. The text here assumes corrections. See markups.
This report is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/45396.
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current plan and the plan used for the Urban Center option in the 2016 ETIA are virtually
the same (3080 vs. 3085), and the number of senior living units within those number changed
only slightly (1090 vs. 1093). Negligible changes in traffic are anticipated as a result of the
minor changes made to commercial/retail areas and residential unit mix.

Urban Center Comment (f): “In which building or buildings is the 32,262 SF of office space
located?”
Evaluation of response to (f): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
Note that the applicant must add a sheet or detail showing the layout of the proposed office space
and square footages associated with each area.
RESPONSE #6:
Office space is located at Urban Plaza above retail level. Details on the office space are
shown on Sheets A-100 for enlarged floor plan, and A-200 for office area.
Urban Center Comment (g): “Is the 24,000 SF of podium retail space8 for Buildings SV-T1 – SVT6 located between and/or within these buildings?”
Evaluation of response to (g): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
The new data table for the South Village on Sheet A-202 muddies the issue due to lack of
consistency between the table and the plans. Figure 4, below, illustrates the point. It compares
where Sheet A-202 says that SV-T6 would have 7,950 SF of retail space on the ground floor, yet
there is no retail space shown in this building on Sheet A-103. See markups for details on the
problems with Sheet A-202. If the 24,000 SF of podium retail is between the buildings (as the
larger retail spaces below would be), then how much retail is in the base of each building?
Figure 4 – Questionable Retail Space in Building SV-T6
RESPONSE #7:
Retail Space is located between the Highrise Lobbies. See A-103.0 for enlarged floor plan,
and sheet A-201 for retail area metrics.
Urban Center Comment (h): “Is the 24,000 SF of retail space9 for Buildings SV-L1 – SV-L7
8
9

Note that this podium retail space increase from 24,000 SF in the 2011 plans to 35,791 SF in the 2017 plans.
Note that this podium retail space increase from 24,000 SF in the 2011 plans to 35,791 SF in the 2017 plans.
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located between and/or within these buildings?”
Response to (h): The applicant has partially responded to this question by showing retail spaces in
buildings SV-L6 and SV-L7 on Sheet A-103, but the plans must also indicate the square footage
of each space. Further clarification is still required on Sheet A-202 where the square footages of
retail suites/units does not match the totals given.
We also note that the total retail space in the South Village (35,791 SF in the 2017 plans) does not
match the Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis by David Evans Associates dated August 2016 (see
page 6 summary of uses by phase where the figure is given as 32,635 SF and elsewhere). Nor does
it match the Traffic Methods and Assumptions Memo revised on August 30, 2016, that at page 8
indicates that the traffic model splits the 32,635 SF into 24,625 SF of Specialty Retail center plus
8,000 SF of Quality Restaurant.10
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
If the difference in retail space between the plans and traffic study remains small (3,156 SF at
present), then it may be reconciled by including an updated traffic study in the Final EIS rather
than the Draft EIS. However, if future changes to the site plan result in larger differences, then the
applicant may wish to consider revising the traffic study before the DEIS instead of risking the
need for a supplemental DEIS study to address the issue later.
RESPONSE #8:
Retail Space is located between Highrise Lobbies. The difference in retail space between
the plans and traffic study remains small.
See A-103.0 for enlarged floor plan, and sheet A-201 for retail area metrics.

Urban Center Comment (i): “Is the 44,000 SF of retail space for Buildings CV-T1 – CV-T7
located between and/or within these buildings?”
Evaluation of response to (i): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
The new data table for the Central Village on Sheet A-201 muddies the issue due to lack of
consistency between the table and the plans. Please indicate the square footage of reach retail space
on Sheet A-102. For building CV-T7, why does Sheet A-201 not show square footage for the
restaurant that extends beyond the base of the tower as shown on Sheet A-102? Many of our
comments for the restaurant under building SV-T1 (page 176) would likely also apply to the
restaurant under CV-T7 if the plans had enough information to comment in the first place. None
of the floor plans for Central Village Towers on Sheet A-102 matches the typical tower entry detail
on Sheet A-300.
10

We assume that this refers to the restaurant at the base of building SV-T1. See detailed comments on the building
and restaurant space on page 251.
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The traffic study assumes that the Central Village has 24,000 square feet of retail space rather than
the 44,000 SF shown on the plans. In the traffic study, 10,000 of the 24,000 SF would be restaurant
space. Is all of this restaurant space at the base of building CV-T7 or in other locations too? Since
the April 17, 2017, site plan proposes 20,000 square feet more retail space than appears in the
traffic study, this difference may result in undisclosed traffic impacts
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
RESPONSE #9:
Retail Space is located between and within Highrise Lobbies. See A102.0 for enlarged floor
plan and A-202 for retail area metrics.

Urban Center Comment (j): “It appears from review of the enlarged site plans for the urban plaza,
central plaza, south plaza and north plaza that there may be 15 mixed use (residential/retail)
buildings. Is this correct?”
Evaluation of response to (j). The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
We note that the 2017 plans now show retail uses in buildings SV-L6 and SV-L7 where these
buildings previously appeared to be entirely residential. In addition, the new data table on Sheet
A-202 suggests that there is retail space at the base of SV-T6, but Sheet A-103 shows no such
retail space.
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
RESPONSE #10:
Building use type is denoted on sheets A-200, A-201 and A-202.

Urban Center Comment (k): “Could not find [building] elevations for the following buildings:
1. Envac/retail bldg
2. Fire/Police/retail bldg
3. UP-T1 – UP-T4
4. SV-T1 – SV-T6
5. SV-L1 – SV-L7
6. CV-T1 – CV-T7”
Evaluation of response to (k): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
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To clarify the above request, the application does not satisfy the submittal requirements of SCC
30.34A.170 [2010]. This section sets forth requirements on the level of detail required for each
building or major building type. The application only provides three elevations for typical
buildings. The original list in Comment k above was itself incomplete and it includes an error on
item 6 because these buildings are among those shown on the plans. To reiterate and clarify the
request, see Table 3, next page.
Table 3 – Summary of Elevations Provided and Still Required
Item No.

Building Type

Non-residential

Building
Numbers
Envac/retail
bldg.
Fire/police/retail

1

Non-residential

2

Elevations
Shown
No
No

3

Tower

UP-T1 – UP-T4

No

4

Tower

SV-T1 – SV-T6

No

5

Low-rise

SV-L1 – SV-L5

Maybe at A-301

6

Mid-rise

SV-L6 – SV-L7

Maybe at A-301

7

Tower

CV-T1 – CV-T7

Yes at A-300

8

Non-residential

Public building

No

9

Non-residential

Transit station

No

10

Low-rise

CV-L1 – CV-L6

Maybe at A-301

11

Mid-rise

Maybe at A-301

12

Tower

CV-L7 – CVL13
NV-T1 – NV-T5

13

Low-rise

NV-L1

Maybe at A-301

14

Mid-rise

NV-L2 – NV-L3

Maybe at A-301

No

Notes
Elevation
Required
Elevation
Required
Elevation
Required
Elevation
Required
See comments
on A-301
See comments
on A-301
See comments
on A-300
Elevation
required
Elevation
required
See comments
on A-301
See comments
on A-301
Elevation
required
See comments
on A-301
See comments
on A-301

Of the three typical building elevations provided in the 2017 plans, only the tower buildings in the
Central Village clearly have an intended match (Sheet A-300). However, the site plan, proposed
finished grades and building elevations do not match.
Sheet A-301 provides two typical elevations, one for low- and one for mid-rise buildings. The
intent may be to match the low- and mid-rise buildings proposed; however, the low-rise example
13
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clearly depicts townhomes (two-story units) and the mid-rise identifies as having townhomes at
base (see Figure 5, next page).
The unit counts on the data tables (Sheets A-200 to A-202) clearly indicate the make-up of the
low- and mid-rise buildings as being entirely flats.11
Please confirm if the proposal includes townhomes. The applicant must clarify this issue because
if townhomes were indeed proposed, then the unit counts would be significantly lower, thereby
altering several aspects of the Draft EIS. If townhomes are not proposed, then the elevations
provided in the April 17, 2017, plans are in error and the applicant must replace them.
The applicant must address these specific issues as part of responding to the original question.
Figure 5 – Building Elevations Adapted from Detail 1 on Sheet A-301
RESPONSE #11:
The elevations have been provided for typical buildings. See Sheets A-300 Series, A-310,
and A-311. Specific individual buildings will be designed following site plan approval.
The proposal does not include any townhomes.

Urban Center Comment (l): “Please provide a project data table indicating the following data for
each building:
1. Stories
2. Height in feet above ground level
3. Structured parking spaces
4. Residential units
5. Residential floor area
6. Office floor area
7. Retail floor area
8. Civic floor area
9. Police/fire floor area
10. Energy center floor area
11. Envac floor area”
Evaluation of response to (l): The applicant has only partially responded. The new data tables on
Sheets A-200 to A-202 only provide some of the required information. These sheets also include
several errors and inconsistencies with the plans that may result in need for supplemental
environmental analysis, depending on the remedies the applicant chooses to make to these issues.

11

The traffic study also reflects flats or senior-only units rather than townhomes.
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RESPONSE #12:
The data tables have been revised on sheets A-200 to A-202 to include the requested
information.

Urban Center Comment (m): “Do the enlarged site plans for the four villages indicate location of
overall sections shown on A-331 [sic] and A-330 [sic]?12 If not, please add section lines.”
Evaluation of response to (m): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
The enlarged site plans refer to Sheets A-100 to A-103. None of these sheets indicates where the
overall sections on Sheets A-310 and A-311 match. Moreover, the overall sections do not entirely
match the site plans. For example, Detail 2 on Sheet A-310 must include the second access road
and depict the slope to the east consistent with proposed finish grades and Sheet C300.
Detail 1 on Sheet A-310 conflicts with the proposed finish grades as shown on Sheet C-302. Clarify
this inconsistency is important to ensure fire access along the esplanade below the bridge to the
pier. Figure 6 below shows this area of concern at the underpass. Detail 1 from Sheet A310 shows
the finished grade of the esplanade as 13’ elevation whereas Sheet C-302 and most other locations
in the plan consistently give the esplanade and elevation of 15.5’. Moreover, the point of departure
for the bridge would be somewhere between the 27.9’ finished floor elevation of the nearby tower
and the 20-25’ elevation shown on the proposed contour lines from Sheet C302 rather than the 35’
departure point shown on Sheet A-310.13 In other words, the applicant must revise the plans for
internal consistency in this area and must provide sufficient information to demonstrate
compliance with a minimum 13’ 6” vertical clearance for the esplanade to count as a fire lane in
this location (see fire review memo dated June 15, 2017, item 6 on page 4.)14. Sufficient
information will likely require addition of one or more new detail sheets to the plans.
Figure 6 – Underpass Concern at Bridge to Pier
RESPONSE #13:
The section locations are notated on A100-103.

Urban Center Comment (n): “Project contains 47 multistory buildings including approximately 15
multistory buildings with a mix of residential and commercial space. The project meets definition
12

This reference should have been to Sheets A-310 and A-311. There are no sheets A-331 or A-330.
Two notes regarding this part of Sheet C-302. First, the 25’ contour shown on the portion of Sheet C-302 in Figure
6 conflicts with the finished floor elevation of the parking garage for the Central Village. This adds to the uncertainty
about what is proposed and what the applicant must address. (The same problem is true for a small part of the 20’
contour as well.) Second, the shaded area represents building CV-T7 but omits the ground floor restaurant that extends
beyond the shaded area.
14
This memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44891.
13
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of “mixed use” per SCC 30.34A.030. The maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for mixed use
development is 2.0 and minimum FAR is 1.0. A FAR 1.17 is proposed.”
Response to (n): The applicant has only partially responded. The April 17, 2017, revisions to the
site plan make some corrections to the FAR calculation that, with updated information, appears to
show an FAR of 1.27 on Sheet A-050. While the project is likely to remain within the 1.0 to 2.0
FAR required range, not enough information appears on the April 27, 2017, version of the plans
to demonstrate compliance with the applicable definitions and method for calculating FAR. See
detailed comments under review of SCC 30.34A.030 [2010] on page 79 and markups for the data
tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
RESPONSE #14:
The project remains within the 1.0 to 2.0 FAR required range. The village summary values
are included on sheet A-050.

Urban Center Comment (o): “Minimum drive aisle width for surface and structured parking
adjacent to perpendicular parking stalls is 25 feet pursuant to SCC Table 30.26.065(13). This Table
also provides dimensional requirements for other types of drive aisles and parking stall
configurations.”
PDS Supplement to Comment (o): The parking design in the 2011 Urban Center Site Plan contains
approximately 900 fewer stalls than stated on the plans. This design flaw was of such concern that
PDS transmitted an email with a draft 27-page supplemental review of the parking situation to the
applicant on February 5, 2016. This email and the attached supplemental parking review are
available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/46413.
Response to (o): The applicant has only partially responded. The April 17, 2017, revisions to the
site plan make many corrections to the parking lot layouts, but more work is necessary to
demonstrate compliance the dimensional requirements for parking stalls and drive aisles. While
improved, the plans are still do not include depictions of all parking levels. The applicant must add
sheets to the plans showing all of the proposed parking, and the parking must meet dimensional
requirements, including those in SCC 30.26.065. See detailed comments on parking design under
the review of Chapter 30.26 SCC beginning on page 54.
The applicant submitted a request for a variance relating to parking on April 17, 2017. The purpose
of this request was to allow a surplus of parking in the Central Village (phase 3) to make up for a
shortage of parking in the three other phases of the project (phases 1, 2 and 4). PDS recommends
to the applicant that they withdraw this request for variance. If the applicant does not withdraw it,
then the staff recommendation to the Hearing Examiner will be to deny the variance. See
discussion of parking at page 31 under the heading Issues of Concern and comparison of the
variance proposal to code requirements under review of Chapter 30.43B (Variances) on page 111.
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RESPONSE #15:
All drive aisles are now min 25 feet and sufficient parking has been provided such that no
variance request is necessary. See sheets A-054.0 - 054.2.

Urban Center Comment (p): “Propose[d] shared parking shall comply with the requirements of
SCC 30.34A.050(6).”
Evaluation of response to (p): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
RESPONSE #16:
No shared parking study is required because a reduction in parking space requirements is
no longer sought.

Urban Center Comment (q): “Are structured parking entrances located behind or to the side of
buildings pursuant to SCC 30.34A.050(1)?”
Evaluation of response to (q): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
Please note that location of parking entrances will be an agenda item for the Design Review Board
(DRB) to consider. After discussing this, the DRB could then make a recommendation supportive
of the proposed entrance locations or they might recommend changes. Absent information such as
garage entrance elevations, it will be difficult for the DRB to recommend anything other than the
provision of adequate detail.
RESPONSE #17:
All entrances are under or behind buildings, as depicted on sheet A-050.

Urban Center Comment (r): “Parking requirements for urban center are determined by the parking
ratios in SCC Table 30.34A.050. In order to determine the parking requirement for the project, the
following data is needed:
Total restaurant floor area
Total retail floor area
Total office floor area
Total residential units over 1,000 SF
Total residential units less than 1,000 SF
Total civic building floor area
Total police/fire floor area”
17
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A parking demand analysis may be required for uses not listed in the above table
pursuant to SCC 30.34A.050(5).”
Evaluation of response to (r): The applicant has only partially responded. The revised plans show
more of the required information, especially in the new data tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
However, there is still missing information these tables regarding some of the uses and the tables
include several conflicts with the plans. See markups on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
The applicant has not provided a parking demand study.
RESPONSE #18:
The requested information has been provided. See sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for parking
garages, and sheet A-050 for parking calculation.
As noted in Response #16, no parking demand study is required because a reduction in
parking requirements is no longer sought.

Urban Center Comment (s): “Sheets A-050 and 051 indicate location of an Ordinary High Water
Line along the shoreline. Sheets C-201 – 203 indicate location of a Line Mean Higher High Water
along the shoreline. Do these terms represent the same the same line?”
Evaluation of response to (s): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
See related comments in the Flood Hazard Review memo from Rebecca Samy dated June 27,
2017. This memo is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44894.
RESPONSE #19:
The Critical Area Study has been revised to make the use of the Ordinary High Water Line
(“OHWM”) and Mean Higher High Water (“MHHW”) consistent. All figures and maps
now refer to MHHW only.

Urban Center Comment (t): “Please indicate on project plans if any petroleum storage tanks will
remain on north part of site after completion of Phase 1 or other phases.”
Evaluation of response to (t): The applicant has not responded to this comment.
Second Request: A response is still required.
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RESPONSE #20:
It is too early to say if any petroleum tanks will remain on one part of the site while
development occurs on another part of the site. Hart Crowser’s April 2018 remediation
memorandum discusses appropriate and feasible remediation methods that would allow
phased remediation of part of the site while development occurs on another part of the site.
Detailed site remediation plans will be developed, including detailed phasing plans, in
conjunction with Washington State Department of Ecology during the MTCA-compliant
cleanup.
After all of the phases, no petroleum tanks will remain on site.

Urban Center Comment (u): “Due to the existence of contaminated soils on the site as indicated in
the SEPA checklist, it is likely PDS will require that a hydrogeologic report be prepared for the
proposal.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (u): The applicant did not respond to this comment. An
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) began for the project after the date of the review letter
making Comment (u). In support of this EIS, the applicant supplied a Draft Subsurface Conditions
Report by Hart Crowser dated June 11, 2015.15 However, at page 8, this report states, “Subsurface
contamination during past use of the site is discussed separately for the EIS, and so is omitted from
this [report].” Indeed, the report addresses geologic hazards and drainage issues but not
contamination. There is also not any discussion of contamination in the Targeted Drainage Report
(May 28, 2015) by SVR Design.16 Hence, no report provided by the applicant to date has the
necessary information regarding contamination for the EIS.
Second request. The applicant must address this important SEPA issue. A response is still
required.
The applicant must coordinate with the Snohomish County Chief Engineering Officer (Randy
Sleight), the project manager (Paul MacCready) and the EIS consultants on the scope of what
information regarding contamination is required and when they must provide it for the Draft EIS.
Please note that some of the June 15, 2017, grading and drainage review comments co-authored
by Randy Sleight17 assume mitigation of contamination. However, without more information to
characterize the contamination, it is not possible for the Draft EIS to disclose potential impacts
fully. Without full disclosure, the DEIS cannot propose adequate mitigation. Further, aspects of
the drainage plans, such as infiltration, may only be acceptable under the assumption that adequate
mitigation has been identified and taken place. Snohomish County cannot allow infiltration into a
contaminated site until cleanup or mitigation is complete. Any future approval from Snohomish
15

The Draft Subsurface Conditions Report (June 11, 2015) is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/30450.
16
The Targeted Drainage Report (May 28, 2015) is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/30451.
17
The grading and drainage comments are available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44896.
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County for the site plan will be conditional on receipt of a letter from the Washington State
Department of Ecology (DOE) certifying approval of adequate cleanup and mitigation plans. Any
future approval of construction plans will be contingent on completion of the steps called for in
the plans requiring DOE approval.
For the EIS addressing the site plan, contamination and mitigation information must be sufficient
to demonstrate that probable adverse impacts involving cleanup and mitigation will not conflict
with site plan issues such as drainage. If the cleanup plans involving DOE result in mitigation
requiring changes to the site plan, then supplemental environmental impact analysis for the site
plan may be necessary. Depending on timing, this may mean either supplemental Draft EIS for the
site plan or an addendum to the Final EIS before future project approvals may go into effect.
RESPONSE #21:
Hart Crowser’s April, 2018 remediation memorandum summarizes the known nature and
extent of soil and groundwater contamination and presents a conceptual approach, in
accordance with MTCA and with the intention of gaining Ecology approval, for how it might
be remediated, how remediation might fit in with the proposed development, and what
limitations remediation might place on site development, including infiltration.
Hart Croswer conferred with EA Engineering and Paul McCready regarding these issues.
See April 16, 2018 letter from Gary Huff to Matt Otten regarding remediation items, which
is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Urban Center Comment (v): “Several proposed buildings will be located near adjacent residential
properties in the Town of Woodway that are zoned R-14.5 and R-9600. These buildings will need
to comply with the building height and setback requirements of SCC 30.34A.040.”
PDS supplement to Comment (v): The reference to properties with R-9600 zoning in the original
comment referred to land that was still under Snohomish County jurisdiction at the time. This site
is commonly called the “Upper Bluff.” There has since been an annexation of this property into
the Town of Woodway. The current zoning of the Upper Bluff is Urban Residential (UR). UR
zoning is roughly equivalent to the former R-9600 zoning that the site had prior to annexation. The
requirements of SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) still apply.
Evaluation of response to (v): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: A response is still required.
See detailed review comments on SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) beginning on page 81.
RESPONSE #22:
A variance request regarding height is being submitted concurrently with this response.
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Urban Center Comment (w): “Several proposed buildings will be over 90 feet in height. Due to
the proposed height, an environmental impact statement (EIS) is required that shall include at a
minimum an analysis of the impacts of the height on; aesthetics; light and glare; noise; air quality
and transportation per SCC 30.34A.040.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (w): An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) began for the
project after the date of the review letter making comment (w). The Draft EIS will include the
required information.
Please see detailed review comments on SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) beginning on page 81, where
there is discussion of buildings over 90’ and a request for relevant information that is separate
from the information to be provided in the DEIS.
RESPONSE #23:
See Responses #34.

Urban Center Comment (x): “Landscaping for the urban center project will need to comply with
the requirements of SCC 30.25.015, 30.25.017, 30.25.023, 30.25.043, 30.25.045 and 30.34A.060.”
Evaluation of response comment (x): The applicant has partially responded to this comment by
making improvements to the landscaping plans; however, the plans still need more detail and
corrections. See review comments for the Chapter 30.25 (Landscaping) on page 50.
RESPONSE #24:
The level of detail provided in the landscaping plans is sufficient under the County’s
requirements. See Sheets L-001, L-100, and L-101.

Urban Center Comment (y): “Proposed open spaces shall comply with the requirements of SCC
30.34A.070.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (y): The applicant has partially responded to this comment by
updating open space information, especially as shown on Sheet A-052. However, there are some
errors in the plans. More revisions and corrections are necessary to demonstrate compliance with
Snohomish County Code. See plan markups and review of SCC 30.34A.070 (2010) on page 83.
RESPONSE #25:
Compliance with the open space code requirements is shown on Sheet A-052.
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Urban Center Comment (z): “The project will need to comply with urban center design standards
that correspond to the following project design elements pursuant to SCC 30.34A.100; 110; 120;
130; 140; 150 and 160:
1. Trash enclosures/service areas
2. Rooftop mechanical equipment
3. Lighting and lighting fixtures
4. Building façade height and roof edge
5. Building massing and articulation
6. Building ground level detail and transparency
7. Overhead weather protection
8. Blank building walls”
Evaluation of response to Comment (z): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: A response is still required.
See also detailed review comments for compliance with Snohomish County urban center
development regulations (Chapter 30.34A SCC) that begin on page 79.
RESPONSE #26:
1.
Trash enclosures are shown in detail on Sheets A-100 - A103.
2.
The rooftop mechanical equipment is shown on elevation sheets A-300 - A-303.
3.
For information about the lighting and lighting fixtures, see Sheet E-050 as
well as the updated project narrative.
4-8. The building facade height and roof edge, building massing and articulation,
building ground level detail and transparency, overhead weather protection, and blank
building walls are shown on elevation sheets A-300 - A303.

Urban Center Comment (aa): “Review of the urban center architectural plans did not indicate
proposed project signs or sign program. At some point in the application review process, a sign
program should be proposed in order to determine compliance with SCC 30.34A.090
requirements.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (aa): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: A response is still required.
While signage is not a SEPA-level concern, the Design Review Board will need information on
signage to consider during its hearing and recommendations for the project. See also detailed
comments on design standards for signs (SCC 30.34A.090 (2010)) on page 86.
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RESPONSE #27:
Information about the proposed project signs for each village is included in the project
narrative.

Urban Center Comment (bb): “Given the proposed removal of the existing sea wall, grading to
remove existing soil and placement of additional sand and gravel with the FEMA 100-Year Flood
Plain eastward of the Puget Sound shoreline and Line of Mean Higher High Water, a Snohomish
County Flood Hazard Permit will be required for the proposal pursuant to SCC 30.65.220(5).”
Evaluation of response to Comment (bb): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: The Applicant still must apply for a Flood Hazard Permit.
The memo on flood hazards prepared by Rebecca Samy, Certified Floodplain Manager, dated
June 27, 2017, provides additional information on the required Flood Hazard Permit.18 This memo
includes several important warnings to the applicant that the applicant should consider in the
context of the overall site plan as well. Presented in a different order than they appear in the
original, these warnings read:
The applicant is strongly encouraged to utilize the preliminary flood hazard maps for
project design and development and to speak with a flood insurance specialist regarding
this project, specifically related to the below grade parking structures and any over water
structures (commercial uses on the pier).
[County] Staff would like to reiterate that all development activities within the special flood
hazard area requires a permit and is subject to the flood hazard designation and regulations
in effect at the time of permit application.
Snohomish County received preliminary digital flood insurance rate maps (DFIRMs) in
July 2016 and is in the process of reviewing these maps for potential adoption. Changes
reflected on the preliminary DFIRMs will have direct impacts on the proposed project. The
majority of the project site, including Phase 1, 3 and 4 will have a coastal flooding
designation of AE with a BFE [base flood elevation] of 12’ […]
Stated differently, it is an important SEPA-level concern that the applicant must apply for a Flood
Hazard Permit. Requirements for flood hazard permits are a moving target because the project
does not enjoy vesting to federal regulations in the same manner that it vests to many county codes.
The Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) is in the process of revising how it
characterizes flood hazards for the Point Wells site. Changes will likely result in stricter regulations
applied to the Point Wells development. The lower floors of the three parking garages on the lower
bench would all be at 6’ elevation, which is below the base flood elevation for the property. Any
approval for garages at this level would be conditional on meeting floodproofing standards. While
hypothetically approvable, such garages may prove costprohibitive to build. Revising the site plan
18

The
June
27,
2017,
flood
hazard
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44894.
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memo

is

available

at

to bring the garages entirely above the base flood elevation at the construction drawing stage would
likely result in other changes – such as to drainage, visual impacts, and the amount of fill material
to be moved to and from the site – that may require supplemental environmental review and
approval before construction could proceed.
RESPONSE #28:
The Flood Hazard Permit Application is being submitted as part of this application resubmittal.

Urban Center Comment (cc): “Further application review comments will be provided following
completion of the project EIS.”
PDS supplement to Comment (cc): This was an informational-only comment and not a specific
request for response by the applicant. To clarify the intent of the original comment, Snohomish
County may provide review comments to the applicant at any point prior to the project hearing.
These comments may include Review Completion Letters (such as this letter) which occur after
the applicant submits revisions to their plans or emails, feedback on reports, or similar
communications throughout the review process. Snohomish County reserves the right to provide
review comments to the applicant after publication of the FEIS and before the project hearing. The
applicant may then respond to these last comments before the hearing.
Urban Center Comment (dd): “Proposed public roads, drive aisles and pedestrian facilities shall
comply with the applicable requirements of SCC Chapter 30.24, SCC Title 13, SCC 30.34A.080
and the EDDS.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (dd): The applicant has partially responded to this comment
by updating their plans for roads, pedestrian facilities, emergency access and through other
changes. However, additional revisions by the applicant are necessary to bring the project into
compliance with all applicable requirements. If the applicant cannot meet certain requirements,
then the applicant may apply for variances from portions of SCC Title 30 or make deviation
requests from EDDS. Only one variance request has been received (relating to parking) and the
applicant has yet to request any EDDS deviations. See detail discussion of the variance request
under review of Chapter 30.43B SCC Variances at page 111. See also the list of possible EDDS
deviations necessary for the proposed plans on page 175.
Review of Chapter 30.24 SCC (Access and Road Network) begins on page 37. There are also
many issues identified on the marked up plans relating to access and roads.
There is no specific review in this letter for compliance with SCC Title 13. This title establishes
that the EDDS establish the basic design standards for roads, sidewalk, bridges, and other features
typically found in the right-of-way (SCC 13.05.010). Title 13 also sets forth the type of permits
that the project applicant will need for road and bridgework at the construction stage of the project.
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See review of SCC 30.34A.080 (2009) beginning on page 84 for discussion of requirements that
are specific to the Urban Center zoning that this project has vesting to. The proposed design has
not had thorough review for consistency with EDDS because many changes will take place in
response to reviews on other issues. A preliminary review of EDDS that previews possible future
comments begins on page 174.
RESPONSE #29:
Plans have been revised to include typical roadway sections per EDDS. Vehicle lanes vary
between 10' to 14' wide, with a 5' minimum planter and 7' minimum sidewalk. Roadways
are crowned with curbs.

Urban Center Comment (ee): “The attached section of the Snohomish County Assessor’s parcel
map appears to indicate that a narrow panhandle of parcel 270335-003-002-00 extends across the
current access road to the subject site. Additionally, sheet EX2 indicates a 50’ access easement per
King County Cause No 05-2-13678-1 on the west portion if the subject property. If the Assessor’s
parcel map is correct, does this easement provide vehicular access rights across the narrow
panhandle? If this access easement does provide access rights, please provide a copy of the
recorded access easement demonstrating that the owner of the subject property has access rights
across the panhandle.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (ee): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: A response is still required.
RESPONSE #30:
The depiction of the panhandle of parcel 270335-003-002-00 is shown in error. The original
configuration of this lot did not include the referenced panhandle. It was added to this lot
following the vacation of the Heberlein Road. The apparent assumption was that a portion
of the vacated right-of-way would attach by operation of law to adjoining parcels. However,
as is depicted below, the vacated (red) portion of Heberlein Road stopped just to the north
of parcel 270335-003-002-00. The panhandle assumed to have been added to said parcel was
in fact not vacated, is not part of the referenced parcel and remains a small stretch of county
road.
Even assuming for the sake of this discussion that the panhandle was appropriately added
to parcel 270335-003-002-00, the fact remains that this roadway has been in existence and
used by BSRE and its predecessors for over 100 years. Thus, even if the panhandle is now a
part of said parcel, BSRE and the public would have acquired a prescriptive easement over
said panhandle.
King County Cause No 05-2-13678-1 is the condemnation action by which King County
obtained property interests necessary to the construction and operation of the Brightwater
sewage treatment facility and outfall. A copy of the court order creating said rights is
included with this submittal as Exhibit B. The 50’ access easement referenced above is one
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of the property interests obtained by King County. The easement is nonexclusive, meaning
that the existence of this easement has no bearing on the use of this right-of-way by others.
Further, as is more fully explained in Response #130, the easement is relocatable at BSRE’s
election. Response #130 contains a property map indicating the manner in which said
easement will eventually be relocated.

Urban Center Comment (ff): “Please respond to attached agency and public comments received to
date.”
Evaluation of response to Comment (ff): The applicant did not respond to this comment.
Second request: A response is still required.
Please note that there will be a formal comment period following publication of the Draft EIS. The
Final EIS must include responses to comments received during the formal comment period. The
applicant may choose to defer responding to general public comments until the response section
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in the FEIS; however, Snohomish County recommends providing responses sooner. Early
response to comments would ensure – to the extent possible – clarification of the issues in those
comments and in the responses to said comments before the project hearing takes place.
RESPONSE #31:
The comments have been taken into consideration for the design changes that are included
in this submittal. BSRE elects to defer its more detailed responses to individual prior
comments received until it also responds to comments received during the formal comment
period.

Issues of Concern
Traffic Assumptions
The traffic study includes a 21% internal capture assumption for the PM peak hour;19 i.e. that
residents will make frequent use of commercial services on site without leaving the project area.
The Snohomish County Department of Public Works (DPW), since review of the initial 2011
submittal, through the April 17, 2017 resubmittal, has had and continues to concerns with the very
high internal capture rates proposed in various traffic studies submitted by the applicant. DPW
also has had and continues to have concerns with the assumption that 15% of the trips leaving the
site will be by transit.
While review of the traffic assumptions is outside the scope of this Review Completion Letter, it
is worth noting here that many of the issues identified in this letter will have some effect on the
traffic study when the applicant revises it to account for site plan revisions made in response to
this letter. The amount of various uses proposed on the site is the most important variable. Our
review of the data tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202 shows that the tables do not accurately reflect
the number of floors in each building. With the wrong number of floors, the tables and, by
extension, the traffic study do not accurately reflect the proposed development. When making
changes to the project design for other reasons, it is imperitive that the applicant use correct data
in the tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
The applicant, Snohomish County, and the EIS consultant will need to discuss the next revisions
of the site plan relative to the modeling in the August 2016 version of the traffic study. The point
of this discussion will be to determine the suitability of using the August 2016 traffic study in the
DEIS. Snohomish County is not making a determination at this time. Please note, however, that
19

See August 31, 2016, Technical Memorandum – Supplement 1 from David Evans and Associates at page 11
(Attachment
U).
This
technical
memorandum
is
available
at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/45388.

Snohomish County acknowledges that the preliminary review comments dated May 10, 2017, made reference to an
outdated traffic study that proposed a higher internal capture rate. The preliminary review comments are available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/43702.
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the traffic study will almost certainly need updating for the Final EIS to account for new
information at that stage.
RESPONSE #32:
It was discussed with and agreed to by County staff on 2017-09-13 that the Expanded Traffic
Impact Analysis (“ETIA”) would be updated to address changes associated with minor
adjustments to the allocation of residential unit counts between the four project phases and
minor adjustments of land use types after submittal of the DEIS because County staff had
reviewed the ETIA submittal made on 2016-09-01 and determined that 1) the traffic analysis
(and internal capture rates and methodology used) was appropriate and conducted in
accordance with industry standards, and 2) a traffic monitoring program proposed by the
proponent would satisfy the County's and other stakeholders' requirements that the
development adhere to a trip count limit to/from the site.
The changes made to the Commercial and Retail areas on the current site plan as compared
to the site plan considered for the 2016 ETIA are minor because they equate to a change of
less than 1% difference in total square footage. The number of residential units in the current
plan and the plan used for the Urban Center option in the 2016 ETIA are virtually the same
(3085 vs. 3081), and the number of senior living units within those number changed only
slightly (1093 vs. 1100). Negligible changes in traffic are anticipated as a result of the minor
changes made to commercial/retail areas and residential unit mix.

Parking
The April 17, 2017, Urban Center Site Plan does not provide adequate parking for the uses shown.
Each phase of the project must include sufficient parking for the uses proposed in that phase. We
acknowledge that significant improvements to the parking design took place between the 2011 and
2017 plans, but more design work and review for internal consistency is necessary. Detailed
comments on parking design are under our review of Chapter 30.26 SCC (Parking) beginning on
page 54. See also the marked up plans. Most importantly, the plans do not include sheets showing
all of the parking levels (the plans must depict each parking area).
Snohomish County cannot support the requested variance (11-101457 VAR) to allow a surplus of
parking in the Central Village (phase 3) to offset shortages in phases 1, 2, and 4. Using the
applicants own buildout timeline of 5-years per phase, this means that the Urban Plaza and South
Village (phases 1 and 2) would exist without adequate parking for 10 years and 5 years,
respectively. If the applicant does not withdraw the variance request, Snohomish County will need
to recommend to the Hearing Examiner that the Examiner deny the request. See detailed comments
on this issue at page 111 under review of Chapter 30.43B SCC (Variances).
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RESPONSE #33:
BSRE is withdrawing the variance request because the parking in each village satisfies the
parking requirements. Sheets A-054.0 – 054.2 have been revised to show the square footages
and types.

Buildings Greater than 90-Feet in Height
Building heights for the Point Wells project have generated a great deal of public comment and
opposition. Much depends on interpretation of a portion of SCC 30.34A.040 (2010).20 With
emphasis added, the relevant portion reads:
(1) The maximum building height in the UC zone shall be 90 feet. A building height
increase up to an additional 90 feet may be approved under SCC 30.34A.180 when
the additional height is documented to be necessary or desirable when the project
is located near a high capacity transit route or station and the applicant prepares an
environmental impact statement […]
The project submittal includes buildings greater than 90 feet and an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is underway that includes analysis of the relevant issues in SCC 30.34A.040(1)
(2010). This leaves an unanswered question:
Is Point Wells located near a high capacity transit route or station?
This review completion letter does not answer the question above, nor is it required to. Snohomish
County uses review letters to ask applicants for revisions or more information. In this case, we are
asking the applicant to provide additional information and opinion. No decision will take place on
this issue until the Hearing Examiner renders a decision on the project as a whole. However,
opinions on the matter are important because it is a key aspect of the approvability of the proposed
design. PDS and DPW will eventually make a recommendation to the Hearing Examiner on the
issue and more information from the applicant would help inform that eventual recommendation.
The applicant must revise the project narrative to expand on their answer to the question of whether
Point Wells is near a high capacity route or station, including identification of specific high
capacity transit route(s) or station(s) that would meet this requirement. When making these
revisions, the applicant must, at a minimum, consider and respond to the following documents:
 Transit Compatibility Comment Memo from Erik Olson (DPW) dated May 23, 201721

20

See discussion of other issues from SCC 30.34A.040(2010) on page 111.
The
May
23,
2017
Transit
Compatiblity
Memo
is
available
at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/45381. It references a June 15, 2011 transit
compatability memo to which the April 17, 2017, revised applications did not include an adequate response. The June
15, 2011 memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/46572.

21
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Snohomish County DPW Rule 4227, relating to transit compatibility criteria22
Public comment email from Tom McCormick to Ryan Countryman dated August 30,
201723

RESPONSE #34:
SCC 30.34A.040(1) (2010) provides in part that:
The maximum building height in the UC zone shall be 90 feet. A building height
increase up to an additional 90 feet may be approved under SCC 30.34A.180 when
the additional height is documented to be necessary or desirable when the project is
located near a high capacity transit route or station and the applicant prepares an
environmental impact statement pursuant to chapter 30.61 SCC that includes an
analysis of the environmental impacts of the additional height on, at a minimum:
(a) aesthetics;
(b) light and glare;
(c) noise;
(d) air quality; and
(e) transportation.
Is Point Wells located near a high capacity transit route or station?
Literally read, Point Wells certainly complies with this locational requirement. It is beyond
question that Point Wells is located near a high capacity transit route. The Sound Transit
commuter line runs directly through the site, with project components located on each side
of the rail line.
Snohomish County has historically taken the position that Point Wells’ adjacency to the
Sound Transit rail line satisfied comprehensive plan and code locational criteria. The County
successfully argued this issue before the Growth Management Hearings Board.
At page 13 of its Corrected Final Decision and Order, the Board addressed a similar
requirement regarding the locational criteria for siting Urban Centers. There, the criteria
stated:
Urban Centers shall be located adjacent to a freeway/highway and a principal arterial
road, and within one-fourth mile walking distance from a transit center, park-andride lot, or be located on a regional high capacity transit route.
The Board noted that the “County contends Point Wells can be designated an Urban Center
by virtue of the Sound Transit commuter rail line that runs through the property regardless
22

Review of Point Wells is per the first revision version of Rule 4227 (October 11, 2004) which was still in effect at
the 2011 project submittal. It is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/9849.
23
A PDF of the email is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/46853. The
attachment to the original email is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/46856.
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of whether a rail station is provided.” Point Wells is “on a regional high capacity transit
route.”
While not being entirely comfortable with the County’s interpretation, the Board
determined that deference to [the County’s] interpretation is appropriate.
While the literal language of SCC 30.34A.040(1) is satisfied by the fact that the project site
is bifurcated by the Sound Transit commuter rail line, BSRE does not rely on this adjacency
to justify a height increase to 180 feet. Instead, BSRE’s project plans specifically include
both a bus turnaround (allowing for the extension of Metro routes 304 and 348 which now
start and end their routes just over ½ mile from Point Wells) and, more importantly, a full
Sound Transit station.
Much will be made of the fact that a station in the Point Wells/Richmond Beach area is not
currently shown on a Sound Transit plan or map. This contention ignores documentation
regarding Sound Transit’s willingness to allow its commuter trains to serve Point Wells if
BSRE is willing to finance the construction of such a station.
On July 28, 2014, BSRE’s counsel submitted the comment letter to Sound Transit in
conjunction with the review of Sound Transit’s draft supplemental environmental impact
statement on its long range service plan. In this letter which is attached hereto as Exhibit C,
BSRE’s counsel requested that the long range plan specifically depict a station at Point Wells.
Sound Transit’s response to this comment letter is included in the final supplemental EIS for
its long range plan. The response provides that:
A Sounder station in the general vicinity of Shoreline/Richmond Beach is included in
Appendix A of the FINAL SEIS as a ‘representative project’ under the Current Plan
Alternative (see Table A-6 in the Final SEIS). These are projects that could be
implemented along the corridors that comprise the Current Plan Alternative
regardless of whether service is already in operation along these corridors. The list
represents the type of projects or support facilities that could be implemented along
a corridor if funding is identified . . .
Appendix A—Current Plan and Potential Plan Modifications: Corridors and Representative
Projects/Programs/Policies, which is attached hereto as Exhibit D, repeats portions of the
above comment response. It goes on to state on page A-1:
. . . This Final SEIs broadly considers the potential impacts of additional projects that
might occur along the existing Link light rail or Sounder commuter rail lines, such as
infill stations . . . In fact, many of the suggestions for specific projects that came out
of the 2013 scoping process for the Draft SEIS were within corridors already in
operation . . . Those suggestions are included in this list of representative projects for
the Current Plan Alternative.
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Table A-6 explicitly includes a Sounder station at Shoreline/Richmond Beach as an example
of a project which could be undertaken pursuant to existing service plans without the need
to specifically depict or describe such a station in the long range plan.
This conclusion is consistent with prior advice provided BSRE by Sound Transit. Attached
hereto as Exhibit E is a letter dated April 13, 2010 from Sound Transit to Paramount
Petroleum Corporation, BSRE’s predecessor. That correspondence includes a discussion of
the fact that a “provisional station” located in the Point Wells/Richmond Beach area “was
part of Sound Transit’s original Ten Year Regional Transit System Plan, known as Sound
Move, with ‘provisional’ defined as ‘. . . subject to funding availability from the North King
County subarea. Because funding did not become available a station was never constructed
in this subarea.
Sound Transit next discusses the competition between potential future stations and notes
that public funding in the near term is unlikely. The letter importantly concludes, however,
by stating that “Should Paramount propose to fund the commuter rail station without Sound
Transit funding, this could clearly influence the review and the timing of the development of
a station at Point Wells.”
BSRE intends to satisfy the requirements of SCC 30.34A.040(1) in multiple ways. BSRE
recognizes that Sound Transit will likely not agree to provide service at Point Wells until
approximately 1,000 persons reside on-site. Nor will Sound Transit likely enter into a service
contract with BSRE until the project has obtained approval from the County. Thus, until
Sound Transit service becomes available, BSRE shall provide a privately funded bus or
shuttle service from the project to the Edmonds Sound Transit Station, to the Shoreline
Park-and-Ride Station at 192nd and Aurora, and when it becomes operational in 2023, to the
new Light Rail Station in Shoreline at 185th and I-5.
In addition, until at least such time as BSRE and Sound Transit shall have entered into a
binding contract for the construction of the Sounder Station at Point Wells with service to
be provided by Sound Transit, BSRE shall provide and operate a water taxi for service
between the project and the Edmonds Sounder Station. Passenger-only ferries are included
within the definition of “high capacity transit” under SCC 30.91H.108. Thus, under either
scenario, Point Wells will be served by high capacity transit and the requirements of SCC
30.34.A.040(1) shall therefore have been satisfied.
The TDM Plan has been revised to match the current site plan. The TDM Plan provides
additional detail to clearly illustrate that all of the structures will be connected by pedestrian
facilities that are a minimum of 5’ wide.
As part of reaching the 10% TDM not related to site features, the applicant has provided a
Commitment to Supplemental Transit Service in Attachment V of the Methods and
Assumptions Memo, Technical Memorandum - Supplement 1 (the “Supplement”), dated
August 31, 2016 of the Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis (ETIA) dated August 2016 that
will followed to provide transit service to the site. The 2016 ETIA used a transit mode use
figure that increased as the development was advanced from phase to phase (see Table 3).
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The full buildout of the Urban Center included a 15% transit use figure in its calculations to
determine the number of vehicle trips to/from the site. The resulting numbers of person-trips
by transit for each phase of development is summarized in the Supplement, Attachment T.
Exhibit D – Supplemental Transit Service to the Supplement to Urban Center Development
Application by BSRE (April 2018), which is attached hereto as Exhibit F, sets forth the
specifics associated with the transit service that BSRE is committed to provide (route,
frequency, capacity) in order to achieve the minimum 10% TDM required by an Urban
Center and to generate no more than the number of external trips identified in the "trip cap"
through Shoreline.
The above discussion largely addresses the comments of Tom McCormick to Ryan
Countryman dated August 30, 2017. Mr. McCormick seeks to insert provisions into SCC
30.34A.040 to achieve his own arguments. This code provision speaks for itself without any
attempt to impose additional conditions.
SCC 30.34A.040 does not require that high capacity be in place before buildings taller than
90 feet may be approved. The relevant language from this section simply states that a
“building height increase up to an additional 90 feet may be approved . . . when the project
is located near a high capacity transit route or station . . .”
Mr. McCormick’s logic is faulty. He argues that “[H]igh capacity transit would need to be
in place before buildings taller than 90 feet may be approved.” But Sound Transit will not
commit to provide service until a project is approved. Thus, in Mr. McCormick’s apparent
view, BSRE must obtain approval for a project where building height is limited to 90 feet
and then contract for service with Sound Transit before reapplying to the County for
increased building height. That is clearly not what the code requires. The conclusory
statement that “[B]ecause the project does not satisfy SCC 30.34A.040(1)’s proximity
requirement, buildings taller than 90 feet at Point Wells are prohibited” is wishful thinking
and a clear misstatement of the referenced proximity requirement.
Mr. McCormick cites language from prior review before the Growth Management Hearings
Board regarding amendments to the County’s comprehensive plan and the criteria for the
designation of sites as Urban Centers. The Board did not address the provisions of Chapter
30.34A SCC. In fact, the Board explicitly left the Urban Center Code in place while allowing
the County to come into compliance with the Board’s dictates.
Despite Mr. McCormick’s statements to the contrary, BSRE does not argue that the
provision of a van pool service satisfies this statutory provision. Van pool service would
satisfy the requirements of SCC 30.34A.085(3). This code provision does reflect the County’s
understanding that high capacity transit will not be available until sufficient density exists
to support such service. Until such density is available, van pools or privately contracted
regularly scheduled bus service will fulfill an interim need.

Incomplete Application
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The permit applications in 2011 were determined to be complete enough for PDS to accept them
and begin review, but were not complete in the sense that additional information was necessary.
Since 2011 and through the April 17, 2017, revised applications, the applicant has made progress
on providing missing information. However, before the Draft EIS is possible, the applicant must
provide several important pieces of information:
1. Mitigation Plan for impacts to wetland, fish, and wildlife habitat (SCC 30.62A.150),
2. Habitat Management Plan (SCC 30.62A.460).
3. Geotechnical Report(s) addressing shoreline stabilization and flood protection measures
per (SCC 30.62B.140).
4. Report(s) describing contamination of the site and plans for cleanup, see page 25.
5. Plan sheets for areas not depicted on the site plans, including missing building and
parking floor plans.
6. Parking demand study.

RESPONSE #35:
1-2. Section 8 of the Revised Critical Areas Report includes the requested Habitat
Management Plan. This section stipulates which additional critical species are addressed,
and explains how the required Habitat Management Plan elements (map, impact assessment,
mitigation, etc.) are addressed in the report. See Section 8.0 of the Revised Critical Areas
Report for the current mitigation and restoration plan for the project.
3.
See Response #150 regarding shoreline stabilization and flood protection.
4.
See Response #21 regarding contamination and cleanup.
5.
Parking plans have been drawn for every level of the parking. See Sheets A054.0 – A-054.2. The typical building plans, including building heights, are depicted on
Sheets A-050, A-100 – A-103.1.
6.
BSRE is not submitting a parking demand study because the plans contain
sufficient parking.
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Phasing
The phasing concept for Point Wells needs further refinement. Phasing plans need to show how
the Urban Center site plan and preliminary short subdivision are achievable. Some of the phasing
issues involve internal inconsistencies and logical fallacies. It is necessary to correct for these so
that the Draft EIS can identify impacts and potential mitigation measures. PDS strongly
encourages the applicant to provide a written phasing narrative that matches any updates to the
phasing plan on Sheet A-056. This written phasing plan should also describe the sequencing of
cleanup activities if those are to occur simultaneously with construction of the urban center
development.
Phase 1
It appears that Phase 1 would include the following elements:
 The South Village
 The Energy Center
 Two new bridges
 A police/fire station
 Envac system
 Temporary emergency access to the esplanade
And possibly
 The bus drop off area
 Retail uses above the police/fire station and Envac system
 Public building
When revising the plans, the applicant must clarify which phase the bus drop, retail areas, and
public building would occur. It is also unclear how the secondary access connection would happen
when part of the roadway infrastructure would be in Phase 3 (this same question would also affect
whether Phase 2 has two accesses prior to construction of Phase 3). Will any petroleum storage
buildings remain on site during or after construction of Phase 1? Does Phase 1 include construction
of the entire garage below Phase 2? Since the secondary access will cross Chevron Creek during
Phase 1, will the relocation of the creek be temporary or will it go to the proposed permanent
relocation? How will access to the energy center happen since the plans only show access via a
garage that would be part of Phase 3?
Phase 2
This phase would include the buildings on top of a garage to be constructed, or partially
constructed during Phase 1. Please clarify if Phase 2 is when the bus drop off or retail areas above
the police/fire station become active.
Phase 3
This phase would include the Central Village. Sheet A-056 includes a note that reconstruction of
the pier access would occur during Phase 3. Are we correct in assuming that other changes to the
pier, such as landscaping and provision of public access, would take place during Phase 1?
Phase 4
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Snohomish County’s understanding of phasing for the remediation of contaminants complicates
Phase 4 (the North Village). Stockpiling and cleanup of material removed from Phases 1 and 2
would occur at the site of Phase 3. Stockpiling and cleanup for Phase 3 would occur at Phase 4.
Where would the applicant stockpile and clean the material from Phase 4?
RESPONSE #36:
This level of detail of the remediation will be worked out during the remedial-design phases
of the cleanup action, anticipated to be done under an agreed order with the Department of
Ecology. Conceptually, the removal of contaminated soil for Phase 2 could, for example, be
conducted in such a way as to minimize the size and/or number of required stockpiles
through use of direct loading/unloading of soil. See Hart Crowser’s April 2018 remediation
memo.
Details about the phasing plan are shown on A-056 and discussed in the revised project
narrative.

Miscellaneous Errors and Inconsistencies
There are a number of minor errors and inconsistencies in the submittal drawings. The applicant
should correct these in a revised submittal to demonstrate feasibility of the applications. We have
identified a number of issues under the heading Miscellaneous Errors and Inconsistencies and
Other Issues on page 176. The attached marked up plans also identify many minor issues that the
applicant must address. Potential solutions to these issues would alter other aspects of the project
including some combination of the site plan, drainage plan, parking, and building heights.
Therefore, making corrections to one part of the plans requires the applicant to coordinate with
various sub-disciplines on their team. It also means that Snohomish County will need to rereview
many aspects of the proposal for internal consistency, feasibility, and agreement with documents
submitted for the Draft EIS after the applicant submits revisions to the County.
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Project Consistency with Adopted Codes
This section analyzes how and to what extent the proposal complies with all the applicable codes.
General Provisions (Chapter 30.10 SCC)
SCC 30.10.040 Compliance with other laws.
Compliance with Title 30 of the Snohomish County Code does not excuse compliance with other
applicable federal, state, or local laws or regulations.
Purpose and Establishment of Zones (Chapter 30.21 SCC)
The intent of the Urban Center zoning to which Point Wells has vesting is to allow:
a mix of high-density residential, office and retail uses with public and community facilities
and pedestrian connections located within one-half mile of existing or planned stops or stations
for high capacity transit routes such as light rail or commuter rail lines, regional express bus
routes, or transit corridors that contain multiple bus routes or which otherwise provide access
to such transportation as set forth in SCC 30.34A.085. (SCC 30.21.025(1)(e))

The Point Wells proposal provides for high-density housing along with some office and retail uses
as well as substantial public and pedestrian access to Puget Sound. It is also required to provide
access to transportation as discussed under the review of the applicable SCC 30.34A.085 (2010)
on page 85.
Uses Allowed In Zones (Chapter 30.22 SCC)
Urban Center zoning permits all of the uses proposed for Point Wells. It should be noted, however,
that certain uses involving residential occupancy are restricted outside of Chapter 30.22 SCC.
General Development Standards – Bulk Regulations (Chapter 30.23 SCC)
Specific requirements elsewhere supersede many of the general provisions in Chapter 30.23 SCC.
See review of SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) Building Height and Setbacks on page 81 for a discussion
of building height in general and setbacks from adjacent low-density residential areas. For setbacks
from Puget Sound, see the review of the Shoreline Management Program (Located today in
Chapter 30.67 SCC) that begins on page 170.
SCC 30.23.020 Minimum Net Density for Residential Development in UGAs
See review of minimum net density for short subdivisions under SCC 30.41B.120 on page 106.
General Development Standards – Access and Road Network (Chapter 30.24 SCC)
Point Well has vesting to former Chapter 30.24 SCC as adopted by Ordinance 08-101. This former
chapter was in effect from April 21, 2009 to December 31, 2012.
SCC 30.24.010 (2009) Applicability of Roads and Access Standards
Former Chapter 30.24 SCC, effective 2009 to 2012, shall apply to Point Wells.
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SCC 30.24.020 (2009) General Provisions
Overall approval authority for the road network and associated drainage facilities rests with the
County Engineer, with some powers delegated to the Planning Department.
SCC 30.24.030 (2009) Establishing Vehicular Ingress and Egress
The County Engineer, in consultation with the Fire Marshal, has authority to establish the location,
width, and manner of approach of vehicular access, ingress or egress to Point Wells.
After consulting with the International Fire Code (IFC), the County Engineer and Fire Marshal
have determined that the April 17, 2017, Urban Center Submittal requires revision in order for it
to be in the interest of public safety and general welfare. See the following memos:
 From Lori Burke regarding fire review, dated June 15, 2017
 From Mark Brown regarding internal circulation, dated June 23, 2017
 From Allan Murray and Randy Sleight dated June 15, 2017, relating to the second access
road
The applicant must revise their submittal to (1) provide additional information regarding the
secondary access to the site and (2) provide adequate internal circulation in order for Snohomish
County to be able to recommend approval of the project.
RESPONSE #37:
The secondary access is now shown on all plans for consistency and the internal circulation
plan has been revised as a result of consultation with the County's Fire Marshall.

SCC 30.24.040 (2009) Access Requirements for Pre-Existing Lots
Does not apply to Point Wells
SCC 30.24.050 (2009) Access Across Railroad Right-of-Way or County-Owned Trail
The applicant must demonstrate that Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) has granted a crossing
permit (license) for the proposed development. The applicant shall record said permit (license)
with Snohomish County Auditor and present the recorded document to the planning department
prior to issuance of development permits. The recorded permit (license) shall include the name of
the current property owner or contract purchaser.
While recording of railroad crossing permit (license) is not necessary until after a site plan is
approved for Point Wells (because it is not necessary until before development permits, which are
issued after the site plan approval), Snohomish County recommends that the applicant confirm
with BNSF the number and locations of permits (licenses) early. At present, there are two existing
crossings. Both of the existing crossings are proposed to be replaced on the April 17, 2017, Urban
Center submittal. One of the two proposed new crossings proposed is described a boulevard bridge
that would actually be two parallel bridges, see Figure 7 below. We recommend confirming with
BNSF whether they would permit (license) this as one crossing or as two crossings, and then
include revisions, if necessary, along with the anticipated resubmittal of the project.
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Figure 7 – Bridge at Boulevard Section Adapted from Sheet C-500
RESPONSE #38:
The Asphalt Plant and Marine Fuels Terminal Facility at Richmond Beach (the “Point Wells
Site”) include a corridor for the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (“BNSF”) north/south
railroad tracks. The corridor is owned by BNSF and runs along the easterly edge of the
Point Wells Site but for the area to the south where the corridor splits the main facility from
the main gate. To allow for access between these two portions of the Point Wells Site and
over the BNSF right of way (the “ROW”) two easements were granted by BNSF’s
predecessor to the owner of the Point Wells Site. The rights under these two easements were
assigned to BSRE Point Wells, LP.
The agreement for the southernmost trestle is referenced as the “1965 Light Products Bridge
Easement” and is dated September 24, 1965 (the “Southern Trestle Easement”). The rights
and obligations under the Southern Trestle Easement were assigned to BSRE on June 4, 2010
as part of BSRE’s acquisition of the Point Wells Site.
The agreement for the northernmost trestle is referenced as the “Asphalt Plant Bridge
Easement” and is dated May 3, 1923 (the “Northern Trestle Easement”). The rights and
obligations under the Norther Trestle Easement were assigned to BSRE on June 4, 2010 as
part of BSRE’s acquisition of the Point Wells Site.
BSRE representatives were originally advised by BNSF to wait until the project received at
least preliminary approval before requesting any response from BNSF. Most recently,
BNSF officials have directed BSRE to wait until overpass design drawings are drafted before
submitting a request to BNSF. Regardless, BSRE understands that it will negotiate with
BNSF regarding the replacement of the Southern Trestle Easement and the Northern Trestle
Easement and for the construction of the new overpasses pursuant to current safety and
design standards as required by BNSF. The issue of the number of agreements and the
specific terms of these agreements will be addressed when BNSF acknowledges that it is
appropriate to entertain such discussions. BSRE expects to re-engage with BNSF regarding
these matters later in the EIS process when design drawings are underway.

SCC 30.24.060 (2009) Public and Private Roads
By default, most roads in new development are public roads and this section gives the criteria for
deciding whether to allow private roads. All of the roads in the April 17, 2017, Urban Center
submittal would be private roads.
Private roads could be allowed at Point Wells due to “unique circumstances of the site, such as
topography, the road network of the surrounding area […] or maintenance requirements” per SCC
30.24.060(1)(c) (2009). At this time, the County Engineer is withholding a decision on the public
versus private roads matter, in part because no formal request to allow private roads has been
recieved.
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To authorize access by a private road system serving more than 90 average daily trips, the private
road system the County Engineer may require the “potential for future conversion to a public road
and reconstruction to public road standards” (SCC 30.24.060(3) (2009)). As proposed, the private
road system could not convert to a public road system for several reasons. This is in part because
it does not meet Fire Code requirements (see fire review memo from Lori Burke dated June 15,
2017.)24 Another hinderance from meeting public road standards is lack of adequate internal
circulation, see memo from Mark Brown dated June 12. 2017.2525 Additionally, the proposed
private road system would require a number of deviations from the Engineering Design and
Development Standards (EDDS) that would need approval before the County Engineer could
approve a private road system.
In order to receive approval for either a private or a public road system, the applicant must revise
the urban center application to include a road network that meets fire code and internal circulation
requirements.
As stated previously, the April 17, 2017, revisions to the application would require several
deviations from EDDS. See detailed comments under the heading Consistency with EDDS on page
178.
RESPONSE #39:
The urban center application has been revised to include a road network that meets fire
code and internal circulation requirements. In addition, a variance request is being
submitted concurrently.

SCC 30.24.070 (2009) Dedication of Right-of-Way
This section does not apply to the April 17, 2017, version of the Point Wells project.
SCC 30.24.080 (2009) Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities are required and shall include sidewalks, curb ramps, traffic control devices
and other features called for in this section. Pedestrian facilities are part of the required
transportation demand management (TDM) system (see review of SCC 30.34A.080 (2010)
Circulation and Access on page 84, and memo from Erik Olson regarding TDM dated May 23,
20172626).
It is possible to defer some details of the proposed pedestrian facilities to the construction drawing
stage; however, the pedestrian facilities shown on the April 17, 2017, Urban Center submittal are
inadequate for the project to meet TDM requirements. The applicant must revise the site plan to
show the necessary pedestrian features.

24

This memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44891.
This memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44892.
26
This memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/45381.
25
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RESPONSE #40:
The site plan has been revised to identify pedestrian curb ramp and crossing facilities. See
Sheets C-300 and C-500 for plan and typical sections.

PDS is not providing full markups on the April 17, 2017, site plan with this review. It was clear
from a September 6, 2017 meeting27 between PDS staff and representatives of BSRE that revisions
to the site plan in response to other issues such the need to provide fire access to all sides of all
buildings will moot many of the would-be markups on the current version of the plans. By mooting,
we mean that many minor adjustments on the site plan will need review once more after the next
resubmittal. Instead, we are providing limited comments on the April 17, 2017, version that
illustrate what we will look for in the next iteration of the project.
Figure 8, below, depicts a portion of the South Village where a typical crosswalk is shown at an
appropriate location; however, other crosswalks in the general vicinity will also be necessary on
the site plan. In addition to providing more crosswalks, the figure below also shows two areas on
the site plan where additional sidewalks are necessary. Revisions to the Point Wells site plan must
show an internal network of pedestrian facilities that connect buildings, parking areas, and on-site
recreation (SCC 30.24.080(1)(b) (2009)).
RESPONSE #41:
The site plan has been revised to show the required pedestrian features, the designated
circulation plans, and building and parking garage entrances. See Sheet A-055.

Figure 8 – Crosswalks Shown, Crosswalks Needed and Sidewalks Needed
(Adapted from Sheet A-052)
The internal pedestrian facilities must include accessible routes of travel (SCC 30.24.080(1)(d)
(2009)). Sheet A-052 depicts five accessible routes between the village phases of the site and the
esplanade. Of these, only the route shown on the south end of this site would meet accessibility
requirements as it follows an emergency access road to the esplanade (see Figure 9, next page).
The other four routes all have conflicts with other aspects of the project that require revision or
clarification.
Figure 9 – Accessible Path that Works (Adapted from Sheet A-052)
Figure 10, next page, shows two depictions of the next accessible route to the north. Per Sheet
A052, it would appear to go through building SV-L3. Yet, as Sheet A-103 more clearly depicts,
there is no route connecting building SV-L3 to the esplanade, nor does the floorplan facilitate such
a connection. Rather, it appears that the proposal would include a partial path from the esplanade
27

Attendees of this meeting included Dan Seng (Perkins-Will), Mark Davies (MIG/SVR), and Lori Burke, Ryan
Countryman and Paul MacCready (Snohomish County).
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to the area between buildings SV-L3 and-L4. This partial path would terminate where “descending
landscape terraces” appear between these two buildings.
Figure 10 – Accessible Route Issue at Buildings SV-L3 and –L4
Similar to the design issues described above, the next accessible path on Sheet A-052 would go
through building SV-T1 (see Figure 11, next page), including a restaurant area depicted for this
building on Sheet A-103 (see Figure 12, page 44). Moreover, if the accessible route here were
adjusted to skirt the outside of building SV-T1, then it would need to cross a series of steeply
descending stairs and terraces as depicted on Sheet G-000 (Figure 13, page 44). The revised
application will need to show an accessible route through this area.
In addition to showing the accessible route through the area, we revisit Figure 12 and note that the
restaurant at the base of building SV-T1 has no pedestrian entry, accessible or otherwise, nor is
the building entrance identified. The revised site plan must address access to this restaurant. While
revising access to the restaurant in SV-T1, please also address some other errata related this use.
The proposed restaurant would be far from the loading area behind building SV-T5. As shown on
Figure 12, the floor plan precludes loading via the elevator because there is no connection from
the elevator to the restaurant because of the layout of the residential units in the building. How will
loading work? Since there is no proposed elevator access to the garage, where would the parking,
including handicapped parking, be located? Further, there is no accounting for the square footage
of this restaurant area in the South Village data appearing on Sheet A-202. The next revision must
address this SEPA consistency issue.
RESPONSE #42:
The required pedestrian access and features are shown in detail on Sheets A-100 - A-103.

Figure 11 – Accessible Route Conflict with Building SV-T1 (Adapted from Sheet A-052)
Figure 12 – Accessible Route to Amphitheater Question (Adapted from Sheet A-103)
Figure 13 – Amphitheater Illustration from Sheet G-000, Depicting Accessibility Challenge
The next accessible path identified on Sheet A-052 would go through building CV-L3. Similar to
the path discussed above that Sheet A-052 shows going through SV-L3, there is no connection
from this building to the esplanade. There is, however, more detail on Sheet A-102 that depict a
path from the esplanade that terminates between buildings CV-L3 and –L4 at a location described
as “descending landscape terraces.” The next version of the site plan must address this accessibility
issue.
RESPONSE #43:
The accessible paths are depicted on Sheet A-055.
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It appears that Sheet A-052 intends to include a final accessible path in the North Village, see
Figure 14 below. One possible route suggested by the symbology on Sheet A-052 crosses a feature
described elsewhere as “descending landscape terraces.” Another possible route might be steps
down the terraces; however, these possible steps terminate without a connection to the esplanade
and, in any event, steps alone are not an accessible route of travel. A third option might simply be
to use the proposed sidewalk along the road from the roundabout to the esplanade, but this option
would also be problematic (see next page).
Figure 14 – Accessible Path Issues at North Village Adapted from Sheet A-052
This section of sidewalk would from a finished elevation on top of the parking garage of 28.6’
rapidly to the 15.5’ elevation of the esplanade. Based on the finished grade elevations and distances
shown on Sheet C-301, the drop from the garage to the proposed 20’ contour would be 8.6’ in a
distance of roughly 23’. This means that the average sidewalk slope here would be approximately
37%, greatly exceeding ADA requirements. The Point Wells project has vesting to the 2009
version of EDDS and there is no specific guidance in EDDS (2009) with respect to maximum
sidewalk slope. However, there is clear requirement in EDDS (2009) to comply with ADA
requirements. EDDS (2016) includes language that to “ensure ADA compliance in construction,
it is recommended that running slopes be designed at 4.5% for a 5% maximum” (EDDS 4-05.A.3
[2016]). Snohomish County will be using this standard from EDDS (2016) to evaluate sidewalk
slopes for accessibility requirements when the applicant revises the plans to address accessibility
issues.
Figure 15 – Sidewalk Accessibility and Proposed Finished Grade Issue at North Village
(Adapted from Sheet C-301)
RESPONSE #44:
The slopes are designed to meet the requirements of between 4.5 and 5%, as shown on
Sheets C-500, C-501.

There must be a physical barrier such as a raised curb or landscaping between pedestrian facilities
and roadways (SCC 30.24.080(4) (2009)). The April 17, 2017, submittal only partially provides
for these requirements. Figure 16, below, illustrates one example of this concern.
RESPONSE #45:
The pedestrian facilities have been configured to provide a physical barrier to roadways.
Detailed road sections show how the roads are separated from the sidewalks on Sheets C500, C-501.

Figure 16 – Example of Missing Physical Barrier (Sheet C-501)
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the project assumes that the project meets the
pedestrian facility requirements in order to take credit for transportation demand management
(TDM) steps, including internal capture (people walking to dinner at onsite restaurants) and high
levels of bus ridership (people walking to the transit center in the Urban Plaza from other phases).
The April 17, 2017, second submittal does not provide the required TDM steps (in addition to the
comments here, see June 23, 2017, memo from Mark Brown, “Additional detail is needed so that
it is clear that all of the structures will be connected by adequate pedestrian facilities” (page 2)).28
Note that while sidewalks along the private road network must be at least 7 feet wide (absent an
approved EDDS deviation request), it is acceptable for walkways from sidewalks to building
entrances to be 5 feet wide. In summary, the DEIS assumption presupposes a revised submittal
that meets pedestrian facility requirements.
RESPONSE #46:
Additional detail showing that all structures will be connected by adequate pedestrian
facilities is shown on enlarged plans on Sheets A-100 – A-103.

SCC 30.24.090 (2009) Drive Aisles
This section does not apply to the April 17, 2017, permit applications.
SCC 30.24.100 (2009) Fire Lanes
See fire review comments from Lori Burke dated June 15, 2017. These comments are available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44891.
SCC 30.24.110 (2009) Auto Courts and Woonerfs
SCC 30.24.120 (2009) Alleys
SCC 30.24.130 (2009) Shared and Common Driveways
SCC 30.24.140 (2009) Planned Residential Developments
SCC 30.24.150 (2009) Single Family Detached Units
These sections do not apply to the April 17, 2017, permit applications.
SCC 30.24.160 (2009) Transit Facilities
The April 17, 2017, site plan shows a bus facility in the parking area below the Urban Plaza phase
and a possible platform for Sounder commuter rail in the Burlington Northern right-ofway as part
of either phase III or IV of the project. One purpose of this section is to ensure direct sidewalks or
walkways to such facilities.
Since the bus facility would be in the first floor of a parking garage, the parking plans need to
designate a walkway to the bus area through the garage.

28

The June 23, 2017, memo from Mark Brown is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44892.
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RESPONSE #47:
Sheet A-054.2 shows that the parking plans designate a walkway to the bus area through
the garage.

The would-be sounder platform appears to propose elevator access from the sidewalk on the bridge
crossing the railroad tracks. If this platform is to count toward meeting requirements of SCC
30.66B.430, then the applicant must provide documentation from both BNSF and Sound Transit
agreeing to consideration of this proposal.
RESPONSE #48:
As explained in the response to Question No. 38 above, when contact was last made with
BNSF, BSRE representatives were advised by BNSF officials to wait until overpass design
drawings are drafted before submitting a request to BNSF. Further, it is our understanding
that arrangements related to use of the BNSF right of way by Sound Transit, including
matters related to station design and elements, are a subject of discussions between Sound
Transit and BNSF.
As for agreements with Sound Transit related to the location of a station at the Point Wells
site and the design of such a station, in a letter dated April 13, 2010, a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit E, Sound Transit provided the following guidance, “First, it is part of
Sound Transit’s mission to provide service to Urban Centers. Point Wells’ location on the
Everett-to-Seattle Sounder line and the property’s “Urban Center” designation lend support
to Paramount’s concept of including a commuter rail station within your development.” A
copy of this letter accompanies these materials.
The Sound Transit letter continued noting that a “provisional” station to be located in the
Point Wells/Richmond Beach area was part of Sound Transit’s original Ten Year Regional
Transit System Plan but was not built due to lack of funding. Nonetheless, the identification
of a provisional station to be located in the Point Wells/Richmond Beach area is to our
understanding still possible subject to the availability of funding. BSRE Point Wells thus as
made the funding for the construction of a Sounder station at Point Wells as part of its
commitment to the development of the Point Wells site. Thus, as with BNSF, BSRE must
wait until later in the approval process before it will be able to obtain any formal
commitment from Sound Transit.

SCC 30.24.170 (2009) Utilities
Detailed review of this section occurs during review of construction plans. However, Snohomish
County advises the applicant to provide additional early detail on two types of utility: (1) the
proposed ENVAC pneumatic garbage system and (2) drainage facilities, especially those
conveying existing streams or major drainages. Because some elements of the project design fit
many uses into tight areas, the dimensional specifications of piping for both uses may result in
differences between the site plan and future construction plans. Two examples:
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1. Where parking garages have lower ceilings to provide soil for trees above, will ENVAC
piping (and other utilities) create an issue for overhead clearance above parking? The
applicant should provide a detail showing this scenario in the site plans.
2. The proposed sediment basin where Chevron Creek would enter a new stormwater
conveyance system straddles the parcel line with the property to the east. Is this the
applicant’s intent?
RESPONSE #49:
The ENVAC piping (and other utilities) will be coordinated with the utilities to avoid issues
with overhead clearance above parking. See the revised project narrative.
The proposed sediment basin does not straddle the parcel line. See Sheet C-300 Series.
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General Development Standards – Landscaping (Chapter 30.25 SCC)
Point Wells has vesting to the 2011 version of Chapter 30.25 SCC (see Appendix D: Sections of
Chapter 30.25 General Development Standards – Landscaping used for Review on page 195).
Additional landscaping requirements apply from the 2011 version of Urban Center Development
(Chapter 30.34A SCC), which begins on page 79. This review is for Chapter 30.25 SCC.
Overall Comments: The landscaping plans submitted on April 17, 2017, improve on the plans
submitted in 2011 in several ways. Most importantly, the plans now show only native plants are
in the shoreline area (addressing a previous SEPA concern about the introduction of invasive
species near Puget Sound). However, the general level of detail shown is not enough to meet
Snohomish County requirements for an approvable landscape plan. There are also conflicts
between the landscape plan and the site plan. For instance, Sheet L-101 does not depict the
restaurant that would extend beyond the base of building SV-T1; instead, Sheet L-101 includes
woodland accent plantings and a tree where the restaurant would be.
Detailed landscaping plans will be required before consideration of the project by the Design
Review Board (DRB). Since the 2017 plans removed the non-native plants that the 2011 plans
proposed in the shoreline area, landscaping is no longer a SEPA-level concern. PDS recommends
that the applicant revise the landscaping plans to provide the full level-of-detail required at the
next resubmittal. This is because there are many details to review in the landscaping plans. These
may require several iterations of review. However, the applicant may choose to continue with the
current level-of-detail during preparation of the DEIS, but must provide the level-of-detail required
by code before presenting plans to the DRB.
RESPONSE #50:
The landscape plans have been revised to include more detail. See: Sheet L-001, Landscape
Notes and Legends for more detail on plant material; Sheet L- 100, Landscape Plan North;
and Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan South for specific location of plant material. Additional
detail on the landscape plans will be provided for review after the plans have been entitled.

A number of the proposed plant materials indicated on the landscape plan are not appropriate and
the landscape plans will require revision to show other plant materials due to proposed locations.
Examples include large tree species in small-enclosed planters, large tree species next to fire lanes,
and plant species that do not comply with shoreline environment and critical area plant material
requirements. Additionally, some proposed plant materials create conflicts with other nonlandscaping code requirements. For example, large tree species placed close to roads interfere with
emergency vehicle height clearance requirements (See Fire Review Comments letter by Lori
Burke, Senior Fire Inspector dated June 15, 2017).
Except for large trees that could interfere with emergency vehicle clearance and access and could
create a significant public safety impact, the above landscaping issues do not rise to the level of
potential significant environmental impacts. However, comments by other urban center plan
reviewers [Fire, Drainage & Geotechnical, Flood Hazard, Traffic, Public Works (Transportation
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Division) and Shoreline & Critical Areas], will require corrections and/or significant plan revisions
and corrections to comply with local and state codes and regulations. Specifically, codes and
regulations adopted to mitigate potential significant adverse environmental impacts including but
not limited to noise, drainage traffic volume, land stability, public safety/emergency access,
flooding and air quality. Additionally, making plan revisions and corrections to address comments
by one reviewer, could result in creating new code conflicts with other codes and regulations. For
example, increasing fire lane width and radii to meet minimum code requirements, and redesigning
the second access road that connects with the Town of Woodway to meet maximum fire lane
grades could create conflicts with shoreline, critical area and landslide hazard regulations and
requirements. In addition, significant revisions to the site plan, for example road and fire lane realignment and basic building and parking garage redesign affecting location, height, width, length
and other basic development elements would also result in the need for additional environmental
review to evaluate if revisions have resulted in unintended additional or increased environmental
impacts.
RESPONSE #51:
Landscape plans will comply with local and state code and regulations. See Sheet L-001,
Landscape Notes and Legends for more detail on plant material; Sheet L-100, Landscape
Plan North; and Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan South for specific location of plant material.

Level of Review: Since landscaping plans change in response to other changes in project design
and since other changes are expected, this review is not exhaustive. Snohomish County will need
to re-review the landscaping plans when the applicant revises the project for other reasons and
resubmits the new plans with updated landscaping design.
SCC 30.25.010 Purpose (2009) and SCC 30.25.012 Applicability (2009)
This chapter applies to Point Wells. Because there is virtually no vegetation currently on site, the
main purpose of landscaping is to enhance neighborhood livability and to mitigate potential land
use incompatibility (SCC 30.25.010(1)(a) (2009)). On the uphill side of the Urban Plaza, this
chapter also serves to reduce tree loss during land development (SCC 30.25.010(1)(b) (2009)) and
to mitigate for this tree loss by providing for tree replacement (SCC 30.25.010(1)(c) (2009)).
SCC 30.25.015 General Landscaping Requirements (2009)
This section has nine subsections.
Subsection (1) Point Wells is required to landscape a minimum of 10 percent of the total gross site
area to the standards in this chapter unless exempted otherwise. The landscaping plans do not
include figures for the total amount of landscaping provided. While Snohomish County staff can
visually determine that more than 10% of the site would have landscaping, the applicant should
revise the plans to include the missing information so that future findings related to the project can
state the amount of landscaping provided relative to this requirement.
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RESPONSE #52:
The comment references SCC30.25.015, General Landscaping Requirements, subsection 1,
regarding minimum percentage of landscaped area. The percentage of landscaped area is
indicated on sheet A-052, Open Space Diagram. The area in this calculation includes:
perimeter landscaping, parking lot and detention facility landscaping, tree canopy areas, and
street trees not in a public right-of- way.

Subsection (2) Allows PDS to withhold building permits until there is an approved landscaping
plan for the project. Sub-subsections (a) to (i) describe some of the requirements for the
landscaping plan.
Sub-subsection (2)(a) establishes that landscaping plan requirements are defined in a submittal
checklist. The comments in this section help establish what remaining information is required for
the landscaping plans to be approvable.
Sub-subsection (2)(b) requires the landscape plan to be prepared by a qualified landscape designer.
The application meets this requirement because Doug Findlay, a licensed landscape architect,
prepared the landscape plans (Sheet L-100 and L-101).
Sub-subsection (2)(c) requires an assessment of “whether temporary or permanent irrigation is
required to maintain the proposed landscaping”. There is no such assessment in the landscaping
plans and it must be included in a revised application. We note that the plans do not currently show
any irrigation system.
RESPONSE #53:
The comment references SCC30.25.015, General Landscaping Requirements, subsection 2.c.
Permanent irrigation will be required to maintain the proposed landscaping. BSRE will
comply with this requirement and irrigation plans will be submitted after the plans have
been entitled.

Sub-subsection (2)(d) stipulates, “street trees and other right-of-way planting shall be shown on
the approved landscaping plan” (emphasis added). Sheets L-100 and L-101 show a number of
street trees, but they do not show other right-of-way plantings as required. When the applicant
revises the landscaping plan, it should include this level of detail.

RESPONSE #54:
Landscape plans have been revised to include right-of-way planting. See Sheet L-001,
Landscape Notes and Legends for more detail on plant material; Sheet L-100, Landscape
Plan North, and Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan South for specific location of plant material.
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Sub-subsection (2)(e) requires that the landscaping plan include the location, caliper and species
of all significant trees on the site that are proposed to be removed. The landscaping plan does not
include this information. The revised application must include it in order to be approvable. SCC
30.91S.320 defines significant tree as
a tree with a caliper of at least 10 inches except dogwoods and vine maples are significant trees
if they have a caliper of at least seven inches, and alders are not significant trees. For multiple
stem trees such as vine maples, the caliper of the individual stems are added together to
determine if a tree meets the minimum caliper for a significant tree.

Figure 17, next page, shows the area that revised landscaping plan must evaluate for significant
trees.
RESPONSE #55:
The comment references SCC 30.25.015, subsection 2e, General Landscaping Requirements.
The site is currently industrial use, and there are no significant trees on the west side of the
site. On the east side of the site, some trees will need to be removed. These will be replaced
3:1 ratio per SCC 30.25.016 - Tree Replacement Schedule in the woodland zone. This will be
further reviewed, and quantified, by a licensed arborist after the plans are entitled to ensure
suitable replacements are installed.

Sub-subsections (2)(f) and (2)(g) would apply only if the evaluation per (2)(e) determines that
significant trees are proposed for removal. (2)(f) says that the landscaping plan shall include the
location, caliper or height, and species of all replacement trees. (2)(g) requires a description of
why significant trees cannot or should not be retained.
Sub-subsection (2)(h) stipulates, “the landscaping plan shall include a description and approximate
location of any trees on adjoining property that may be affected by any proposed activities”
(emphasis added). For the purpose of the revised landscaping plan, “any trees” shall mean any
significant trees and “any proposed activities” shall mean changes for grading, drainage or second
access to the Point Wells site that would affect the health of said trees. Figure
17 illustrates the area where the proposed action may affect trees on adjoining property. Other
changes such as a proposed second access route could expand this area, and the landscaping plan
to accompany a revised submittal must meet the requirements of this sub-subsection.
RESPONSE #56:
The comment references SCC 30.25.015, subsection 2h, regarding trees on adjacent
properties. Proposed activities, including grading, drainage, or secondary access to the site
may affect the health of trees on adjacent properties. When permits for development are
submitted to the county, tree protection plans will be included to ensure the adequate
protection of existing trees. Note that permitting for the secondary access will be filed under
a separate permit, which will also meet the requirements of SCC 30.25.015.
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Subsubsection (2)(i) says that the landscaping plan, which is part of the Urban Center application
(11 101457 LU), must show the clearing limits of the proposed land disturbing activities (11
101008 LDA). At present, the landscaping plans do not show the clearing limits. In the revised
application, they must.
Figure 17 –Trees to Evaluate per SCC 30.25.015(2)(e), (2)(g), and (2)(h) (2009)
RESPONSE #57:
The comment references SCC30.25.015, General Landscaping Requirements, subsection 2.i.,
regarding the clearing limits. The clearing limits are identified with a line type on Sheet L001, Landscape Notes and Legends, Sheet L- 100, Landscape Plan North, and Sheet L-101,
Landscape Plan South

Subsection (3) allows for planting areas outside the right-of-way to include landscape features
such as decorative paving, sculptures, fountains and other amenities, provided the area devoted to
such features is less than 20 percent of the total required perimeter landscaping.
Subsection (4) relates to providing accessible routes crossing required perimeter landscaping areas.
Since the only required perimeter landscaping is on the east side of the Urban Plaza where a steep
hill descends to the site, this subsection does not apply (the sidewalk shown for the second access
road would not meet accessibility standards due to its grade and would require a deviation). There
is related discussion of accessible routes crossing landscaping areas internal to the site under the
review heading for SCC 30.24.080 (2009) Pedestrian Facility Requirements that begins on page
39.
Subsection (5) states that street trees shall comply with the planting standards in the EDDS. It is
worth noting that the applicable version of (5)(a) requires street trees to be at least eight feet in
height. The present-day version of (5)(a) has a six-foot requirement; however, Point Wells has
vesting to the eight-foot requirement.
Some of the proposed trees and locations do not comply with EDDS and would need EDDS
deviations. An example would be the big leaf maple trees that the landscaping plans propose as
street trees in the Central Village. Big leaf maples are not an approved street tree.29
RESPONSE #58:
The comment references SCC30.25.015, subsection 5. Landscape plans have been revised to
comply with EDDS. See Sheet L-001, Landscape Notes and Legends for more detail on plant
material, including notes on the minimum tree height and caliper at planting installation.

29

See the Snohomish County Tree Canopy Coverage List
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20537.
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Subsection (6) sets forth certain landscaping requirements, most of which cannot be evaluated at
this time due to lack of detail.
RESPONSE #59:
The comment references SCC30.25.015 (6), regarding nursery stock. All plant material shall
meet, or exceed, current US standards for nursery stock published by the ANLA. Plant
material will be from the list of acceptable species prepared by the director, or substituted
with a species with similar characteristics.

Subsection (7) sets forth certain landscaping requirements, most of which cannot be evaluated at
this time due to lack of detail.
RESPONSE #60:
The comment references SCC30.25.015 (7), General Landscaping Requirements. Permanent
irrigation will be required to maintain the proposed landscaping. BSRE will comply with
this requirement and irrigation plans will be submitted after the plans have been entitled.
Subsection (8) establishes the requirement for street trees and refers to EDDS for where to find
specific standards. The April 17, 2017, landscaping plans (Sheet L-100 and L-101) depict many
street trees but do not have sufficient detail to evaluate street tree requirements fully. Specific
questions that plans do not answer is which specific species are proposed and where? These
questions matter because EDDS describes the average tree spacing expected for small, medium,
or large trees. Certain species also wider planter areas than the site plan depicts.
RESPONSE #61:
The plans have been updated to include additional information to show compliance with the
street tree requirements. See: Sheet L-001, Landscape Notes and Legends for more detail
on plant material; Sheet L- 100, Landscape Plan North; and Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan
South for specific location of plant material.

Subsection (9) addresses street tree maintenance. This subsection does not apply at the current
review stage. It will apply as conditions that the eventual homeowners association documents must
address.
SCC 30.25.016 (2009) General Tree Retention and Replacement Requirements
Snohomish County cannot evaluate this section until the applicant provides the information
required for SCC 30.25.015(2)(i) (2009) above.
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RESPONSE #62:
The comment references SCC 30.25.015, subsection 2e, General Landscaping Requirements.
The site is currently industrial use, and there are no significant trees on the west side of the
site. On the east side of the site, some trees will need to be removed. These will be replaced
3:1 ratio per SCC 30.25.016 - Tree Replacement Schedule in the woodland zone. This will be
further reviewed, and quantified, by a licensed arborist after the plans and entitled to ensure
suitable replacements are installed.

SCC 30.25.017 Type A and Type B Landscaping
Snohomish County cannot evaluate this section until the landscaping plans provide greater detail.
RESPONSE #63:
The comment references SCC 30.25.017, Type A and Type B Landscaping. Where the Point
Wells site abuts lower-density zoning (zone UR per the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update),
including the upper bluff property and single-family residences near the Urban Plaza, the
minimum perimeter landscape width and type (Type A) will comply with the County code.

SCC 30.25.020 (2010) Permiteter Landscaping
Snohomish County cannot evaluate this section until the landscaping plans provide greater detail.
These requirements would apply where the Point Wells site abuts lower-density zoning, including
the upper bluff property and single-family residences near the Urban Plaza.
RESPONSE TO #64:
The comment references SCC 30.25.020, Perimeter Landscaping Requirements. Where the
Point Wells site abuts lower-density zoning (Zone UR), including the upper bluff property
and single-family residences near the Urban Plaza, the minimum perimeter landscape width
and type will comply with the county code. Note the planting identified in this area is
'Woodland Planting.' More detail on the plant material is provided on Sheet L-001,
Landscape Notes and Legends. See Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan South for specific location
of plant material.

SCC 30.25.022 Parking Lot Landscaping
The April 17, 2017, site plan shows most of the parking in underground garages. The parallel
parking areas along several roads appear to all have adequate landscaping, although more detail is
necessary to confirm the appropriateness of the proposed landscaping. The beach parking area at
the south end of the project site is the main concern here. The applicant must revise this parking
area to include landscaping per SCC 30.25.022.
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RESPONSE #65:
The comment references SCC30.25.022, Parking Lot Landscaping. More detail on the plant
material is provided on Sheet L-001, Landscape Notes and Legends. See Sheet L-100,
Landscape Plan North, and Sheet L-101, Landscape Plan South for specific location of plant
material. Trees have been added to the beach parking area at the south end of the property.
Landscape areas will be protected from vehicle damage by 6" curbing with wheel stops.

SCC 30.25.023 (2010) Stormwater Flow Control or Treatment Facility Landscaping
The April 17, 2017, site plan proposes three types of stormwater flow control or treatment that
would require landscaping according to this section. Comments below are general in nature
because the landscaping plans lack sufficient detail for a full review.
RESPONSE #66:
The comment references SCC30.25.023, Stormwater Flow Control or Treatment Facility
Landscaping. Please note the bioretention areas (Cells Type I, Cells Type II, and large
biofiltration between the Central and North Villages) are no longer being used. The proposed
plan is to utilize the Filterra system (manufactured by Contech Engineered Solutions) for all
stormwater treatment. This system will take space within the planter area, and be planted
with trees.

Bioretention Cells, Type I. Per the civil plans, many of the storm drain systems would terminate
at several Type I biotretention cells near the esplanade. Water in these cells would either infiltrate
or exit to an existing outfall. The landscaping plans show biofiltration plantings in these general
locations; however, there are some differences between the civil plans and the landscapings
regarding specific locations. The applicant must revise the plans to make them consistent.
RESPONSE #67:
The comment references SCC30.25.023, Stormwater Flow Control or Treatment Facility
Landscaping. Please note the bioretention areas (Cells Type I, Cells Type II, and large
biofiltration between the Central and North Villages) are no longer being used. The proposed
plan is to utilize the Filterra system (manufactured by Contech Engineered Solutions) for all
stormwater treatment. This system will take space within the planter area, and be planted
with trees.

Bioretention Cells, Type 2. Type II biotention cells appear on the civil and landscaping plans as
areas between on-street parking along the roads on top of the parking garages. See detailed
comments under the heading Trees on Parking Garages on page 180.
Biofiltration Between Central and North Villages. The landscaping and civil plans show a large
biofiltration area between the Central and North Villages. Several stormdrain systems would
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convey water to this location where it would enter a stream-like channel that would have riparian
edge plantings along it. This feature would offer many of the habitat functions and values of a
stream, but it would be classifed as a drainage feature because it would not be of natural origin.
See review of prior Urban Center Comment (u) regarding contaminants on page 25.
SCC 30.25.024 Outside Storage and Waste Areas
This sections addresses screening of dumpster and recycling areas. The site plans do not show any
such areas, nor does Snohomish County expect to see many garbage dumpsters because most of
the trash would be handled by the ENVAC disposal system. However, it is not clear if the ENVAC
system would also handle recyling. Also, if the amphitheater area is to have permanent dumpster
areas rather than just garbage cans available, then these dumper areas show appear on the plans.
RESPONSE #68:
The ENVAC system will also handle recycling. See Sheets A-54.0 - A54.2 and A-100 - A-103
for the location of the ENVAC receptacles.

SCC 30.24.040 Landscaping Modifications
This section sets for the mechanism where the applicant may request modifications to certain
landscaping requirements. The April 17, 2017, landscaping plans lack sufficient detail to determine
what, if any, parts of the proposal would require landscape modifications. Note that per SCC
30.24.040(1), the issue of planter strip width along private roads (discussed elsewhere) would
require an EDDS deviation rather than a modification (4-foot wide planters are shown rather than
the 5 feet required.)
RESPONSE #69:
The comment references SCC 30.24.040, specifically the width of planter strips along private
roads. Please note all planter strips along the private roads have been revised to 5' wide, to
meet the required criterion.

30.25.043 Landscaping Installation
This section does not apply at this time. Any future approval for the project will include conditions
to ensure compliance with this section.
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General Development Standards – Parking (Chapter 30.26 SCC)
Most of the requirements relating to parking are in Chapter 30.26 SCC. Additional parking
requirements are in Chapters 30.25 and 30.34A SCC and in EDDS. Point Wells has vesting to the
parking requirement that were in effect in 2011.
Parking Variance: As part of the April 17, 2017, resubmittal package, the applicant requested a
variance (11-101457 VAR)30 related to parking. This request would allow parking at distances
greater than typically required under SCC 30.26.020 (2007). Discussion of the variance request
occurs in that section and in other relevant sections, including at pages 31 and 111.
Parking Demand Study: Sheet A-053 includes a note that reads, “The project intends to reduce the
above parking requirements as allowed through a shared parking study.” Snohomish County
cannot consider a reduction in the parking requirements until the applicant has not provides the
promised parking study. When revising the site plan to respond to other parking comments, the
applicant may also prepare a parking study for consideration by Snohomish County during the
next review. If the applicant no longer wishes to provide a shared parking study, then please
remove the note on Sheet A-053 and from other documents.
RESPONSE #70:
An independent parking demand study is not applicable because the asterisk/note indicating
a Shared Parking Study will be prepared to reduce the number of required parking stalls
has been removed from Sheet A-053. Parking Calculation summaries for each of the four
project phases (SV, UP, CV, NV) are provided on the Overall Site Plan, Sheet A-050. Detailed
calculations that indicate the number of parking stalls that are required and are provided
for each of the phases of the project may be found on Sheets A-053, A-054, A-200, A-201, and
A-202.

Parking Summary: The plans do not adequately depict parking areas. The site plan application
must fully depict all parking areas, per the Urban Center submittal checklist.
1. General Parking Comments. Most of the parking is in garages beneath the buildings. The
site plan includes only a small amount of surface parking and a limited number of loading
areas for commercial uses.
a. Missing plans. Parking plans are missing for three parking areas. The applicant
must add new sheets or details depicting floors P2 for the South, Central, and North
villages.

30

The variance request is available at http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/43173.
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RESPONSE #71:
Additional Sheets A-54.0 – A-54.2 have been provided to include additional details about
and fully depict the parking areas.
b. Accessible parking. All buildings types are required to have access to accessible
parking stalls. One in six accessible stalls must be for vans. The applicant must
revise the parking plans to provide accessible parking. See comments on accessible
parking in the June 27, 2017, review memo from Vic McKinney.31
RESPONSE #72:
All parking levels are now shown on Sheets A-54.0 – A-54.2.

c. Commercial parking. The plans do not show adequate parking for commercial
uses. The applicant may address this in a parking study or they may revise the plans
to propose the required parking for commercial uses.
RESPONSE #73:
Adequate parking for commercial spaces is now included in the plans. See Tables 1&2 on
A-040 for ratios and calculations.

d. Garage Access. As proposed, 23 buildings would lack accessible access to
parking. The applicant must address this when revising the plans again. See
discussion of accessibility issues on page 63.
RESPONSE #74:
The accessible parking spaces are now marked on the parking plans. See Sheets A-054.0 –
A-054.2.

e. Other garage considerations. Construction plans for the garages will require areas
set aside for non-parking uses including columns to support the buildings above
and mechanical areas for the required ventilation. The site plan does not depict any
such non-parking areas in the garages. The next revision to the site plan should
include revisions to the parking plans to anticipate non-parking uses and areas;
otherwise, the applicant risks approval for a site plan that cannot receive approval
at the construction plan stage without requesting and receiving approval for
modifications to the site plan.

31

This memo is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44895.
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RESPONSE #75:
Non-parking uses and areas have been added to the parking garage plans. The detailed
layout of the garages will be further developed in conjunction with the building permit
applications.

2. Urban Plaza. Per Sheet A-200, there would be 58,562 square feet of commercial uses
plus 256 residential units in the Urban Plaza. The site plan proposes seven parking spaces
for commercial uses32 plus one loading space and 317 spaces for residential uses (Sheet A053).
a. Surface. All seven surface parking spaces are for commercial uses. There are no
spaces for commercial uses in the garage levels below. 58,562 square feet of
commercial uses requires far more than seven parking stalls. Parking for
commercial uses must comply with the parking ratios set forth in SCC 30.34A.050
(2010). The requirements of SCC 30.34A.050 (2010) have been moved to be SCC
30.26.032, see page 69.
RESPONSE #76:
The parking for commercial uses complies with the parking ratios set forth in SCC
30.34A.050. See Sheet A 040, table 1 and 2 for calculations and ratios.

b. Parking Level 1. The first floor of the parking garage is at 35’ elevation and
includes a bus drop off area (Sheet A-100) with 111 residential stalls (Sheet A053).
It proposes a loading area under building UP-T2 for the commercial uses above the
garage (Sheet A-100). This loading area does not provide adequate access for two
reasons. First, trucks using it would need to stop in the middle of traffic and then
back up against the flow of traffic to get into the loading area. Second, the turning
radius at the north end of the garage (under building UP-T1) is too tight for large
delivery trucks to navigate. Parking Level 1 also includes areas for the ENVAC
system and an area for fire/police services. The revised plans must address these
issues.
RESPONSE #77:
The plans for the parking levels have been changed to provide adequate access to loading
docks. See Sheets A-054.0 – A-054.2.

32

Terminology on the application varies. In some places, it refers separately to retail uses and commercial uses where
‘commercial’ means office. In other places, ‘commercial’ means retail plus office. For simplicity, this review uses
commercial in the broader sense (retail + office) except for where it specifically discusses land use categories and
their specific parking requirements or traffic generation rates.
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c. Parking Level 2. This parking floor is at 25’ elevation and has 206 residential
spaces (Sheet A-053). The floor design shown on Sheet A-053 suggests that this
parking area has the same footprint as Parking Level 1 above. However, Detail 3
on Sheet A-310 appears to show this parking level extending below the fire/police
service area in Parking Level 1. The revised plans must fully depict this parking
floor.

RESPONSE #78:
All of the parking levels are now fully depicted. See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2.

d. Phasing. The phasing plan shows the Urban Plaza developing two phases (Sheet
A-056). Two retail buildings totaling 26,300 square feet33 are in Phase 1 per Sheet
A-056 but the traffic study accounts for this square footage in project Phase 2.34
Please clarify.
RESPONSE #79:
The Urban Plaza is entirely within Phase 2.

3. South Village. The site plan proposed 652 residential units and 35,791 square feet of
commercial uses in the South Village (Sheet A-202). Various sheets do not agree on how
much parking the site plan provides. Per Sheet A-053, the total stalls provided in the South
Village would be 651. Sheet A-202 gives this number as 713 parking stalls. The revised
plans must clarify this difference.
RESPONSE #80:
The revised plans clarify how much parking the site plan provides. See Sheets A-054.0 A-054.2.

a. Surface. The site plan provides 61 surface parking stalls and one shared loading
area for the non-residential uses in this phase (Sheet A-202). Fourteen of the
nonresidential stalls are parking for beach access (Sheet A-103), leaving 47 parking
stalls for 35,791 square feet of commercial uses. This falls short of the required
parking for non-residential uses. The revised plans must address these issues.35
33

Applicant must revised plans to depict square footage of each building. It is possible that this 26,300 sq ft refers
to another location.
34
See, for instance, page 6 of the Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis dated August 2016.
35
See also page 249 for specific concerns regarding access to parking and loading for the restaurant at the base of
building SV-T1.
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RESPONSE #81:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 and Sheet A-050 for summary of village requirements.

b. Parking Level 1. The plans must include a new detail or sheet that focuses on
this parking level. The only place depicting this parking floor is Sheet A-054, which
also includes the first parking floors for the Central and North Villages. Per Sheet
A-103, access to Parking Level 1 appears to be via a ramp under the south part of
building SV-T2. This ramp appears on Sheet A-054. Sheet A-054 is the only place
depicting this parking level. It does not include information on the number of
proposed stalls. At least two of the proposed stalls do not appear to meet
dimensional requirements, see Figure 18 below.
RESPONSE #82:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for additional details about the parking levels.

Figure 18 – Examples of Questionable Parking Stalls in P1 of the South Village
c. Parking Level 2. Add a sheet or diagram showing parking level 2. Include a detail
or details providing information on the ramp between Level 2 and Level 1 (Sheet
A-054 only partially depicts this ramp).
RESPONSE #83:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for additional details about the parking levels.

d. Access. How do buildings SV-L1 to -L5 get access to the garage? The absence
direct access implies residents would take an elevator in a different building up to
the ground level and then talk to their own building.
RESPONSE #84:
See Sheet A-054.1 for additional information about access to the garage.

4. Central Village. Per Sheet A-201, the Central Village would have 1,269 residential units
and 44,000 square feet of commercial uses. There would be 1,275 parking stalls for
residential use, 75 stalls for commercial uses. See comments below regarding loading
areas.
a. Surface. Sheet A-053 proposes 26 commercial and 61 residential parking spaces
on the surface level. Some commercial stalls are closer to residential and viceversa.
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The site plan depicts several commercial suites as having back door (typically
employee) access directly to parking that the plans depict as residential. How does
one turnaround in the parking lane that terminates under building CV- T1? Figure
19, below, illustrates a conflict with SCC Table 30.26.065(13) which establishes a
minimum drive aisle width adjacent to perpendicular parking stalls of 25 feet, but
the plans show only 24 feet (see related evaluation of response to Urban Center
Comment (o) on page 22). The applicant must revise the plans to address these
issues.
RESPONSE #85:
Compliance with the minimum drive aisles is depicted on Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2.

Figure 19 – Drive Aisle Width Issue Adapted from Sheet A-102
b. Parking Level 1. Add a detail or details showing ramps, grades, turning radii and
elevations as necessary. The energy center (Sheet A-054 (2017)) appears to have
truck parking. Is this interpretation correct? If so, what route, including, turning
movements, would trucks take to access this area?
RESPONSE #86:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for additional details on ramps, grades, turning radii and
elevations. Sheet A-054.2 shows the truck access to the energy center as well as the truck
parking and loading dock.

c. Parking Level 2. Add a sheet or diagram showing parking level 2 at the Central
Village (6’ elevation). Provide details showing ramps between parking levels,
include grades, turning radii, and elevations as necessary. Sheet A-054 says that the
parking plan for Level 2 is similar to what the sheet shows for Level 1; yet, Level
1 has 59 shared parking stalls near the Energy Center and Sheet A-311 detail 2
shows that Level 2 does not extend below the Energy Center. If this is the case,
how can Level 2 have the same number of stalls as Level 1? A detail or sheet
depicting parking for Level 2 is required.
RESPONSE #87:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for additional details regarding the parking levels.

d. Garage Elevations. Sheet A-311 gives the elevation for garage Level 1 as 13’
and does not give an elevation for Level 2. Sheet A-054 says that Level 1 would be
at 16’ and that Level 2 would be at 6’. Please clarify these differences.
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e. Loading. The table on Sheet A-201 says that there are 3 loading spaces in the
Central Village, yet it appears that none of the drawings for this phase actually show
loading areas (e.g. Sheet A-102 is where we would expect depiction of loading.)
Please clarify.
RESPONSE #88:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for more information about the loading areas.

5. North Village. Per Sheet A-200, the North Village would include 903 residential units.
Sheet A-053 says that there would be 655 parking stalls provided. There are no commercial
uses shown in this phase.
a. Surface. Sheet A-053 identifies the 13 surface stalls as being for
“retail/commercial” parking (see Figure 20, next page). Please clarify.
b. Parking Level 1. Sheet A-054 shows 322 parking stalls (based on adding the
numbers shown on Sheet A-054). This does not agree with the note on Sheet A053
saying that there are 321 stalls (see Figure 20). Please clarify.
RESPONSE #89:
See the parking count in the table on Sheet A-054.0.

Figure 20 – North Village Parking Questions from Sheet A-054
c. Parking Level 2. The site plan implies that this level would have either 321 or
322 stalls, similar to Parking Level 1. The revised plans must add a sheet or detail
depicting this parking area so that we can confirm the count.
d. Ramps. Add slope information to the ramps and details as necessary to depict.
We have two specific questions based on the information provided, illustrated by
Figure 21, next page.
i. Is there sufficient overhead clearance for the drive aisle below the ramp
into Parking Level 1?
ii. What are the slopes and turning radii for the ramp from Parking Level 1
to Parking Level 2?
RESPONSE #90:
See Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2 for additional details about the parking levels.
Figure 21 – Area of Concern in North Village Parking Garage Design
(Adapted from Sheet A-054)
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Accessibility: The parking areas on the site plan do not adequately show that the site is accessible.
Compliance needs to be fully demonstrated when the project reaches the construction drawing
stage. However, without revisions, aspects of the proposed site plan would preclude meeting
accessibility requirements. If the applicant chooses to defer revisions to the construction plan stage,
changes to meet accessibility requirements may result in undisclosed environmental impacts unless
the applicant performs supplemental environmental analysis.
The International Building Code (2015) (IBC) stipulates that, “Buildings and facilities shall be
designed and constructed to be accessible” (IBC 1101.2, italics original).36 To be accessible, all
buildings must comply with IBC Chapter 11.37 The site plan should provide at least one accessible
route between each building and the location of accessible parking (IBC 1104.1 Site Arrival
Points). The following 23 buildings do not have accessible connections between parking and the
building:
1. Urban Plaza: South Retail Building
2. South Village: SV-L1 to -L5
3. Central Village: CV-L1 to -L13
4. North Village: NV-L1 to -L3
RESPONSE #91:
The plans have been revised to include the necessary accessible connections between parking
and the listed buildings. See Sheet A-055. See the elevator cores on all parking levels on
Sheets A-054.0 – A-054.2.

The site plan does not include any accessible parking for any of the commercial uses. Revised
parking plans must address this.
RESPONSE #92:
Accessible parking spaces are marked on the parking plans. See Sheet A-054.0 – A-054.2.

The site plan includes accessible residential parking for 10 buildings (Sheet A-054). This means
33 residential buildings do not have any accessible residential parking spaces. Revised parking
plans must address this.
RESPONSE #93:
Accessible parking spaces are marked on the parking plans. See Sheet A-054.0 – A-054.2.

36

https://up.codes/viewer/general/int_building_code_2015/chapter/11#11
See ICC 202 Definitions, specifically for Accessible.
https://up.codes/viewer/general/int_building_code_2015/chapter/2#2
37
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The site plan shall designate and design one of every six barrier free stalls as a “VAN” accessible
barrier free parking stall per IBC 1106.5. The site plan designates zero van accessible stalls.
Revised parking plans must address this.
RESPONSE #94:
Accessible VAN parking spaces are marked on parking plans. See Sheet A-054.0 – A-054.2.

The site plan does not depict garage areas in enough detail to determine whether it provides the
required vertical clearance requirement for accessibility. Per ICC A1171 Section 502.8, a vertical
clearance of 98” minimum is required at the following locations:
 Parking spaces for vans.
 The access aisles serving parking spaces for vans.
 The vehicular routes serving parking spaces for vans.
Sheet A-311 includes sectional details for garage areas. Please revise these details or add new
details showing dimensions as necessary to determine whether the site plan provides sufficient
vertical clearance. See Figure 22, next page.
RESPONSE #95:
Sufficient vertical clearance is depicted on Sheets A-310 and A-311.

Figure 22 – Illustration of Vertical Clearance Question (Adapted from Sheet A-311)
Conventional vs Compact: The parking plans do not identify which stalls are conventional and
which are compact. Revised plans should identify stall type and include dimensions for parking
areas (only some parking areas have dimensions shown). This information is necessary on the
plans to determine whether the plans provide an appropriate ratio of conventional vs compact
stalls.
RESPONSE #96:
On Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2, the compact stalls have been marked 'C'.

SCC 30.26.010 Applicability
The parking requirements of Chapter 30.26 SCC shall apply to Point Wells.
SCC 30.26.015 Maneuvering and Queuing
PDS has the authority to require changes in proposed parking layout to meet the requirements of
Chapter 30.26 SCC and to ensure that maneuvering or queuing vehicles does not block pedestrian
routes.
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SCC 30.26.020 (2007) Location of Parking Spaces
This code section requires that parking at Point Wells shall be “within 300 feet of and on the same
lot or building site with the building it serves.” Given that most of the parking will be in four
garages under each major phase, Snohomish County interprets this code section as meaning that
that the parking for each phase shall be located in the same phase. The applicant has requested a
variance from this requirement.
In 11-101457 VAR, the applicant argues that a surplus of parking in the Central Village means
that the total project meets the overall parking requirements. The applicant also intends to reduce
the total parking required as allowed through a shared parking study.
Snohomish County notes that it has yet to receive such shared parking study from the applicant
even though the 2011 application referred to a shared parking study as well.
The revised application proposes parking for each of the four phases plus some additional parking
for the public beach access. It does not include any parking for the proposed rail platform or the
amphitheater on the beach.
For further discussion of parking, see the review of the urban center parking requirements in SCC
30.34A.050 (2010) that takes place on the next page under SCC 30.26.032, which is the new
location of SCC 30.34A.050 (2010).
Urban Plaza Parking Distance: The Urban Plaza proposes six buildings. Four tower buildings, UPT1 to T4 all have direct access to the parking garage below via elevators and therefore meet the
requirements of this section. Two retail buildings have access by walking from drop-off area or by
riding up one of the tower elevators, presumably in building UP-T4 because it is the closest, and
then walking from the elevator. The entrance to the North Retail building appears to be about 300’
from the elevator in UP-T4, so it likely complies with this section.
The South Retail building does not meet the requirements of this section; see Figure 23 below.
Figure 23 – Parking Access Issue to South Retail Building
(Adapted from Sheet A-100 [2017])
Adding a hallway in UP-T4 as suggested by Figure 23, previous page, will not be enough to
address access to the southern retail building because the sidewalk and building entrance cannot
possibly be at the same elevation. As shown on Figure 24, below, the Plaza floor elevation is 55’,
including the elevation in front of the North Retail building. The elevation at Richmond Beach
Drive is 35’. The sidewalk will need to ramp up from Richmond Beach Drive to the Plaza Level.
Because the South retail building sits adjacent to this ramping sidewalk, there is no way to enter
the building directly from the sidewalk and no elevator to enter to the building either.
Figure 24 –Sidewalk and Retail Entrance Elevation Issue
(Adapted from Sheet A-100 [2017])
While the parking variance request (11-101457 VAR) partially involves the distance issue from
the elevators to the south retail building, the issue of access from the sidewalk remains (see
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discussion of this variance request under review of Variances (Chapter 30.43B SCC) on page 111).
Although PDS will not be recommending an exception to the 300-foot rule in general as requested
by 11-101457 VAR, we may consider supporting a more narrowly constructed variance request.
Having the South Retail entrance more than 300’ from the nearest elevator may be acceptable if
(a) there is a redesign to shorten the distance to the nearest elevator in a manner similar to the
suggestion in Figure 23, previous page, and (b) the redesign allows adequate pedestrian access to
the building entrance. Alternatively, the design team may wish to consider connecting the retail
areas together so that the main entrance(s) are within 300 feet of the elevator. The applicant may
propose other options for the County to consider as well. Please also note that any resubmittal to
address the retail access issue above should be coordinated with a response to review of SCC
30.34A.120(1) on page 87 because the location (and exit options) for the elevator may need
revision due to building setback requirements.
RESPONSE #97:
The plans have been redesigned to shorten the distances and to allow adequate access. See
Sheets A-054.0 – A-054.1. BSRE is withdrawing its 300’ variance request.

Central Village Parking Distance: It is unclear how some of the buildings in the Central Village
will access the parking in the garage. Per Sheet A-102, all of the buildings will have elevators and
stairwells (Figure 25, below), yet per Sheet A-054 (Figure 26), only the tower buildings will have
direct access to the parking garage.
RESPONSE #98:
See Response #97.

Figure 25 – Central Village Area Plan with Elevators and Stairwells Highlighted
(Adapted from Sheet A-102 [2017])
Figure 26 – Central Village Parking Plan with Elevators and Stairs Highlighted and
Approximate Location of Missing Access Points (Adapted from Sheet A-054 [2017])
SCC 30.26.025 (2003) Tandem Parking
This section does not apply to the Point Wells proposal.
SCC 30.26.030 (2011) Number of Spaces Required.
This section describes the number of spaces required by use for all zones except Urban Center.
Since Point Wells has vesting to Urban Center zoning, which has a separate table showing the
number of spaces required by use, this section of code does not apply to Point Wells. See below.
SCC 30.26.032 Additional Parking Requirements for the UC Zone / SCC 30.34A.050 (2010)
Parking ratios, parking locations and parking lot and structure design Point Wells has vesting to
the parking ratios in SCC 30.34A.050 (2010) which were a part of the chapter on Urban Center
Development. This former code section was revised slightly and moved into this part of the parking
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Chapter 30.26 SCC where it made logical sense. The following review is for consistency with
former SCC 30.34A.050, but it takes place here (at present-day SCC 30.26.032) because this places
the review in context.
SCC 30.34A.050 (2010) gives the required minimum and maximum number of required parking
spaces for uses in Urban Center zoning. When combined with the location of parking requirements
in SCC 30.26.020 (2007), it is clear that each phase of Point Wells must be able to demonstrate
that the phase provides sufficient parking for the proposed uses within the same phase.
There are six subsections in former SCC 30.34A.050 (2010).
(1) Parking Ratios: Point Wells must provide parking consistent with the minimum and maximum
ratios in Table 30.34A.050(1) SCC (2010), which are restated in Table 4, below. As determined
in the review of SCC 30.26.020 (2007) Location of Parking Spaces, each phase must meet these
requirements.
Use
Restaurants
Retail
Office
Residential
(units>1000 sq ft
each)
Residential
(units<1000 sq ft
each)
All other uses

Minimum
2 stalls/1000 nsf
2 stalls/1000 nsf
2 stalls/1000 nsf
1.5 stalls per unit

Maximum
8 stalls/1000 nsf
4 stalls/1000 nsf
4 stalls/1000 nsf
2.5 stalls per unit

Bicycle Parking
2 spaces minimum
2 spaces minimum
2 spaces minimum
2 spaces minimum

1 stall per unit

1.5 stalls per unit

2 spaces minimum

See SCC
30.34A.050(5)

2 spaces minimum

Table 4 – Parking Ratios from Table 30.34A.050(1) SCC
It is common for an applicant to reconfigure parking to increase efficiency between preliminary
and final design. In this case, however, the amount of parking remains a concern due to the
differences between what is stated, what the submittal drawings show, and the amount of parking
required.
While parking is not directly an EIS-level concern, revisions to the site plan to address comments
on parking, particularly the need to show adequate parking for all phases, may result in secondary
changes that could necessitate supplemental environmental analysis if the necessary revisions take
place after publication of the Draft EIS.
RESPONSE #99:
Sufficient parking is depicted on Sheets A-054.0 - A-054.2.
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Subsection (2) says that, “Parking must be located under, behind or to the side of buildings.” The
proposal does this.
Subsection (3) says that, “Parking lots must be landscaped pursuant to SCC 30.25.022.” Since
nearly all of the parking would be in garages below buildings, only the beach parking area would
be subject to this requirement. See comments under the review of SCC 30.25.022 on page 55.
Subsection (4) begins, “Parking garage entrances must be minimized, and where feasible, located
to the side or rear of buildings.” The Urban Center submittal accomplishes the minimizing the
visibility of the parking garages.
Evaluation of the remaining guidance in the subsection relating to lighting and architectural
detailing will take place after submittal of building and garage elevations. Garage elevations are
not necessary for the Draft EIS, but they will be required before the Design Review Board meeting
on the project.
Subsection (5) begins, “Uses not listed in Table 30.34A.050(1) must undergo a parking demand
analysis by an independent consultant with expertise in parking demand analysis to ensure no more
than the necessary amount of parking is provided.” The Point Wells proposal includes three uses
not listed in Table 30.34A.050(1) and we do not have enough information about these uses to
determine how much parking is required. A revised submittal must include information on the
following uses, including independent consultant analysis if necessary:
1. Public access to the beach and pier;
2. Sound Transit station;
3. Police/fire station; and
4. ENVAC loading requirements.
RESPONSE #100:
An additional 20-car parking lot for beach parking is shown on Sheet A-054.0. The Sound
Transit station is not expected to have any parking. The security/EMT office and the
ENVAC loading requirements are listed as office uses and the parking is calculated
accordingly.

Subsection (6) gives the requirements for requesting a reduction in the parking space requirements
of SCC Table 30.34A.050(1). The April 17, 2017, submittal suggests that such a request would be
forthcoming with a note on Sheet A-053 (Figure 27, below). Snohomish County observes that the
March 4, 2011, version of the plans had the same note, yet Snohomish County has yet to receive
the parking demand study. It is also important to state that the plan markups for this portion of
Sheet A-053 include other comments that Figure 27 does not depict here.
[See RESPONSE #70]
Figure 27 – Note Regarding Parking Study (Adapted from Sheet A-053)
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SCC 30.26.035 (2003) Parking for Specific and Unlisted Uses
When a project proposes uses that do not have defined parking requirements, the planning
department may determine how much parking is required. No determination is being made
regarding parking at unspecified uses at this time, rather a request for more information from the
applicant appears under the review of SCC 30.34A.050(5) (2010) on page 70.
30.26.040 (2010) Reduction of Required Parking Spaces
This section allows the planning department to approve a reduction in the number of required
parking spaces, subject to certain conditions. Under subsection (3), this reduction can be up to 40%
of the required spaces. It is important to note that this only happens “when an applicant
demonstrates that effective alternatives to automobile use, including but not limited to van pooling,
ride matching for carpools, and provision of subscription bus service will be implemented and will
provide an effective and permanent reduction in parking demand.”
The applicant has not provided information to demonstrate a justification for reduced parking. If
the applicant provides the promised parking demand study that this is the subject of several
references in this review letter and on the application itself, then this section would authorize a
reduction in parking required if Snohomish County agrees with the study.
[See RESPONSE #70]
SCC 30.26.045 Mixed Occupancies
SCC 30.26.050 Joint Uses
SCC 30.26.055 Conditions for Joint Uses
Base parking requirements are additive. This means, for example, that commercial parking
requirements are in addition to residential parking requirements. These sections allow for shared
parking if the applicant can demonstrate satisfaction of certain criteria. Snohomish County
encourages the applicant to review these sections and consider citing them in a parking demand
study. Please note that some of the conditions in SCC 30.26.055 would become requirements for
inclusion in a future condominium owners association if the applicant choses to request a reduction
in parking based on these sections.
SCC 30.26.060 (2003) Loading Space
Loading spaces for trucks and vans are required for certain non-residential uses involving the
receipt of material and merchandise. Per SCC 30.26.020 (2007), the location of loading spaces
shall be within 300 feet of the building that it serves. This means that evaluation of loading spaces
is by phase and for locations within each phase. Given the number of residential units, it is
advisable that the project parking and access plan include consideration of moving vans, but this
is not strictly required. Uses proposed at North Village are entirely residential, so no loading spaces
are required. The Central Village has retail and restaurant spaces; it is advisable but not required
to provide loading space for these businesses. The South Village has retail and restaurant spaces
plus one loading space behind building SV-T5. This satisfies the code requirement, but may not
meet the practical needs of loading for the restaurant under building SV-T1. (Note that restaurants
are not required to having loading within 300 feet per SCC 30.26.060 (2003), only that providing
loading access is a good practice. See related comments about building SV-T1 on page 176.)
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The Urban Plaza phase does not have enough information on the proposed uses to determine
loading requirements (see review of response to 2013 Urban Center Comment (e) on page 16.)
The following assumes that the 26,300 square feet of supermarket space in this phase is the only
use for which loading is required. However, the issue of loading space at the Urban Plaza will need
re-review when the applicant submits revised plans. Per SCC 30.26.060(3) (2003), the number of
spaces shall be one “for every 20,000 square feet, or fraction thereof, of gross building area” for
supermarket uses. Two loading spaces are required for the market and two are proposed. It is not
clear, however, whether adequate space for standing, loading, and unloading has been provided
(SCC 30.26.060 (2003)) or whether it is possible that “no part of a truck or van using the loading
space will project into the public38 right-of-way” (SCC 30.26.060(4) (2003)).
RESPONSE #101:
The loading dock in the Urban Plaza has been enlarged and relocated so that no part of a
truck or van using the loading space will project into the public right of way. A loading area
is provided for Retail, Office (Commercial) uses. See Sheet A-054.2.

Figure 28 – Urban Plaza Loading (Adapted from Sheet A-100)
The application also proposes ENVAC (garbage collection/compaction) and fire/police areas in
the Urban Plaza. Loading areas for these are proposed, consistent with SCC 30.26.060(m) and the
proposed spaces appear to meet the basic dimensional requirements of county code. However, we
cannot assume standard dimensional loading to be adequate for these users. Snohomish County
recommends that the applicant request letters from the proposed service providers stating that the
proposed loading areas are adequate.
RESPONSE #102:
Project architects have confirmed that the loading area depicted in the submittal drawings
is sufficient for these purposes. The loading zone for the ENVAC plant contains the ENVAC
plant, three waste dumpsters, and two loading berths for trucks. The dumpsters can be
pulled out and onto the back of the trucks. With respect to the adequacy of the fire/police
loading areas, Applicant has been informed by prospective service providers that instead of
operating full service police and fire stations on-site, the preferable approach is to locate such
stations at locations which can better serve the entire Richmond Beach community. Thus,
the Applicant now intends that the on-site station be used for quick response purposes and
shall provide for maintaining an ambulance and security van in this location. The loading
area is more than adequate for these limited purposes.

Finally, we note that the proposal for the service drive includes 25’ width at the ENVAC and
fire/police area but it would then constrict to just 20’ wide in the area of the service loading for the
38

As proposed, the rights-of-way at Point Wells would be private, but Snohomish County takes the position that
SCC 30.26.060(4) still applies.
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market. The portion with 25’ is consistent with the perpendicular car parking at the police/fire area
(see related discussion of former SCC 30.26.065 Parking Lot Development Standards below).
However, at the service loading for the market, the application will need to show how “continuous,
unrestricted vehicular movement” will be provided if trucks accessing the loading area need to
stop, block traffic, and back up to access the loading spaces (former SCC 30.26.065(2)). The same
concern exists, to a lesser extent, at the loading for ENVAC and fire/police.
RESPONSE #103:
See Sheet A-054.2 for revised information about the loading dock.

SCC 30.26.065 Parking Lot Development Standards
SCC 30.26.065 describes many of the parking lot standards within its 19 subsections. In the context
of reviewing the Urban Center submittal, the most important issue from this section is an error on
Sheets A-053 and A-054. This error states that drive aisles in parking lots can be 22’ clear for
compact parking stalls. Per Tables 30.26.065(14) and (16), drive aisles can be 22’ only when there
is:
1. Parking includes conventional parking and angle parking of 70 degrees or less; or
2. All of the parking is compact, the drive aisle is one-way, and the angle parking is 60
degrees or less.
Figure 29 – Incorrect Reading of SCC 30.26.065 found on Sheets A-053 and A-054
Since the design of the parking garages will undergo revisions to comply with Snohomish County
parking standards and in response to other design changes on the project, Snohomish County will
need to re-review the entire parking design for compliance with SCC 30.26.065. However, we note
with respect to the drive aisle issue described above, that 2013 review completion letter on the
2011 applications already addressed the issue. See evaluation of response to 2013 Urban Center
Review Comment (o) on page 22. When further refining the parking plans, the applicant should
respond to the scenarios such as that shown on Figure 30, below, where the drive aisle width is not
sufficient to allow two-way traffic.
RESPONSE #104:
The parking garages have been redesigned to satisfy the County’s requirements. See Sheets
A-054.0 – A-054.2.

Figure 30 – Drive Aisle Width & Direction of Traffic Issue (Adapted from Sheet A-054)
Up to 40% of the stalls may be compact and the compact stalls must be individually marked on
the site plan (SCC 30.26.065(10)). Unless the applicant revises the plans to identify which stalls
will be compact, Snohomish County cannot review the parking plans using the sometimes more
generous compact parking dimensional requirements.
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[See RESPONSE #96]
SCC 30.26.070 Parking Lot Surfacing Requirements
This section does not apply until after construction and before certificate of occupancy.
SCC 30.26.075 Illumination
This section does not apply until review of construction plans.
SCC 30.26.080 Landscaping Requirement for Regulated Parking Areas
This section gives a cross-reference to Chapter 30.25 SCC General Development Standards –
Landscaping. See especially review of SCC 30.25.022 Parking Lot Landscaping, which is included
below.
SCC 30.25.022 Parking Lot Landscaping
Review of this section from Chapter 30.25 SCC is included here because it fits logically with the
review of parking. There are eight (9) subsections.
Subsection (1) requires parking lot landscaping for all [surface] parking areas with more than three
parking stalls. Parking lot landscaping is required in addition to any perimeter landscaping required
by SCC 30.25.020.
Since most of the parking is in underground garages, only the surface parking stalls need
landscaping. Snohomish County interprets the biofiltration swales as intended to provide most of
the required parking lot landscaping. The plans appear to depict landscaping for the beach and
Urban Plaza parking by other means.
Subsection (2) includes five sub-subsections with specific parking lot landscaping requirements.
(2)(a) Requires landscaping on at least 10% of the parking lot area. Visually, this appears to be the
case, but the next revision to the landscaping plans should include additional information to verify.
RESPONSE #105:
Landscaping of at least 10% will be provided for the surface parking lot areas. See the
revised project narrative and Sheet C-300 Series.

(2)(b) Requires at least one tree for every seven parking stalls or one per landscaping area or island,
whichever is greater. Sheets L-100 and L-101 specifically call out trees in the biofiltration swale
areas. Sheet L-101 shows several areas of “Urban Plaza Plantings,” which include trees, near the
plaza parking. Sheet L-101 also shows “Woodland Plantings,” which include trees, near the beach
parking area.
Other subsections also apply to the Beach Parking area. Snohomish County will re-review this
section after the applicant revises the plans.
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General Development Standards – Signs (Chapter 30.27 SCC)
This chapter addresses general standards for signage, including requirements for permitting signs
in certain locations, types of signs, and examples that illustrate sections of code relating to signage.
Many of the sections in this chapter relate to requirements in individual zones and therefore do not
apply to Point Wells (because it has vesting to Urban Center zoning). Additional sign requirements
applicable to Point Wells are found in former SCC 30.34A.090 which spelled out requirements
specific to signs in Urban Center zoning when the Point Wells application was submitted. Review
of former SCC 30.34A.090 identifies some issues that relate to both sign and the landscaping plan,
see page 86. Former SCC 30.34A.090 was revised and moved to Chapter 30.27 SCC in 2013,
where it is now SCC 30.27.047; however, Point Wells is vested to the former version of the code.
Former SCC 30.27.010 Signs: General Requirements
The general signage requirements of this this section shall apply to revision(s) of the Urban Center
submittal to include information on proposed signage. When signage information is proposed, the
applicant should take special care regarding subsections (6) and (7).
Subsection (6) states that artificial lighting, “shall be hooded or shaded so that direct light of lamps
will not result in glare when viewed from the surrounding property or rights-of-way”.
Subsection (7) relates to road crossings of railroad rights-of-way. As written, this subsection
applies to all crossings, even bridge crossings as proposed at Point Wells, and precludes signs
within 100 feet of rail crossings.
RESPONSE #106:
Information about the proposed signage is included in the revised project narrative.

Former SCC 30.27.060 Signs for Particular Uses
This section gives special signage requirements for a number of uses that mostly do not apply to
Point Wells. However, signage for the amphitheater, public beach access, and pier would be
subject to subsection (3) as signage for “public structure/buildings” unless the applicant
specifically requests and receives approval for use of different standards.
RESPONSE #107:
Information about the proposed signage is included in the revised project narrative.

SCC 30.27.090 Sign Area Examples
The area of wall, window and monument signs at Point Wells shall conform the examples in SCC
30.27.090. These illustrate the “area” of signs discussed in former SCC 30.27.010, former SCC
30.27.060, and former SCC 30.34A.090.
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Historic and Archeological Resources (Chapter 30.32D SCC)
This chapter serves to help identify, evaluate, and protect archaeological and historic resources.
While several of the buildings and other structures at Point Wells are old enough for consideration
as historic, no building is on any historic preservation list. Therefore, there is no requirement to
apply historic preservation standards to the site. This is in contrast to archaeological resources.
Sources identify at least two federally recognized tribes, the Muckleshoot and the Tulalip Tribes,
as having made prior use of the site.39 The Muckleshoot Tribe is the successor to the Duwamish
Tribe and the Tulalip Tribes are the successors to the Snohomish Tribe. It is likely that both groups
used Point Wells at different times in the past. The concern with respect to Chapter 30.32D SCC
is the potential to discover previously unknown archaeological evidence of prior use by Native
American groups during the cleanup or construction phases at Point Wells.
RESPONSE #108:
A report entitled “Cultural Resources Technical Report, Point Wells Mixed-Use
Redevelopment Project” has been prepared by Cultural Resource Consultants, Inc. for
inclusion in the project DEIS. A copy of that report is attached hereto as Exhibit G.

Urban Center Development (Chapter 30.34A SCC)
Review of Chapter 30.34A SCC refers to the Land Use permit for an urban center site plan, 11101457 LU, unless otherwise noted. The review is per the code in effect when 11-101457 LU was
submitted, i.e. the March 4, 2011, version of code, unless explicitly identified otherwise.
Some of the requirements in Chapter 30.34A SCC are measurable such as building heights. Other
requirements involve subjective design judgments. When possible to measure, this review
evaluates whether the proposal meets the requirements. On issues of subjective design, this review
discusses each requirement and whether the application includes sufficient information to reach a
conclusion. It refers recommendations on subjective matters to a Design Review Board (or DRB)
that this chapter establishes.
Former Section 30.34A.010 Purpose and Applicability
The version of Chapter 30.34A SCC in effect on March 4, 2011 shall apply for review of Point
Wells, unless specifically noted otherwise.
Section 30.34A.030 Permitted Uses
Snohomish County Code allows all of the uses proposed at Point Wells.
Section 30.34A.030 [2010] Floor Area Ratio
39

See the draft EIS technical report titled, Cultural Resources Technical Report, Point Wells Mixed-Use
Redevelopment Project EIS, Snohomish County, Washington, by Cultural Resource Consultants, Inc., revised July
23, 2015, available at http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32659 and letter from Mason
Morisset, attorney for the Tulalip Tribes, dated April 11, 2011, available at
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32660.
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The Point Wells proposal is a “mixed-use development” under this section. Mixed-use
developments have a minimum FAR of 1.0 and a maximum FAR of 2.0, unless modified by
bonuses. The application does not propose to use any FAR bonuses, so the FAR must be within
the range of 1.0 and 2.0.
Vesting of Point Wells is to a former definition of FAR which said that FAR was the:
the total building square footage (building area), measured to the inside face of exterior walls,
excluding areas below finished grade, space dedicated to parking, mechanical spaces, elevator
and stair shafts, lobbies and commons spaces including atriums and space used for any bonus
features, divided by the site size square footage (site area).
Floor Area Ratio = (Building area) / (Site area)
(30.91F.445 [2010] “Floor Area Ratio”)

Numerator: The building area is the numerator for the FAR equation. Sheet A-050 of the April 17,
2017, Urban Center submittal give the total building area as 3,350,311 square feet. However, the
definition in use says that the building area for FAR excludes “mechanical spaces, elevator and
stair shafts, lobbies and commons spaces” among other things. The calculation on Sheet A050
does not exclude these areas, but it should. At the present stage of review, the absence of
Detailed floor plans makes it impossible to perform a precise calculation of building area. If the
applicant includes information requested on the site plan and in the data tables on Sheets A-200 to
A-202, then it will be possible to confirm the building area for purposes of this calculation.
RESPONSE #109:
The calculation has been revised to exclude those areas. See Sheet A-040 for the revised
calculation.
In addition, the requested additional information has been included on the revised Sheets A200 and A-202.

Denominator: The site area is the denominator for the FAR equation. At the time of application,
there was no definition for site area; however, “site” is (and was) defined as “a lot or parcel of land
or contiguous combination thereof under the same ownership or control; where a development
activity is performed or permitted or on which development is regulated”. Snohomish County
issued a code interpretation that concluded that the “use of the phrase ‘site area’ does not include
a reduction in the gross site area”.40 This means that the entire site,
including tidelands, is part of the FAR calculation.
The gross site area on Sheet A-050 is 2,630,110 square feet.41

40

See page 3 of Code Interpretation 10 106077 CI dated October 5, 2010.
Sheet 1 of the April 17, 2017, Short Plat application gives the Total Site Area as 2,653,620 square feet. The
revised applications must reconcile or explain why the two figures differ.
41
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Calculation: The April 17, 2017, site plan calculates the FAR for Point Wells as approximately
1.27. However, as described above, this is a rough estimate per code because the application
materials do not provide all of the required information.
Relation to prior review comments: PDS has commented on the issue of FAR calculations in a
Review Completion Letter dated April 12, 2013 and in a request for clarifications to the submittal
drawings dated July 29, 2015.42 In both letters, PDS asked BSRE to provide missing information
on building square footages. In the absence of the required information, PDS cannot perform final
FAR calculations necessary to confirm consistency with SCC 30.34A.030 [2010].
RESPONSE #110:
See Response #109 above.

SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) Building height and setbacks.
Building height and setback issues for the Point Wells project have generated a great deal of public
comment. Review of this section of code will therefore receive scrutiny. SCC 30.34A.040 (2010)
has three subsections. With emphasis added, the first reads:
(1) The maximum building height in the UC zone shall be 90 feet. A building height
increase up to an additional 90 feet may be approved under SCC 30.34A.180 when the
additional height is documented to be necessary or desirable when the project is located
near a high capacity transit route or station and the applicant prepares an environmental
impact statement pursuant to chapter 30.61 SCC that includes an analysis of the
environmental impacts of the additional height on, at a minimum:
(a) aesthetics;
(b) light and glare;
(c) noise;
(d) air quality; and
(e) transportation.
The project submittal includes buildings greater than 90 feet and an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is underway that includes analysis of (a) through (e). Therefore, the requirement
to perform an environmental analysis of the additional height (which implies that a measure to
mitigate the impacts of the additional height could in fact be a restriction on additional height) is
underway. A common refrain related to this requirement in the public comments is that the
proposed private transit service does not meet the “located near a high capacity transit route or
station” part of the requirement for having buildings over 90 feet. The second subsection of former
SCC 30.34A.040 addresses the potential placement of tall buildings next to lower density zones in
both (2)(a) and (b) and the potential to repurpose first floor residential units to commercial uses in
(2)(b). With emphasis added, this subsection reads:
(2) (a) Buildings or portions of buildings that are located within 180 feet of adjacent R9600, R-8400, R-7200, T or LDMR zoning must be scaled down and limited in building
42

The July 29, 2015, letter is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/31055.
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height to a height that represents half the distance the building or that portion of the building
is located from the adjacent R-9600, R-8400, R-7200, T or LDMR zoning line (e.g.-a
building or portion of a building that is 90 feet from R9600, R-8400, R-7200, T or LDMR
zoning may not exceed 45 feet in height).
(b) Where the UC zoning line abuts a critical area protection area and buffer or utility,
railroad, public or private road right-of-way, building heights shall not be subject the
limitation in section (2)(a) if the critical area protection area and buffer or utility, railroad,
public or private road right-of-way provides an equal or greater distance between the
building(s) and the zoning line than would be provided in this subsection (2)(a). All ground
floor residential units facing a public street must maintain a minimum structural ceiling
height of 13 feet to provide the opportunity for future conversion to nonresidential use.
Buildings adjacent to lower density residential zones may only be half as tall as the distance to the
lower density residential zoning unless another type of setback such as a critical area or railroad
right-of-way creates an equal or greater distance. Most of the Point Wells site is separated by both
rail right-of-way and critical areas from the lower density zoning to the east and north. On the
south side of the Urban Plaza area, however, the site abuts the Town of Woodway. Woodway has
two different single-family zones adjacent to Point Wells, R-14,500 and Urban Residential.
While SCC 30.34A.040 (2010) is silent on the matter of zoning in incorporated areas, Snohomish
County finds that it is appropriate to treat the Town of Woodway areas with R14,500 or UR zoning
as equivalent to the lower density zones listed in (2)(a). Regarding the application of SCC
30.34A.040(2)(b) (2010) to the area abutting R-9600 zoning, it is unclear whether the landslide
hazard area (a type of critical area) and stream setbacks provides sufficient buffering because the
information on both provided by the applicant requires further revision. Details on the information
required appears on the marked plans for the Short Plat application.
RESPONSE #111:
The landslide area setback has been added to plan Sheet A-051. Information regarding
zoning/building height and stream setbacks has also been added to Sheet A-051.
Section 5.0 of the Revised Critical Areas Report contains a summary of County stream buffer
regulations. Section 6.5 describes buffers for those streams documented on the site. Figure
10 displays required stream buffers on the site.
The April 2018 geotechnical report provides the landslide area and associated setback, as
well as other geological critical areas (Figure 10) that Perkins + Will added to Sheet A-051.
See Response #154 for discussion about buildings in the landslide area/setback, and the need
for a deviation approval from the County.

Table 5, below, summarizes information on the proposed Urban Plaza buildings and gives a rough
estimate on the distances of these buildings to adjacent lower density zones. It then gives the
approximate maximum heights of these buildings, unless revised by either (1) additional
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information on critical areas, and/or (2) the urban center application is supplemented by a request
for variance from SCC 30.34A.040(2)(b) (2010). This table comes with two important caveats:
1. Hypothetical variances would need approval before Snohomish County would allow
buildings of the proposed heights at these locations. The requirements and process for
variances are in Chapter 30.43B SCC.
2. The distances in the table are approximate because they rely on a process to merge with
submittal drawings with GIS data that distorts the data. It is the responsibility of the
applicant to provide a revised submittal with the required information at an appropriate and
consistent scale.
Building

Proposed Height

Approximate
Distance to UR

175’

Approximate
Distance to R14,500
422’

UP-T1
UP-T2

155’

291’

80’

UP-T3

135’

145’

82’

UP-T4
Retail-1
Retail-2

125’
20’
20’

36’
30’
30’

129’
194’
233’

112’

Approximate
Maximum Height
Without Variance
61’ or as revised by
critical area
40’ or as revised by
critical area
41’ or as revised by
critical area
18’
15’
15’

Table 5 – Approximate Evaluation of SCC 30.34A.040 (2010)
This final issue in SCC 30.34A.040(2)(b) (2010) is the requirement for first floor ceiling heights
of at least 13 feet for units facing a public street. As the Point Wells proposal includes only private
roads, this provision would not apply.43 Only ground floor residential units facing a public street
must maintain a minimum structural ceiling height of 13 feet to provide the opportunity for future
conversion to nonresidential use.
Additional setback conditions in former SCC 30.34A.040(3) do not affect the Point Wells
proposal.
Former 30.34A.060 Landscaping
This section includes landscaping requirements that are specific to Urban Center zoning and in
addition to the general landscaping requirements in Chapter 30.26 SCC. It contains six subsections.
(1) Landscaping next to lower density zones. Point Wells abuts two lower density zones, R-9600
in unincorporated Snohomish County jurisdiction and R-14,500 in Town of Woodway jurisdiction.
As discussed in the review of former SCC 30.34A.040(2), Snohomish County considers the R14,500 zoning in the Town of Woodway to be synonymous with the intent of buffering lower
density zones, therefore, former 30.34A.060(1) shall also apply where Point Wells abuts R-14,500
zoning in Woodway.

43

This statement assumes approval of an EDDS deviation to allow private roads. See review comments regarding
SCC 30.24.060 (2008) on page 47.
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(2) through (5) The Landscaping Plan (Sheets L-100 and L-101) appear to meet these
requirements, but Snohomish County notes that some aspects of the landscaping plan will need
revision after changes are made for circulation and other issues. Detailed review of these
subsections will occur on the next submittal.
(6) Railroad-right-of ways do not require landscaping, but the landscaping plan does propose to
landscape much of the Point Wells site up to the edge of the railroad right-of-way. Snohomish
County notes that this will be an attractive amenity for the site.
SCC 30.34A.070 (2010) Open Space
Subsection (1) requires a “coherent integrated open space network that links together the various
open spaces within the project.” The proposed action includes a coherent and linked series of open
spaces. Some aspects of the open space will need revision from changes for circulation and other
issues, but the proposal will likely continue meeting this requirement if it maintains the basic
approach to open space shown on original submittal. Additional review will occur after the
next submittal.
Subsection (2) provides several quantitative requirements for open space. The Urban Center
proposal exceeds the amount of open space required. It also meets the requirement to have at least
50% accessible to the public as an active recreation area. There is a requirement to place at least
25% of the active recreation area in a single tract. The concurrent Short Plat application would
meet this requirement by proposing to put a majority of the active open space into a new lot or
tract (see Short Plat comments beginning on page 98.
Subsection (3) requires provision of one or more types of active uses and provides an illustrative
list of such uses. Before Snohomish County can recommend approval of Point Wells, the applicant
must update the plans to show specifically how the project will meet this requirement.
Former SCC 30.34A.080 Circulation and Access
This section includes requirements specific to proposals using Urban Center zoning and cites other
authorities common to all developments. Many of the requirements here deal with places such as
sidewalks and curb cuts where there is interaction between pedestrians and cars. There are 10
subsections.
Subsection (1) references requirements in Chapter 30.24 SCC and the Engineering and Design and
Development Standards (EDDS) as applying to Urban Center projects. Point Wells has vesting to
the 2011 versions of Chapter 30.24 SCC and the 2010 version of EDDS. Other authorities cited in
this subsection do not apply to Point Wells because they are specific to different parts of
Snohomish County.
Subsection (2) requires connections between adjacent Urban Center proposals but does not apply
to Point Wells because it is the only proposal at this location.
Subsection (3) says that sidewalks “must be designed to include a minimum clear zone of 7 feet
for pedestrian travel and a planting/amenity zone of an addition 5 feet between the curb and the
clear zone.” Pedestrian areas therefore require a total of 12 feet, of which at least seven must be
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for sidewalk while the remaining five may be landscaping, benches, statuary or other amenities.
Details are not necessary until submittal of construction drawings, but the site plan must be able
to show that it is feasible to meet this requirement. Where meeting the requirement is infeasible,
the applicant may request a variance (SCC 30.43B).
Subsection (4) requires pedestrian connections, compliant with Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) standards, through parking lots to building entrances, sidewalks and transit stops. The site
plan should comply with ADA requirements, once revisions to address other pedestrian and
circulation issues are included, but this will take additional review to confirm. This is not an EISlevel issue, but rather something likely to become a condition of approval for the site plan.
Construction drawings must show ADA connections.
Subsection (5) does not apply to the Point Wells site.
Subsection (6) says that internal roads and drive aisles must comply with EDDS and that the
County Engineer may approve deviations from EDDS. This proposal would likely require several
deviations.
Subsection (7) allows placement of additional pedestrian circulation requirements on a project
under certain circumstances. Snohomish County’s review of this subsection is not yet complete,
but it has identified a concern with ADA accessibility to the beach through areas described as
“descending landscape terraces”.
Subsection (9) requires applicants to “provide transportation demand management measures for
developments pursuant to chapter 30.66B SCC with the potential for removing 15 percent of the
development’s peak hour trips from the road system.” See review of Chapter 30.66B SCC
beginning on page 162.
Subsection (10) allows the County Engineer to determine appropriate regulations in the event of
conflicts between provisions in Title 30 SCC.
Former SCC 30.34A.085 Access to Public Transportation
This section requires access to public transportation and gives three options how to meet this
requirement.
Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply because there are no existing or planned stops or stations for
high capacity transit routes within ½ mile of Point Wells. Sheet A-100 shows potential future
Sound Transit platforms for commuter rail, but these are not part of the currently proposed action.
The applicant has not provided sufficient evidence of working with Sound Transit and Burlington
Northern Santa Fe to rely on these for meeting access to public transportation requirements.
Finally, as discussed under the review of Chapter 30.26 SCC Parking, beginning on page 54, there
is no parking for the would-be commuter rail. A hypothetical Point Wells-resident-only commuter
rail stop would not likely generate enough ridership to support
commuter rail service at this location.
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Subsection (3) allows for “van pools or other similar means of transporting people on a regular
schedule” to meet the requirement for access to public transportation. The applicant has
supplemented their application with a proposal for charter bus service from the site to the Sound
Transit 185th Street Station, with several stops along the way. This supplement is adequate for the
purpose traffic assumptions in ongoing EIS review, but any approval of the project will likely be
conditional on additional documentation demonstrating the frequency, routing, and commitment
to private bus service.
Former SCC 30.34A.090 Design Standard—Signs.
The March 4, 2011, Urban Center submittal does not include any information on proposed signs
or a sign program. As suggested in the April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter, this is not an
issue at this stage in review. Specifics on proposed signs and an overall signage program are not
necessary until after the EIS is complete. However, it is worth noting that the “base of any
freestanding, pole, ground, or monument sign must be planted with shrubs or seasonal flowers”
(former SCC 30.34A.090(2)). Thus, Snohomish County cannot give final approval to the
landscaping plan (Sheets L-100 and L-101) until the locations and proposed plantings for such
signs are determined. As the landscaping plans will need revisions for consistency with other
adjustments to the site plan, we recommend including information on the proposed location of
signs and associated plantings as required under former SCC 30.34A.090(2) in the updates to
Sheets L-100 and L-101. This will reduce the likelihood of iterative review before approval of a
final landscaping plan. (SCC 30.25).
RESPONSE #112:
Information about the proposed signage plan is included in the revised project narrative.

See also review of Chapter 30.27 SCC (General Development Standards – Signs) beginning on
page 77.
Former SCC 30.34A.100 Design Standard—Screening Trash/Service Areas and Rooftop
Mechanical Equipment
Subsection (1) requires screening of garbage collection and service areas. The urban center
submittal proposes an overall pneumatic refuse collection system known as ENVAC that would
have centralized facilities in the first parking level of the Urban Plaza phase. This system has the
advantage of minimizing the need for collection and service areas and associated screening.
However, additional information is necessary for site plan approval (and further information will
be necessary for construction plan approval).
1. If the ENVAC system is in the Urban Plaza, how will the pneumatic tube system reach
it? Will the tubes be located below on the bottom of proposed bridge(s) over the railroad
tracks or is the proposal to drill for the tubes below the tracks? If the proposal is to attach
tubes to the bottom of the bridge(s), does the elevation of the proposed bridge(s) provide
sufficient clearance for the tracks?
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2. How are building-level systems tied into the central ENVAC system? While mainly a
construction plan issue, the general answer may affect the site plan and urban center
submittal in several ways.
a. Are the “service” areas at the ground floor of the towers for ENVAC? We are
unable to determine the use of these areas and therefore are unable to confirm
whether the square footage is or is not a traffic generating use from the site.
b. If the tower buildings have ENVAC areas, will the same be true for townhouse
and midrise buildings? If yes, where is this space? If no, the site plan must show
garbage collection areas before final approval. If garbage collection areas are
outside, then the building elevations will need revision to show either architectural
treatment (e.g. walls) similar to the adjacent buildings or screening with
landscaping.
c. Will garbage collection for the public areas – e.g. the amphitheater, beach, and
pier – tie to the ENVAC system or will it be in standard cans screened by walls or
landscaping?
d. If there are any outdoor garbage collection areas that will have screening via
landscaping, then the landscaping plans need to reflect this. See SCC 30.25.024.
RESPONSE #113:
Information about the ENVAC system is included in the revised project narrative.

Subsection (2) requires screening of rooftop mechanical equipment. While details for this are an
issue for review at the construction drawing stage, we note that the required building elevations
must include screening.
RESPONSE #114:
Sheets A-300 - A-303 provide information about the screening of rooftop mechanical
equipment.

SCC 30.34A.110 Design Standard—Lighting
This section includes lighting standards that the project must meet. The Overall Lighting Plan
provided, Sheet E-050, does not provide enough information to evaluate this section. Confirmation
that proposed lighting meets design requirements will take place during the review and approval
of construction drawings.
SCC 30.34A.120 Design Standard—Step Back and Roof Edge
This section is made of four subsections.
Subsection (1) requires “any parts of the building façade over 60 feet high facing a public rightof-way and those portions of buildings facing [lower density residential zones to be] stepped back
at least 10 feet from the first floor façade.” The proposed road system would be private roads, so
this requirement would only apply to those parts of the Urban Plaza facing lower density zones.
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Specifically, this would apply to buildings UP-T1 to UP-T4. Sheet A-310 acknowledges this step
back but does not actually show the buildings being stepped back, see Figure 31, below.
Figure 31—Overall Section of Urban Plaza Adapted from Sheet A-310.
The required 10-foot step back for the towers on the Urban Plaza creates a problem for where
elevators appear within the buildings as shown on Sheet A-100. Options to consider during the
preparation of a revised site plan include: (1) Moving the elevators by 10 feet to accommodate the
step back on the upper floors, or (2) Applying for and potentially receiving a variance from this
requirement as allowed for under Chapter 30.43B SCC (Variances).44 If the elevators need to
move, then the retail and office space would need to be redesigned, possibly altering the useable
square footage of each. Similarly, the location of elevators within the parking garage would affect
the parking garage design. The design determines the number of stalls provided. Finally, we note
that upper floor step backs would reduce the floor plate of these upper floors. This means that the
tables on sheets A-200 to A-202 summarizing square footage and number of units would need
revision.
Subsection (2) says that façades of “floors that are stepped back must be distinguished by a change
in elements [followed by a list of possible elements] so that the result is a rich and organized
combination of features that face the street.” In the context of Point Wells, this subjective
requirement only applies to the towers in the Urban Plaza discussed in Subsection (1) above. These
are the only buildings that may be required to have setbacks. For the purpose of this subsection,
the “rich and organized combination of features” would face the adjacent lower density zones
rather a street.45 Because this is an admittedly subjective measure, Snohomish County will refer
Subsection (2) to the Design Review Board for them to address in their recommendation to the
Hearing Examiner.
It is important to note that no building elevations for the towers in the Urban Plaza have been
provided, despite having been requested in the April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter. The
absence of these required elevations makes completing review of Subsection (2) impossible. The
applicant must submit these building elevations as part of the revised submittal package.
Subsection (3) requires that buildings with pitched roofs must have a minimum slope of 4:12. The
April 4, 2011 Urban Center submittal did not include all of the required building elevations, so it
is impossible review this requirement adequately. However, the elevations provided suggest that
the townhouse and mid-rise buildings would have flat roofs and therefore be exempt from this
subsection. The Central Village tower elevations, on the other hand, show a questionable amount
of roof pitch as shown on Figure 32, below.

44

Any variance request should also receive input from the Urban Center Design Review Board on the matter. While
recommendations from the DRB are not binding, they will help form the basis for a decision by the Hearing
Examiner as to whether to allow the requested variance. See SCC 30.34A.120(4), SCC 30.34A.175, and former SCC
30.34A.180(2).
45
That is unless these buildings end up facing a second access street that is required for the project but not shown
on the site plan.
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RESPONSE #115:
The required building elevations are included on sheet A-300.1.

Figure 32 – Central Village Roof Pitch Elevations Adapted from Sheet A-300
Snohomish County will refer the issue of roof pitches to the Design Review Board for a
recommendation. The applicant may also need to request a variance to allow this design.
Subsection (4) would allow alternative stepbacks per former SCC 30.34A.180. The first option in
the section cited involves development agreements, which is an approach that the Point Wells
project has not taken. The second option involves Design Review Board recommendations and a
decision by the Hearing Examiner. This is the basis for referring stepbacks and roof pitches to the
DRB. DRB referral is an interim step before a decision by the Hearing Examiner.
SCC 30.34A.130 Design Standard – Massing and Articulation
This section has four subsections addressing the base, middle, and top of building as well as
offering a route for alternative standards.
The April 17, 2017, urban center submittal does not include enough information to evaluate this
section. The April 12, 2013 Review Completion Letter requests elevations for the other types of
buildings (comment (k) on page 2), but the applicant has not responded to this request. Absence
of this level of building detail does not affect the EIS process, but it is necessary as part of final
site plan approval and it is unclear whether the Design Review Board will be able to make
recommendations on this section.
RESPONSE #116:
The requested elevations are addressed on Sheets A-300 - A-303. The signage and lighting
information is included in the revised project narrative.

Subsection (1) requires buildings over 30 feet in height to have a distinguishable base at ground
level using “articulation and materials such as stone, masonry, or decorative concrete.” The
townhouse units along the beach and the freestanding retail buildings in the Urban Plaza will be
less than 30 feet in height. The midrise buildings and tower buildings will all be over 30 feet. For
the tower buildings, more detail on materials at the base of the building will be necessary for final
design. At the Design Review Board stage, the lack of detailing is problematic because it makes it
difficult for the DRB to provide meaningful input and recommendations. Review of these base
areas overlaps with the ground-level detail and transparency requirements in SCC 30.34A.140.
Regarding articulation, the site plan uses curves and protruding façades to meet this requirement
as illustrated by Figure 33, next page.
Figure 33 – Example of Articulated Tower Bases Adapted from Sheet A-102 (2011)
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Subsection (2) requires the top of buildings46 to emphasize a “distinct profile or outline with
elements such as projecting parapet, cornice, upper-level setback or pitched roof line” (emphasis
added).
Some of the character sketches suggest elements such as described in this subsection, but
substantially more design of the buildings is necessary before PDS or the DRB will be able to
complete their evaluations. The potential design options suggested by the character sketches would
require adjustments to other aspects of the project, such as square footage and number of units.
Figure 34 on the next page highlights a tower building in the Central Village that appears from the
character sketch to have cantilevered upper floors. This would create a distinct profile. It would
also increase square footage of these upper floors, contrary to the data table on Sheet A102 and
the typical floor plans on Sheet A-300. Similarly, there are elements from the character sketch for
the South Village appear to meet requirements of this subsection but would reduce the overall
square footage of these buildings. Smaller square footages would be in contradiction of the data
tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
Figure 34 – Retail in Central Village Adapted from Sheet G-002
Figure 35 – South Village Questions Relating to SCC 30.34A.130(2)
When revising the building elevations and floor plans for a revised submittal, the information
provided must have enough detail to show County staff and the Design Review Board if the shorter
building sides pointed to on the previous page are indeed a story or two shorter, or just clerestory
rooflines.
Subsection (3) recommends that the middle of buildings over 60 feet tall may be “distinguished
from the top and the base by a change in materials or color, windows, balconies, step backs and
signage.” This would only apply to the tower buildings, but as Figure 36, shows below, the only
tower elevation does not include this type of detailing.
Figure 36 – Central Village Tower Elevations Adapted from Sheet A-300 (2011)
Subsection (4) provides that an “alternate design for massing and articulation may be approved
under [former] SCC 30.34A.180 provided the design reduces the apparent bulk of multi-story
buildings and maintains pedestrian scale.” It is therefore possible that the Hearing Examiner could
approve massing and articulation designs different than called for in this section. However, the
part of the basis for the Hearing Examiner decision would be recommendations from the Design
Review Board. The sparse level of the detail in the April 17, 2017, Urban Center submittal is
insufficient for the DRB to make anything other than preliminary recommendations.
SCC 30.34A.140 Design Standard—Ground Level Detail and Transparency

46

While the code language is ambiguous about when this subsection applies, it is the practice of PDS to apply it to
buildings greater than 30 feet, similar to Subsection (1), rather than to all buildings.
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This section provides design requirements for the first floor of the commercial and mixed-use
buildings. The submittal drawings do not show enough detail for Snohomish County or the DRB
to make any recommendations other than the proposed design needs to show more detail.
Former SCC 30.34A.150 Design Standard—Weather Protection
Weather protection is required for street-facing façades intended for pedestrian activity and
connectivity within Point Wells. The submittal drawings do not have enough information to fully
review this section, but we note that the elevations for the towers in the Central Village include
canopies and that the character sketch for this same area also seems to include weather protection.
SCC 30.34A.160 Design Standard—Blank Walls
This section provides design options to meet a requirement that blank walls longer than 20 feet
have visual interest. While we expect that most of the buildings will have enough windows and
articulation to avoid the potential for blank walls exceeding 20 feet, the submittal drawings do not
enough building elevations to allow evaluation of this section. Blank wall treatment is a subject
that will be part of the discussion of the Design Review Board for guiding recommendations.
Former SCC 30.34A.165 Pre-Application Neighborhood Meeting
A pre-application neighborhood meeting would need to be held meeting the requirements of this
section before the DRB could convene.
Former SCC 30.34A.170 Submittal Requirements
The Urban Center submittal on April 17, 2017, provided the types of material required for
submittal. After initial review, this submittal was determined to be complete for further processing
the application. As noted elsewhere in this letter, several changes to the proposal are necessary
before Snohomish County can recommend approval to the Hearing Examiner. Many of the
submittal requirements in this section also apply to any resubmittal to address issues identified
elsewhere.
SCC 30.34A.175 Design Review Board
This section establishes the Design Review Board that is responsible for holding an open public
meeting discussed in the next section.
Former SCC 30.34A.180 Review Process and Decision Criteria
This section includes three subsections. Subsection (1) allows for a process leading to a
Development Agreement, which would create standards specific to the site and where processing
of the application would occur under Chapter 30.75 SCC. The period for a Development
Agreement has passed and processing of Point Wells will be per Subsection (2). Subsection (3)
describes some additional requirements that apply to Point Wells.
Subsection (2) requires the Design Review Board to hold an open public meeting that will form
the basis for recommendations from the DRB to the Hearing Examiner. Since Point Wells abuts
both the Town of Woodway and the City of Shoreline, Snohomish County shall invite these
jurisdictions to provide their own recommendations to the Hearing Examiner, per former SCC
30.34A.180(2)(d). Snohomish County shall respond to the comments and recommendations from
other jurisdictions in its own recommendations to the Hearing Examiner (former SCC
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30.34A.180(2)(c). The Hearing Examiner will then hold an open record hearing47 to consider the
recommendations from the DRB, adjacent jurisdictions, Snohomish County and other information
such as the Environmental Impact Statement for the project as well as any other information
provided by the public during the hearing. After closing the open record hearing, the Hearing
Examiner will issue a decision – e.g. approve, deny, approve with conditions, or remand– on the
Point Wells proposal. This decision shall follow the process in Chapter 30.72 SCC.
Subsection (2)(a) requires the DRB to hold “one open public meeting with urban center project
applicants, county staff, neighbors to the project, members of the public, and any city or town
whose municipal boundaries are within one mile of the proposed urban center development or
whose urban growth area includes the subject site or whose public utilities or services would be
used by the proposed urban center development to review and discuss proposed site plans and
project design.” Based on this, parties invited to the DRB meeting shall include:
 The Applicant (or representatives);
 Snohomish County Staff;
 Neighbors to the project;48
 Members of the public;49
 Town of Woodway;50
 City of Shoreline;51 and
 City of Edmonds.52
The agenda for the DRB meeting shall include the site plan and project design. “Site plan” might
refer to the March 4, 2011, Urban Center Submittal or, depending on timing, the site plan could be
a revised project submittal that Snohomish County expects from the applicant after issuance of the
47

This section discusses both “open public hearings” and “open record hearings”. Open public hearings as held by
the DRB are open to the public, meaning that the Snohomish County and the DRB will encourage the public to
attend. Open record hearings, such as those held by the Hearing Examiner, are also open to the public and the
“record” part means that there will be opportunities for the public or other parties to submit new information or
testimony into the project record. The Hearing Examiner must then include this information in the decision on the
project (unless, as occurs in rare instances, the information is determined inadmissible by the Hearing Examiner and
struck from the record).
48
Snohomish County generally sends postcard invitations to owners of property within 500 feet of a site. For this
DRB meeting, Snohomish County may choose to send invites to a wider area as allowed under SCC 30.70.045(5).

No decision has been made regarding how to define “neighbors to the project” in this instance.
49

In this context, members of the public means parties of record, i.e. people who already commented on the project,

as well as anyone else who chooses to attend.
50

Woodway abuts the Point Wells site and Snohomish County considers the site to be within the Town’s Municipal
Urban Growth Area (MUGA), per Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policy.
51
The southern tideland portion of Point Wells abuts the City of Shoreline, which is in King County, and Shoreline
may be the ultimate provider of services such as police and fire protection. Shoreline considers Point Wells to be in
its Potential Annexation Area (PAA). In King County, PAAs are generally equivalent to MUGAs in Snohomish

County. However, Snohomish County does not recognize King County PAAs per Snohomish
County CPP.
52

While Edmonds is less than one mile from the Point Wells site, it is not possible for Edmonds to annex because
Woodway and Shoreline (and Puget Sound) surround the site. Edmonds has provided some comments on Point Well
previously. Snohomish County will invite Edmonds to the DRB meeting because it meets the distance requirement

and has previously commented on the project.
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Draft EIS. The code is flexible regarding the timing of the DRB open public meeting and, as of
the date of this letter, the timing is uncertain.
Likewise, the project design portion of the agenda may address the April 17, 2017, Urban Center
submittal or it might address a revised project application. Discussion of design will include, but
not be limited to, the following areas discussed in the review elsewhere in this document as shown
in Table 6 below.
Item Number53
1

Subject
Site Plan (in general)

2
3

Signs
Screening Trash / Service
Areas and Rooftop
Mechanical Equipment
Lighting
Building Stepback and
Roofedge
Building Massing and
Articulation
Ground Level Detail and
Transparency
Weather Protection
Blank Walls
Possible Variances
Possible Deviations

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Code Section
Former SCC
30.34A.180(2)(a)
Former SCC 30.34A.090
Former SCC 30.34A.100
SCC 30.34A.110
SCC 30.34A.120
SCC 30.34A.130
SCC 30.34A.140
Former SCC 30.34A.150
SCC 30.34A.160
SCC 30.34B
EDDS

Table 6 – Design-Related Agenda Items for Design Review Board Consideration
Subsection (2)(b) instructs the DRB to provide written recommendations to PDS and the applicant
on potential modifications to the project. The recommendations become part of the project
application. The staff recommendation to the Hearing Examiner must address the
recommendations from the DRB. This typically happens by a combination of the following:
1. The Staff Recommendation can describe which aspects of application comply with the
DRB recommendations (including, possibly, those things that changed on the application
in response to the DRB);
2. The Staff Recommendation may use the DRB recommendations as a basis for
recommending that the Hearing Examiner require conditions to enforce the DRB
recommendations; or
3. If staff disagrees with recommendations from the DRB or sees them as infeasible, staff
must include findings in the Staff Recommendation to document the reasons why the
Hearing Examiner should exclude the DRB recommendations from the project approval.

53

This item number is to keep track of agenda items, but does not to indicate what order discussion should follow.
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Subsection (2)(c) provides conditions that the Hearing Examiner must consider when making a
decision on the project. These conditions include:
 (2)(c)(i). Lists three chapters that the project must comply with. These are Urban Center
Development requirements in this chapter (Chapter 30.34A SCC which begins on page
79); compliance with the Access and Road Network requirements in Chapter 30.24 SCC
(beginning on page 37); and the Landscaping requirements of Chapter 30.25 SCC which
begins on page 50).
 (2)(c)(ii). Requires consistency with the comprehensive plan.
 (2)(c)(iii). Requires that the “proposal will not be materially detrimental to uses or
property in the immediate vicinity.” Evaluation of this broad requirement will take place
in an environmental impact statement for the project.
 (2)(c)(iv). Includes several design features that the proposal must demonstrate and which
will be addressed by the Design Review Board in their recommendations on the project as
well as in review under this chapter.
 (2)(c)(v). Requires that the project provide high-density residential and/or nonresidential
uses.
 (2)(c)(vi). Includes requirements for pedestrian access and transit linkages.
 (2)(c)(vii). Requires that Point Wells provide public access to the water and shoreline
consistent with the Snohomish County Shoreline Management Master Program, see
discussion beginning on page 170.
Subsection (2)(d) provides for involvement of adjacent cities and requires Snohomish County to
respond to city comments in its Staff Recommendation to the Hearing Examiner. The Town of
Woodway and the City of Shoreline have been involved in the project and Snohomish County will
include responses to their comments as appropriate.
Subsection (2)(c) allows a concomitant agreement to enforce conditions of approval if the Hearing
Examiner approves the project. This supplemental review completion letter and the Environmental
Impact Statement for the project will preview likely conditions. The staff recommendation to the
Hearing Examiner will include a list of recommended conditions and, if approved, the Hearing
Examiner decision will include the final list of conditions.
Subsection (2)(f) allows the Hearing Examiner to deny the project without prejudice and, if this
happens, allows the applicant to reactivate the project.
Section (3) has three subsections.
Subsection (3)(a) establishes additional noticing requirements for Urban Center projects such as
Point Wells.
Subsection (3)(b) addresses revisions to Urban Center submittals and will likely be revisited when
the applicant proposes the expected revisions to the April 17, 2017, Urban Center Submittal.
SCC 30.34A.190 Public Spaces and Amenities.
This section requires on-site recreation (former SCC 30.34A.070) and pedestrian circulation
(former SCC 30.34.080) to be installed “with completion of the first building or first phase of the
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development if the overall development is to be phased.” Given the scale of and phasing of the
Point Wells proposal, installation of recreation and pedestrian amenities will be on a phase byphase
basis. Much of the beach access will be completed in the first phase. Other recreation and
pedestrian circulation elements within each phase must be complete before issuance of occupancy
for the first building54 in that phase.

54

In this context, first building refers to residential or commercial buildings. Construction and occupancy for the
parking garages, including the energy center, ENVAC, and police/fire areas within them, must be complete before

recreation and circulation elements on the top of the garages are finished.
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Short Subdivisions (Chapter 30.41B SCC)
The following comments are mainly in response to the Point Wells short subdivision submittal
documents received on April 17, 2017 (11-101007 SP). In places, they also refer to the Urban
Center Site Plan revisions submitted on the same day (11-101457 LU). The principal scope of
these comments is to review for consistency with Chapter 30.41B SCC Short Subdivisions (aka
short plats).
Background: BSRE first submitted a short plat application and supporting documents on February
14, 2011 (file 11-101007 SP)55. This version proposed nine lots for future phasing of the Urban
Center Site Plan application submitted on March 4, 2011 (file 11-101457 LU). Snohomish County
provided comments on these applications in a review completion letter dated April 12, 2013. BSRE
responded to the review letter on April 17, 2017, with revisions to both the short plat and urban
center applications.
The April 17, 2017, resubmittal of the short plat shows eight lots and one tract for future phasing
(see Figure 37, next page). Review of this chapter refers to the short plat permit except as
specifically noted otherwise.
A brief narrative56 describing the purpose of the short plat was part of the first submittal on
February 14, 2011. The April 17, 2017, resubmittal did not update this narrative. While updating
the narrative is not a formal requirement, some of the other technical review memos refer to outof-date information in the narrative when discussing the April 17, 2017, resubmittal. Because the
narrative will eventually become an exhibit in the hearing for the project, and because the version
on file has created confusion among staff, we should request the applicant to submit a revised
narrative when they respond to our other review comments on the April 17, 2017, short plat
materials.
RESPONSE #117:
Please see the revised Short Plat narrative, submitted concurrently herewith.

Figure 37 – Overall Plan for Preliminary Short Plat (from Short Plat Sheet 1 of 3)
Prior Comments and Responses:
PDS provided seven general comments, identified as (a) through (g) regarding the short plat
proposal in 2013. See pages 5-6 of the April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/31057. These comments and PDS’
evaluation of the response is below.

55

The Master Permit Application is available at
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32676.
56
The narrative describing the short plat is available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32677
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Short Plat Comment (a): “Please revise project plans sheet 2 to indicate more detailed
explanation of use of all existing structures within 25 feet of external property lines pursuant to
SCC 30.41B.040 (submittal requirements)”
Evaluation of response to (a): The short plat drawings now show that there are no structures within
25’ of the external property lines. The revisions to the short plat drawings fully address this issue.
Short Plat Comment (b): “Please revise plans to show all recorded easements & easement
language, if not already shown.”
Evaluation of response to (b): Most of the recorded easements now appear and include easement
language. A few easements that lack enough information to plot (i.e. draw on the plans) are
identified as such. While the revised plans fully address the strict reading of this comment, implicit
in the original comments and clearly stated on the short plat submittal checklist is a requirement
to show proposed or modified easements too. Additional comments regarding proposed easements
(or lack thereof) appear below and on the marked up drawings.
Short Plat Comment (c): “Please revise short plat site plan to more clearly indicate proposed
vehicle access to all proposed lots.”
Evaluation of response to (c): The revised plans show an updated “Public Access Easement.”
However, this easement does not include all proposed legal access to lots and buildings as required
by EDDS 3-05 (see markups). It also conflicts with the Urban Center Site Plan by proposing a
route for the Public Access Easement that follows a slightly different alignment than what appears
on the site plan. This discrepancy is near where the second access crosses the railroad tracks and
identified on the markups. Applicant is required to revise the plans to include all required access
easements and to make the easements on the short plat application consistent with the access routes
on the Urban Center Site Plan.
RESPONSE #118:
This is not applicable. The intent of the Short Plat (SP) is to create lots for
development. Easements shown on the SP will be as necessary to demonstrate access and
utilities to each lot. Easements internal to each lot will be created with future Binding Site
Plans to be submitted at the time of building permit applications.

Short Plat Comment (d): “Nine subject property tax parcels are indicated on the master
application and short plat plans cover sheet. However, only five legal parcels are indicated on short
plat site plan. Please revise plans and application accordingly to indicate correct number of legal
parcels for the subject property.”
Evaluation of response to (d): Applicant did not address. See further elaboration by PDS under
Issue 1: Legal Descriptions below. Applicant still must address this issue.
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RESPONSE #119:
The plans have been revised to show the correct number of legal parcels.

Short Plat Comment (e): “Environmental checklist submitted with the short subdivision
application is missing Attachment “C” (visual analysis).”
Evaluation of response to (e): An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is to include a
section on visual impact analysis, began subsequent to the 2013 request for this information. The
applicant and PDS are working on refining the Urban Center alternative for this EIS (these
comments are part of that process). Visual analysis will appear in the Draft EIS (DEIS) and is
therefore no longer required explicitly for the Short Plat application because it will be completed
by the Final EIS.
Short Plat Comment (f): “The proposed short plat will need to comply with applicable vehicle and
pedestrian access and roadway design requirements of SCC Chapter 30.41B (Short subdivisions)
and the applicable road frontage landscaping requirements of SCC Chapter 30.25
(General development standards - landscaping).”
Evaluation of response to (f): These issues are generally outside the scope of this review memo on
Chapter 30.41B. However, we note that other review comments (both already completed and
forthcoming) highlight ongoing need for additional work by the applicant to respond to these
issues.
Short Plat Comment (g): “According to SCC 30.41B.200 (Design standards), access to a short plat
property and access to all lots shall be provided by a public road designed and constructed in
accordance with EDDS if the Average Daily Trip (ADT) generation for the proposed nine lots is
more than 90 trips. Based on the projected trip generation for the short plat, the ADT will be more
than 90 trips, therefore a public road will be required to provide access to the subject property and
to all proposed lots.”
Response to (g): The applicant has not formally responded to this comment. Instead, there have
been conversations with Snohomish County staff regarding possible mechanisms to request use of
private roads on site. To date, the applicant has not submitted such a request to Snohomish County
for consideration. Mechanisms that might allow private roads include: (1) a deviation according
to the Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS)57 Section 1-05, (2) a development
agreement pursuant to Chapter 30.75 SCC, or (3) some other mechanism still to be determined.
The public vs. private road issue is not one of significant environmental impact. However, PDS
notes that it cannot make a positive recommendation on the proposed preliminary short plat until
after the applicant makes a request through some mechanism to allow private roads.

57

See https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/31198.
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RESPONSE #120:
BSRE is submitting a deviation request according to the Engineering Design and
Development Standards (EDDS) Section 1-05. A deviation is concurrently being sought for
public and private road standards, street landscaping and pedestrian elements. In lieu of
strict compliance with said standards, the EDDS deviation request incorporates provisions
for the function of these elements consistent with project design standards.

General Short Plat Comments (based on April 17, 2017, Short Plat Revisions):
Issue 1: Legal Descriptions. PDS Survey has not reviewed the Project Legal Description on Short
Plat Sheet 1. PDS Survey will review the legal description during a subsequent iteration of the
project. While this is not a SEPA issue, it may become an issue hindering approval of the
preliminary plat or preventing recording at the final plat stage. Based on the Project Legal
Description, the applicant identifies five (5) parcels (A, D, E, F, and G), but for tax purposes, at
present, the applicant identifies eight (8) parcels (not to be confused with the eight proposed in the
April 17, 2017, version of the application). Some of the eight present-day parcels may represent
segregations by the Assessor for tax purposes only. Hence, it may be that the five parcels shown
are the correct legal description; however, the short plat application does not provide enough
information for PDS to make this determination.
Please add discussion in the short plat narrative and/or a sheet on the plans that depicts the presentday parcels and clarifies what parcels, if any, the Assessor has segregated for tax purposes only.
This will facilitate future review by PDS Survey.
RESPONSE #121:
The following tax parcels comprise the site subject to the present application:
27033500301100, 27033500302700, 270335003027800, 27033500303000, 27033500303800,
27033500303900, and 27033500304000. Parcels 27033500301100, 2703350303800,
27033500302900, and 27033500304000 were configured to address issues arising because of
King County’s use of a portion of the site for the Brightwater project.

Issue 2: Conflicts between Short Plat and Urban Center Site Plan. Wherever possible, the proposed
short plat should not create lots or tracts that bisect buildings or other improvements. The attached
markups identify several areas on the proposed short plat that would have lot lines that cut through
parking garages or ground floor restaurants. While not a SEPA issue, the applicant should adjust
the proposed parcel lines to avoid conflicts. Alternatively, the applicant should include information
with a revised application explaining how ownership would work if the proposed lot lines were to
remain. See also Issue 3, below.
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RESPONSE #122:
The parcel lines have been adjusted to avoid conflicts.

Issue 3: Lots vs Tracts. In general, land is either a lot or a tract. Lots must have areas suitable for
existing or future building (SCC 30.41B.200(2)). Tracts are for commonly owned areas or for areas
owned by others but which are not intended for development. Typical examples of tracts
include large critical areas, private roads, and drainage facilities. For Point Wells, the specific uses
proposed in each area complicate the lots vs tracts issue. See markups and comments below.
The April 17, 2017, version of the short plat application proposed eight lots and one tract.
Lots 1 and 2 make up the Urban Plaza portion of the site plan. As proposed, this area would be
two lots; however, the markups raise the question as to whether it should be one lot rather than
two. If two, is the lot line in the right location?
Lot 3 would include roads, drainage facilities, the energy center and the public building. These
uses would argue for the proposed Lot 3 to be a tract rather than a lot. However, some of the
parking garage for the Central Village (Lot 7) would also be in Lot 3. Please address.
Lot 4 would be the South Village. As detailed on the markups, restaurant space and a portion of
the parking garage under building SV-T1 would extend beyond Lot 4 onto lots 3 and 5. Please
address.
Lot 5 would contain beach area, the amphitheater, and access to the Pier. Putting this area in a tract
rather than a lot would allow a smaller shoreline protection buffer per former SCC
30.62A.320(1)(f).
Lot 6 would contain beach area, roads, and drainage features. Putting this area in a tract rather than
a lot would allow a smaller shoreline protection buffer per former SCC 30.62A.320(1)(f).
Lot 7 would contain the Central Village, minus part of the parking garage that would be in Lot 3.
Additionally, the markups show where part of the restaurant under building CV-T7 would extend
from Lot 7 onto Lot 3. Please address.
RESPONSE #123:
The lot lines have been adjusted.

Lot 8 would contain the North Village. No comments at this time.
Tract 999 is the tidelands and has labeling as a CAPA (Critical Area Protection Area). No
comments at this time.
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Issue 4: Easements. The proposed Short Plat shows many existing and a few proposed easements.
In several places, the attached markups identify existing easements that may need modification to
implement the Urban Center Site Plan. Part of the proposed public access easement on the Short
Plat does not match the Urban Center Site Plan. More information from the applicant is necessary
to understand the easements benefiting King County/Brightwater. The short plat plans need to add
additional public access easement(s) to the beach, esplanade, pier and related site plan features.
The plans must show existing and proposed pier access easements across the beach and tideland
areas. The portion of the pier that is outside Snohomish County jurisdiction must also appear for
reference.
RESPONSE #124:
The site includes rights to certain aquatic lands, over which the pier is located, pursuant to
the Aquatics Land Lease (the “Lease”) granted by the State Department of Natural
Resources (“DNR”).
In 2010, BSRE acquired certain of the assets at Point Wells, principally, the real estate as
well as the rights under the Lease.
In August of 2017, representatives of BSRE met with DNR officials to discuss the following
tasks and agreed that these issues would be addressed at the time that BSRE has the
preliminary authorization from the County to proceed with the project (after the issuance of
the draft EIS). BSRE anticipates that the new Lease will include the following revisions: (1)
new use authorizations and restrictions (to change the use from industrial to recreational,
etc.), and (2) a new lease term with new lease extension options.
Information about the King County/Brightwater Easement is included in Response #130(3).
For a depiction of these easements, see Sheet EX 1, EX 2, and A-051. Further information
about the uses on and around the dock are included within the revised project narrative. In
addition, see Exhibit H for information about the Ronald Wastewater District lift station
located on the site.

Issue 5: Critical Areas. The short plat (and the Urban Center Site Plan) must depict all critical areas
and buffers within 300’ of the site as required by the short plat submittal checklist and SCC
30.62A.130 (Wetlands and Fish & Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas) and SCC 30.62B.130
(Geologically Hazardous Areas). The absence of these features on the plans is inconsistent with
Snohomish County SEPA requirements (see SCC 30.62A.030 and SCC 30.62B.030). Currently,
the plans omit three streams and two wetlands that the applicant’s own critical areas report
discusses. The markups show the approximate locations of these features and refer to the relevant
parts of the Critical Areas Report by David Evans and Associates, dated March 10,
2017.58
58

The Critical Areas Report is available at:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/43170.
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A further missing feature on the short plat and Urban Center Site Plan (as well as the Critical Areas
Report itself), is a wetland and buffer on the King County Brightwater parcel that is within 300’
of the Point Wells project site. The applicant must revise all three sets of documents to show (or
discuss) this wetland on the Brightwater parcel. A Critical Areas Site Plan (CASP) depicting this
wetland and buffer appears under Snohomish County Auditor file number 200607030209. This
document is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/46253.
The applicant must depict geologically hazardous areas consistently on both the short plat and
urban center applications. See markups.
RESPONSE #125:
The geologically hazardous areas have been depicted on both the short plat and urban
center applications.

Review of Chapter 30.41B Short Subdivisions by Section:
SCC 30.41B.030 Procedure and Special Notice Requirements
Processing of the Point Wells short subdivision will include quasi-judicial review and approval by
the Hearing Examiner. This is because it has vesting to Urban Center zoning per SCC
30.72.020(11) and is to be processed as a Type 2 quasi-judicial decision process per the applicable
version of SCC 30.34A.180.
SCC 30.41B.040 Submittal Requirements
This section has two subsections.
Subsection (1) requires short subdivision applications to comply with a short subdivision checklist
as prepared by PDS.59 The project file includes a checklist, also dated February 14, 2011, for the
related land disturbing activity permit (11-101008 LDA), but it appears to be missing the short
subdivision checklist.60 No short plat checklist was submitted with the April 17, 2017, resubmittal.
A handful of items from the checklist are missing on the application. These are not SEPA-level
concerns, but the applicant will need to address them in order for PDS to be able to recommend
preliminary approval. See markups.
RESPONSE #126:
A revised short plat checklist is being submitted concurrently herewith.

59

The appropriate version of the Short Subdivision Checklist is available at:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/9241
60
The Land Disturbing Activity Permit application and checklist are available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32675
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Subsection (2) requires a preliminary short plat map prepared by and bearing the signature and
seal of a registered professional land surveyor. The current preliminary short plat map submission
was on April 17, 201761 and it bears the seal and signature of Gilbert J. Laas, a registered
professional land surveyor. No changes necessary.
SCC 30.41B.100 Decision Criteria
This section gives the criteria that a short subdivision application must satisfy in order to receive
approval. The proposed preliminary short plat generally meets the criteria, but PDS would be
required in its staff recommendation to note several deficiencies to the Hearing Examiner. The
Hearing Examiner could address these deficiencies by placing conditions on the final short plat,
by remanding the short plat for further refinement, or by denying the proposal. PDS recommends
that the applicant revise the short plat application to address the deficiencies discussed in this letter
and on the markups attached to it before PDS is required to submit its staff recommendation to the
Hearing Examiner.
SCC 30.41B.120 Decision Criteria: Minimum Net Density
All short subdivision in urban growth areas must include calculations showing that they meet the
minimum net density provisions of four dwelling units per net acre in SCC 30.23.020. Net density
is the “density of development excluding roads, drainage detention/retention areas, biofiltration
swales, areas required for public use, and critical areas and their required buffers pursuant to
chapters 30.62A and 30.62B SCC” (SCC 30.23.020(2)).
While Point Wells will comfortably exceed the minimum net density requirement of four dwellings
per net acre, the calculation on the short plat application is for gross density rather than net density.
Gross density is the density on the entire site area. Net density uses a net area that excludes the
items listed in SCC 30.23.020(2). The applicant must update the short plat data and minimum net
density calculations per Snohomish County Code and markups on the plans.
RESPONSE #127:
The net density calculations are included on the Urban Center plans, which are incorporated
into the Short Plat.

SCC 30.41B.200 Design Standards
This section has five subsections. Subsection (1) does not apply. Subsection (4) refers to the roads
and access review under Chapter 30.24 SCC that applies more to the Urban Center Site Plan
review. Subsection (5) refers to the landscaping requirements of Chapter 30.25 SCC that also
applies to the Urban Center Site Plan review rather than the short plat review. Therefore, only
Subsections (2) and (3) apply here.
Subsection (2) says that each “new lot shall have an accessible area suitable for construction
pursuant to SCC 30.41A.235.” This reference says that:
61

The short plat map is available at https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/43168.
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Each new lot shall have an accessible area suitable for construction of at least 1000
square feet and located outside any required building setback, unbuildable
easement, required buffer, or critical area, except that for lots in a planned
residential development, there is no minimum construction area.
In other words, the requirement in Subsection (2) is to create lots on which it would be possible to
build something. Most often, short subdivisions are to create building lots for houses or duplexes.
However, as described in the short plat project description, the purpose of the Point Wells
preliminary short plat application is to “establish four legal lots representing the main project
phases of the future redevelopment of the site […] Additional lots are proposed for open space,
recreational and other common purposes” (emphasis added).62 The short plat description describes
four building lots for redevelopment. Based on the April 17, 2017, version of the short plat, this
implies an additional four lots and one tract for other purposes. Unfortunately, the lot layout does
not match this description. When revising the short plat to address these and other related issues,
please also update the short plat narrative.
RESPONSE #128:
The short plat narrative has been revised and updated.

Subsection (3) says that, “short subdivisions located in special flood hazard areas shall comply
with the provisions of SCC 30.65.110(3).” A portion of the Point Wells site is in a special flood
hazard area. See review of Chapter 30.65 SCC requirements in the memo from Rebecca Samy to
Paul MacCready dated June 27, 2017, which includes short plat comments on page 3.63
RESPONSE #129:
The short plat will be revised after the shoreline substantial development permit is approved.

SCC 30.41B.300 Preliminary Short Subdivision Approval – Term
SCC 30.41B.310 Revisions After Preliminary Short Subdivision Approval
These sections are not applicable until the short plat has received preliminary approval. Please note
that there have been amendments to both sections since the short plat application was submitted in
2011. SCC 30.41B.300 and .310 are not land use control ordinances that vest under state law or
the County Code. Thus, the term of approval for the preliminary short plat shall be the term in
effect at the time of approval and any subsequent amendments thereto. Likewise, if the applicant
proposes revisions following preliminary approval, then processing of the revisions shall follow
the procedures in effect at the time of the proposed revision.

62

BSRE Point Wells, LP, Application for Preliminary Short Plat and Project Description dated February 14, 2011.
Available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32677
63
This memo is available at: https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44894
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We note that SCC 30.70.140 sets forth that a short subdivision application generally expires after
48 months. On March 31, 2016, PDS extended the expiration date for the short plat (and other
applications) to June 30, 2018 as per SCC 30.70.140(4).64 The short plat and other applications
will almost certainly require further extension by the PDS Director before June 30, 2018, due to
the ongoing EIS process. SCC 30.70.140(2) allows such extension. Specifics regarding possible
future extensions will be determined when an overall review completion letter for the April 17,
2017, resubmissions is complete.
SCC 30.41B.400 Installation of Improvements
This section has three subsections. Subsection (1) will apply after preliminary approval.
Subsection (2) relates to water from wells and is not applicable to the proposal.
Subsection (3) relates to improvements that are required as part of the preliminary short
subdivision approval. This subsection grants the PDS Director authority to require the applicant to
take certain steps toward physical improvements necessary to receive preliminary approval of the
short plat. Steps may include everything from submitting plans showing how the applicant will
accomplish something to actually constructing required improvements.
A partial list of items that PDS will need to be able to recommend approval of the preliminary
short plat to the Hearing Examiner will include:
1. Crossing approvals from BNSF since the preliminary short plat configuration proposed
two (or three)65 crossings over the railroad.
2. An updated Shoreline Management Permit (11-101461 SM) that is consistent with both
the Short Plat application and the Urban Center Site Plan application. This is because
boundaries of several of the proposed lots (or tracts) depend on using an approvable
replacement seawall as a boundary.
3. Written agreement between King County and BSRE that that the proposed revisions to
the Brightwater access are acceptable. This agreement must be clear that King County
agrees with both the change in access route and access width (from 25’ to 20’).
RESPONSE #130:
1.
See Response to Question No. 38. BSRE will obtain from BNSF one or more
Overpass Agreements for the crossings over the BNSF right of way as are required by BNSF.
2.
An updated Shoreline Substantial Development Permit application is being
provided.
3.
As a result of that certain condemnation action between King County (for its
Brightwater project) and BSRE (Snohomish County Cause No. 05-2-13678-1), among other
matters the parties agreed to the grant to King County of three relocatable access easements
over BSRE owned property that would allow for King County to access the Brightwater
outfall portal located just beyond the SW corner of the Point Wells site. These easements
64

The letter granting this extension is available at:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/32865.
65
This depends on how BSRE perceives the proposed boulevard bridge. PDS is asking BSRE to confirm with BNSF
whether BNSF sees this as one crossing or two. If BNSF considers the boulevard bridge to be two crossings, then
BSRE will need to provide three licenses for railroad crossings.
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extend from the entrance to the Point Wells site over BSRE property, over the trestle (bridge)
that is used to overpass the BNSF tracks, and then turns towards the King County owned
parcel at the SW corner of the Point Wells site. The easements are non-exclusive and are
also relocatable to allow for the development of the Point Wells project. (A copy of the
Consent Judgment and Decree of Appropriation, with the descriptions of these easements,
as entered by the Court on December 31, 2009 is attached hereto as Exhibit B, along with a
site plan showing the approximate locations of the easements at the time the Consent was
entered.)
The three easements are generally described as follows:




50’ Relocatable Non-Exclusive Access Easement from the site’s entrance to the
East end of the Southern RR trestle
25’ Relocatable Non-Exclusive Access Easement over the Southern RR trestle
25’ Relocatable Non-Exclusive Access Easement from the West end of the
Southern RR trestle to the Brightwater site

By letter dated December 2, 2013, King County confirmed its agreement with BSRE Point
Wells, LP that the relocatable access easements granted by BSRE and held by King County
would, from time to time during the development of the Point Wells site, be relocated and
that the parties would merely confirm by means of a letter such relocation when the
relocation occurred. Only after the Point Wells project is completed will the parties enter
into a formal agreement. A copy of this letter is included with this submittal.
Other than the relocation of the access easements, all other features of the easements,
including their width, remain consistent with the terms of the condemnation settlement and
Consent Judgment.

SCC 30.41B.600 Final Short Subdivision Application Approval – Timing
SCC 30.41B.605 Final Short Subdivision Application Approval – Form
SCC 30.41B.610 Approval Procedure for Final Short Subdivision
SCC 30.41B.620 Monumentation
These sections do not apply at the current preliminary plat stage. Please note that SCC 30.41B.600
has been amended since the short plat application was submitted in 2011. SCC 30.41B.600 is not
a land use control ordinance that vests under state law or County Code. Thus, the term of approval
for the final short plat shall be the term in effect at the time of approval and any subsequent
amendments thereto.
30.41B.630 Dedications
The Urban Center Site Plan proposes to use private roads. If private roads are approved, then
subsections (1) and (2) would not apply because there would be no need to dedicate these roads to
the public. Therefore, only subsection (3) applies to the short plat. Subsection (3) describes
standard easements to be shown on all lots created by short plats. The description of easements in
this subsection applies to short plats that create lots for single-family development. Hence, some
of this subsection does not apply to the Point Wells proposal. For instance, not all utility easements
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are necessary on the seaward side of parcels and tracts abuting Puget Sound or the tidelands.
However, other utility easements must be shown as necessary to construct the project. In addition
to addressing easement issues on the attached markups, the applicant must revise the short plat
proposal to include the following minimum easements:
1. Drainage easement(s) for the property commonly known as the Upper Bluff;
2. Public access easements along sidewalks, the ampitheater, pier, and beach areas;
3. Any other existing easements on the Point Wells site;
4. Any existing offsite easements to benefit the owners of Point Wells; and
5. Any other proposed easements necessary for construction, such as for temporary
construction access.
RESPONSE #131:
The short plat proposal has been revised to include easements. See Short Plat Sheets 4-5.

SCC 30.41B.635 Acceptance of Conveyances
SCC 30.41B.640 File with Auditor
These sections do not apply at the preliminary plat stage.
SCC 30.41B.650 Homeowners Association
This section requires establishment of a Homeowners Association (HOA) for purposes of tract
ownership and maintenance.
The “tracts vs lots” issue identified above and the attached markups call out language on the
preliminary plat that is of concern with respect to future establishment of an HOA. Please address
the tracts vs lots issue and relevant markups. This is a SEPA issue because it relates to protection
and maintenance of the tidelands, beach, and other critical areas onsite.
RESPONSE #132:
Tracts have been added for the tidelands and the critical areas. See Short Plat Sheet 1.

For future final plat approval, PDS notes that this section also calls for a covenant “that restricts
the use of the tracts to that specifided in the approved preliminary plat.” The preliminary plat
narrative submitted in 2011 was not updated with the April 17, 2017, resubmittal. This narrative
discusses uses on the pier that cannot be approved (e.g. small shops and restaurants) unless they
are added to the Urban Center Site Plan. Per prior communcations with the applicant, instead of
updating the site plan to add these uses, the applicant intends to remove them from the short plat
application. However, this has not yet happened and PDS will not be able to recommend approval
of the short plat until such uses are dropped from the short plat narrative or added to the Urban
Center Site Plan. This is a potential SEPA issue insofar as adding uses to the Pier in the Urban
Center Site Plan would require updating SEPA documents such as the traffic study to reflect these
additional uses.
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RESPONSE #133:
The pier uses have been removed from the short plat narrative. See the revised short plat
narrative.
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Variances (Chapter 30.43B SCC)
Variance requests are the mechanism by which the applicant could ask for adjustments to specific
regulations. Variances vest at the time of application for the variance. This means that Point Wells
does not have vesting to the March 4, 2011, version of Chapter 30.43B. Rather, the processing of
any variance requests will follow the version of this chapter in effect at the time of the request.
Variances are different from requests to deviate from Engineering Design and Development
Standards (EDDS). Variance and deviation requests have different processes. Variances may apply
to any development standard contained in Subtitle 30.2 SCC, chapters 30.31A through 30.31F
SCC, Chapter 30.34A SCC, Chapter 30.42B SCC and Chapter 30.42E SCC. A variance shall not
permit uses that Title 30 SCC prohibits (SCC 30.43B.010).
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Flood Hazard Permits (Chapter 30.43C)
At least one, and probably at least two, Flood Hazard Permits are necessary for the Point Wells
project to receive approval. Depending on project phasing, it may be preferable if the applicant
applies for multiple flood hazard permits to reflect various stages of development. However, the
applicant will need to provide more information on phasing before PDS can determine or
recommend how many flood hazard permits are appropriate (see detailed comments about phasing
on page 34). In general, it looks likely that the first step would be a flood hazard permit for
remedition (possibly more than one depending on phasing of remediation is phased). The next
flood hazard permit would be associated with the Land Disturbing Activity (grading) permit for
importing fill material to the site (again, maybe more than one permit needed here depending on
phasing).
The project proponent has not yet applied for a flood hazard permit, despite having advice in the
April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter that a flood hazard permit will be required (see
comment (bb) on page 5 of the letter). Since the approval of the project depends on the applicant
making other revisions to their various permits, we recommend that the applicant make a
concurrent request for a flood hazard permit when they submit other permit revisions. Snohomish
County cannot approve the Urban Center site plan without also approving a flood hazard permit.
Review of the flood hazard permit will be for consistency with the requirements of Chapter 30.43C
SCC that exist at the time of the future application. The following review is consistent with the
July 2016 version of Chapter 30.43C SCC and is informational only. It refers to flood hazard
permits in the singular for simplicity only. In addition to the standards of this chapter, the flood
hazard permit must also comply with Chapter 30.65 SCC Special Flood Hazard Areas (see
page 155).
See also Flood Hazard Review Memo from Rebecca Samy, Certified Floodplain Manager, dated
June
27,
2017.
This
memo
is
available
at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44894.
RESPONSE #134:
State law (RCW 70.105D.090) exempts cleanups conducted under agreed order or consent
decree with Ecology from obtaining local permits for the cleanup action. However, all
substantive requirements (e.g., of flood hazard permits) would be complied with. Ecology is
required to establish procedures for ensuring that remedial actions comply with the permit’s
substantive requirements and to consult with the local governments.
Remedial actions—Exemption from procedural requirements.
(1) A person conducting a remedial action at a facility under a consent decree, order,
or agreed order, and the department when it conducts a remedial action, are exempt
from the procedural requirements of chapters 70.94, 70.95, 70.105, 77.55, 90.48, and
90.58 RCW, and the procedural requirements of any laws requiring or authorizing
local government permits or approvals for the remedial action. The department shall
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ensure compliance with the substantive provisions of chapters 70.94, 70.95, 70.105,
77.55, 90.48, and 90.58 RCW, and the substantive provisions of any laws requiring or
authorizing local government permits of approvals. The department shall establish
procedures for ensuring that such remedial actions comply with the substantive
requirements adopted pursuant to such laws, and shall consult with the state agencies
and local governments charged with implementing these laws. The procedures shall
provide an opportunity for comment by the public and by the state agencies and local
governments that would otherwise implement the laws referenced in this section.
Nothing in this section is intended to prohibit implementing agencies from charging
a fee to the person conducting the remedial action to defray the costs of services
rendered relating to the substantive requirements for the remedial action.

SCC 30.43C.010 Purpose and Applicability
The lower bench of Point Wells is in a special flood hazard area, specifically, floodway fringe
zone AE per FEMA FIRM Panels 53061C192E and 53061C1294E, both effective 11/9/1999 (see
review of Chapter 30.65 on page 155). Point Wells is therefore subject to the requirement for
having a flood hazard permit. We note here that the scope of the flood hazard permit may need to
include new structures such as parking garages that are below the base flood elevation of 10-feet.
This is in addition to the “removal of the sea wall, grading to remove existing soil and placement
of additional sand and gravel with[in] the FEMA 100-Year Flood Plain” cited as reasons for
needing a Flood Hazard Permit in the April 12, 2013, Review Completion Letter (ibid).
SCC 30.43C.020 Flood Hazard Permits
This section describes process options and authorities for flood hazard permits. Processing of the
flood hazard permit for Point Wells could happen administratively (as a stand-alone permit without
a hearing) or concurrently with other permits that require a hearing. We recommend the latter
option.
Concurrent processing of the flood hazard permit will save time, avoid confusion, and reduce
expense in the overall project processing. Project opponents may appeal an administrative permit
the Hearing Examiner. Given the longstanding public opposition to the Point Wells proposal, an
appeal of the flood hazard permit is almost a certainty. Since both the appeal and the project
approval would involve hearings before the Hearing Examiner, concurrent processing would avoid
potential delays that could occur by having the flood hazard permit on a separate track with its
own timelines (and potential delays) for noticing and appeals. Given the complexity the various
permits for Point Wells, concurrent processing simplifies understanding of the project for the
applicant, review staff, and the public. While some project opponents may complain that
Snohomish County is recommending for consolidation of permits because such consolidation
would result in a process with fewer opportunities to appeal and delay the project, we note that
Snohomish County may deny a proposal such as an administrative flood hazard permit “in order
to avoid incurring needless county and applicant expense” (SCC 30.61.220). Unless the applicant
can provide persuasive reasoning for applying separately for their flood hazard permit, we would
see no reason to accept an administrative permit that would likely result in an extra “do loop” for
project review.

107
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

SCC 30.43C.030 Additional Submittal Requirements
This section describes the current submittal requirements for a flood hazard permit. Some of the
requirements ask for the same types of information required on the other Point Wells permits, e.g.
a site plan showing location of streams, topography, etc. This bolsters the recommendation that a
concurrent application would be the most efficient process for permit review. See also review of
the requirements of SCC 30.65.150 (page 160) which the submittal for a flood hazard permit must
also meet.
SCC 30.43C.040 No Liability
This is a general disclaimer.
SCC 30.43C.050 Time Limitations of Application
SCC 30.43C.100 Decision Criteria – Flood Hazard Permit
SCC 30.43C.200 Permit Expiration
Flood hazard permit applications and approved permits expire per SCC 30.70.140. SCC Table
30.70.140(1) gives flood hazard permit applications 18 months before the application expires.
Approved permits have 18 months from the date of issuance. In addition, start of construction must
commence within 180 days. Modifications to these timelines are possible per SCC 30.70.140(2).
Sub-subsection (2)(a) allows suspension of the expiration of application until 18 months after a
Final Environmental Impact Statement is issued. Sub-subsection (2)(b) allows the Hearing
Examiner to extend applications and approval for longer periods. For Point Wells, a concurrent
application for a Flood Hazard Permit will not expire until at least 18 months after the FEIS
issuance. PDS would recommend to the Hearing Examiner that application expiration also be
extended for, and made conditional on, an additional period as necessary for the applicant to work
the the Washington Department of Ecology on a separate EIS focusing on environmental cleanup
of the site per SCC 30.43C.100(2). If the applicant were to request a flood hazard permit with the
stand-alone administrative option, the flood hazard permit would surely expire before the applicant
could obtain the other necessary approvals.
Shoreline Permits (Chapter 30.44 SCC)
The majority of the Point Wells project site is in the Shoreline Environment and subject to
Snohomish County’s requirements in Chapter 30.44 SCC. These requirements respond to the
Washington State Shoreline Management Act of 1971 (commonly called the Shoreline
Management Act or SMA). Point Wells has vesting to the version of Chapter 30.44 SCC adopted
under ordinance 02-064, which was effective from February 1, 2003 to July 26, 2012. The
tidelands and pier west of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OWHM) are in the Conservancy
shoreline designation. Most of the proposed development is between the OWHM and the railroad
tracks – i.e. the south, central, and north village phases – where the shore designation is Urban.
The Urban Plaza phase east of the tracks does not have a Shoreline environmental designation. It
is important to note that the courts have held that a project with interrelated effect on both uplands
(non-shoreline jurisdictional areas) and shoreline areas cannot be segmented for purposes of
complying with the SMA. Therefore, the entire Point Wells site must comply with SMA.
The project, as proposed, requires the issuance of a shoreline substantial development permit by
Snohomish County. The proposal is therefore subject to use regulations for the Urban Shoreline
Environment as well as environmental management, use element and use activity policies, and
natural system consideration listed in the Snohomish County Shoreline Management Master Plan
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(SCSMMP). The proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the following applicable
SCSMMP policies and regulations.
POLICIES: (Applicable Policies)
REGULATIONS: (Applicable Regulations)
Environmental Policies – Urban Shoreline Environment
Former 30.44.010 Title
to
Former 30.44.205 Permits Required
A Shoreline Substantial Development permit is required for the Point Wells proposal before a
substantial development in the shoreline area may take place. None of the possible exemptions
from a shoreline permit applies. The request for a shoreline permit associated with Point Wells is
file number 11 101461 SM. Unless otherwise noted, the following review of this chapter refers to
11 101461 SM.
Former 30.44.210 Application for Shoreline Substantial Development, Shoreline
Conditional Use, or Shoreline Variance Permits
This section lists submittal requirements for shoreline substantial development permits, including
11-101461 SM. The application meets the basic submittal requirements, but there are a few
required mapping and other items worth noting:
Subcondition (8)(c) Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM): PDS notes that the drawings for the
Urban Center Submittal from March 4, 2011, make interchangeable use of the terms OHWM and
Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) (underline added by PDS). Some pages show OHWM and
others show MHHW. This latter term, appears to be intended to refer to Mean High Higher Tide
(MHHT), which is synonymous with OHWM at salt water locations per RCW 90.58.030(2)(c).
For clarity, when there are revisions to the application for other reasons, please update the pages
that refer to MHHW so that they refer to either MHHT or OHWM.
RESPONSE #135:
For clarity, all pages in the Critical Area Report have been updated to reflect the MHHW,
which is synonymous with MHHT.

Subcondition (8)(g) Source, composition, and volume of fill material: More information is
necessary before a shoreline substantial development permit can be issued regarding the source
and composition of fill material, including information on decontamination and replacement of
existing materials on site. The volume of materials to be moved will likely need updating to remain
consistent with future revised project submittals. These details do not need to be final until after
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Urban Center application is complete. However,
fuller information on these topics will be necessary for the separate EIS that we anticipate for the
environmental remediation requiring authorization from the Washington State Department of
Ecology.
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RESPONSE #136:
See Hart Crowser’s April, 2018 report for additional information about remediation.

Subcondition (8)(i) Location of proposed utilities: Additional information is necessary regarding
the ENVAC system and the nearby Brightwater outfall, among other details.
RESPONSE #137:
Perkins + Will has clarified the description for the ENVAC system and removed mention
of using Brightwater outfall from the narrative. See the revised project narrative and
Sheets EX 2 and A-054.2.

Subcondition (8)(j) Shoreline designation according to the master program: The application is
required to show the shoreline designations per the master program. The March 4, 2011 submittal
lacks this information. It must be included in the revised submittal.
RESPONSE #138:
Shoreline designations are now shown in Figure 5 of the revised Critical Area Report.

Subcondition (9)(c) Vicinity map showing general nature of land uses within 1,000 feet in all
directions: The April 17, 2017, submittal lacks this information. It must be included in the revised
submittal.
RESPONSE #139:
Figure 1 (Vicinity Map) of the Critical Area Report has been revised to include an aerial
photo base to show land uses within 1,000 feet of the site.

Subcondition (10) Total value of all construction and finishing work: The anticipated revised
application should update valuation estimates, consistent with the methodology used for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Please include subtotals for areas inside shoreline designations
and areas outside shoreline designations. The description on the Master Permit Application
submitted on March 4, 2011, that the project would total value would be “$10,000,000+” is
inadequate to respond to this requirement.
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RESPONSE #140:
Total construction cost is expected to approach $1 billion. Of that amount, approximately
70% is anticipated to be expended within the shoreline zone and 30% outside the shoreline
zone.

Subcondition (12) Short statement explaining why this project needs a shoreline location and how
the proposed development is consistent with the policies of the Shoreline Management Act:
The review of this subcondition relates to a document titled Point Wells Urban Center – Shoreline
Substantial Development Permit Application dated June 2010 and received by PDS on March 4,
2011. We will refer to it here as the “Shoreline Permit Application.”66 The Shoreline Permit
Application meets many of the objectives of Subcondition (12) by describing the reasons for a
shoreline location and responding to the policies found in RCW 90.58.020. It also includes some
inconsistencies with other related applications and a few errors. PDS has identified the following
issues where revisions to the SPA and/or other documents are necessary.
Issue 1 (Major Issue): Dock Uses: The description of the dock renovation states that public
“viewing and fishing areas will be added to the dock along with shops selling fishing tackle, scuba
and boating gear, and small restaurants with outdoor eating areas. Storage and rental facilities for
kayaks, scuba diving, and small sailboats will also be added” (Shoreline Permit Application page
1, emphasis added). In other words, the shoreline permit application contemplates a number of
uses on the dock that are not identified in the Urban Center submittal or associated analysis
underway for the DEIS. Updates to the Shoreline Permit Application and/or the Urban Center
submittal must take place and create consistency between the two proposals. If the uses described
for the dock on the Shoreline Permit Application were indeed part of the proposal, this would raise
a number of questions including:
1. How much commercial space will be on the dock?
2. Where are the parking and loading areas for this space?
3. How much additional traffic will these uses generate?
4. What is the value of the improvements on the dock (calculated in a manner consistent
with the DEIS or RCW 90.58.030(3)(e))?
5. Is there a corresponding reduction in commercial areas (and traffic) elsewhere or will
supplemental traffic analysis be performed?
Revisions to the Point Wells applications must address these issues; otherwise, Snohomish County
could not approve the dock uses discussed solely in the Shoreline Permit Application. Per former
SCC 30.44.310, approvals are limited to uses shown on the official site plan associated with the
Urban Center submittal.

66

The document is available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8490
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RESPONSE #141:
The project narrative has been revised to provide further information about the use of the
dock.

Issue 2 (Minor Error): Shoreline Management Act Jurisdiction: The second section of the
Shoreline Permit Application describes consistency with Shoreline Management Act policies. It
erroneously claims on page 2 that the “major residential and commercial elements [of the project]
are located entirely outside the SMA jurisdiction area.” The only phase nominally outside the
jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act is the Urban Plaza; however, the South, Central and
North Villages are all subject to SMA jurisdiction and are designated as Urban Shoreline
Environments.
RESPONSE #142:
No response is necessary.

Issue 3 (Minor Issue): Critical Areas Report: On page 2, the Shoreline Permit Application refers
to a Critical Areas Report that we take to be the BSRE Point Wells, LP Redevelopment Project
Critical Areas Report dated January 2011, prepared by David Evans and Associates, Inc. This
Critical Areas Report addresses many of the shoreline issues, but there are places where corrections
and additional information are necessary.
Former SCC 30.44.220 Fees
Fees relating to shoreline permits are in Table SCC 30.86.310.
In its review of this section, PDS notes that former SCC 30.44.220 contained an error. It referenced
a non-existent table in SCC 30.86.120 (fees for Rural Cluster subdivisions) rather than Table SCC
30.86.610 (underlines added). Correction of this error took place subsequent to the Point Wells
project application, but the levying and payment of fees paid associated with the Shoreline Permit
(PFN 11-101461 SM) were correct per Table SCC 30.86.310.
Former SCC 30.44.230 Permit Processing
The shoreline permits for Point Wells are a Type 2 process, subject to Chapter 30.72 SCC.
Former SCC 30.44.240 Department Action
Subsection (1) describes what PDS must consider during its review of the Point Wells Shoreline
Substantial Development Permit. In addition to this review of Chapter 30.44 SCC, permit 11101461 SM must comply with the following subconditions and associated requirements:
 (1)(a)(i): The Shoreline Management Master Program (Chapter 30.67 SCC, beginning on
page 170).
 (1)(a)(ii): Other appropriate Snohomish County requirements described throughout this
Document.
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(1)(a)(iii): Environmental review per Chapter 30.61 SCC (beginning on page 142) in
response to the State Environmental Policy Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW).

In addition to the three bulleted items for compliance review, PDS shall consider comments
received from interested parties per former SCC 30.44.240(1)(b). While PDS shall consider these
comments, we note that there is no compliance requirement associated with them.
Subsection (2) describes options available to PDS and what factors the department must consider
in its recommendations to the Hearing Examiner. PDS has identified several areas where it would
likely recommend conditions to the Hearing Examiner if the Examiner were to approve the project.
Subsection (3) says that the determination by the PDS “shall be final and not subject to an
administrative appeal, but only an appeal to the shorelines hearing board pursuant to [former] SCC
30.44.280.” PDS notes that there will be consolidation of any appeal to the shorelines hearing
board with the Type 2 hearing process per former SCC 30.71.020. In other words, the Hearing
Examiner would consider both any shoreline appeal and the underlying urban center proposal.
Former SCC 30.44.250 County Action on Permit Applications Which Do Not Require Public
Hearing.
Review of Point Wells is per the Type 2 process, which requires a hearing; therefore, this section
does not apply.
Former SCC 30.44.260 County Action On Permit Aplications Requiring A Public Hearing
This section has four subsections.
Subsection (1): PDS has notified the applicant that a hearing is necessary for the Shoreline
Substantial Development. This will be a combined hearing on the Urban Center application and
other associated permits.
Subsection (2): Snohomish County shall schedule the hearing on the Shoreline Substantial
Development permit after it issues the Final Environmental Impact Statement required by Chapter
30.61 SCC and after the applicant pays the Shoreline Hearing fees per former SCC 30.44.220 and
present-day Table SCC 30.86.310.
Subsection (3): PDS shall provide notice at least 15 days prior to the hearing.
Subsection (4) describes what things the Hearing Examiner must consider regarding the proposed
Shoreline Substantial Development. These include the review and recommendation made by PDS
as well as public comments and observations from a site inspection.
Former SCC 30.44.270 Permit – Filing
This section does not apply until later.
Former SCC 30.44.280 Appeals to Shorelines Hearing Board
Any party aggrieved by a decision regarding a Shoreline Substantial Development permit may
appeal, but no decisions will take place until later.
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Former SCC 30.44.300 Effective Date of Permit
This section describes when a permit would become effective following approval, but no approval
is currently pending. PDS anticipates recommending to the Hearing Examiner that approvals from
the Hearing Examiner be contingent on completion of a separate review relating to the cleanup
process for onsite contamination involving the Department of Ecology. If this ends up being the
case, then approvals for the Urban Center site plan and Shoreline Substantial Development Permit
would not become final until after the project proponent receives approval from Ecology.
Former SCC 30.44.310 Limitations of Permit
This section describes limitations on the Shoreline Substantial Development Permit. PDS notes
that one such limitation relates to the official site plan for the Urban Center part of the Point Wells
proposal. This is the source of concern discussed above for former SCC 30.44.210(12) where the
Shoreline Permit Application contemplates uses on the dock that are not shown on the Urban
Center site plan.

114
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

Construction Codes – Administration (Chapter 30.50 SCC)
Snohomish County applies construction codes at the time of building permit. This means that Point
Wells does not have vesting to the 2011version of Chapter 30.50 SCC. Rather, when the Point
Wells project reaches the stage of application for permits for individual buildings and structures,
the then-contemporary version of Chapter 30.50 shall apply. It is important to note that updates to
construction codes take place periodically. Point Wells may therefore be subject to one or more
future versions of the construction code during the course of development. With these caveats in
mind, it is worth noting several points from the present-day Chapter 30.50 SCC that may affect
recommendations relating to the various permits at Point Wells.
SCC 30.50.130 Research Reports
This section allows Snohomish County to require “[s]upporting data, where necessary to assist in
the approval of materials or assemblies not specifically provided for in the construction codes,
[which] shall consist of valid research reports from sources approved by the building official.” The
Point Wells proposal includes several unusual features that today’s construction codes do not
appear to address fully. Therefore, as part of the ongoing SEPA review and likely future
recommendation of conditions to the Hearing Examiner, Snohomish County may need to require
additional research reports.
The following list illustrates topics for which Snohomish County may potentially require
supplemental reports. This list is not exhaustive:
1. Projections of sea level rise at Point Wells and the construction techniques necessary to
protect underground facilities such as parking garages from saltwater corrosion and possible
flooding during the expected lifespan of construction;
2. The proposed ENVAC garbage disposal system;
3. Construction of a new closed conveyance to route an existing stream across the railroad
tracks; and
4. The proposed Energy Center.
SCC 30.50.132 Tests
This section allows Snohomish County to require tests, at the expense of the applicant, to
demonstrate the suitability of proposed construction. For example, additional tests that may be
required might include:
1. Additional borings, especially on the upper bluff, to establish construction requirements
for retaining walls, stormwater conveyance systems, and second access road construction.
2. Groundwater testing to determine types and levels of onsite contamination, including,
potentially, post-clean up contamination to determine appropriate construction requirements for
elements such as parking garage ventilation systems and infiltration of stormwater into soils
between the garages.
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Development in Seismic Hazard Areas (Chapter 30.51A SCC)
Seismic Hazard regulations change periodically to remain current with the International Building
Code (IBC) and the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) standards. The applications
received for Point Wells in 2011 do not vest the project to the 2011 version of Chapter 30.51A
SCC or to what were then contemporary IBC or ASCE standards. Rather, when buildings or other
structures such as parking garages and retaining walls are applied for at Point Wells, those building
permits must conform to the standards in place at the time of building permit application.
Detailed review for consistency with IBC and ASCE standards takes place during the building
permit phase. Applications for building permits are still several years away (assuming that several
intermediate steps take place and approvals are given). However, it is important to note that several
issues that the Design Review Board (DRB) will make recommendations on overlap with issues
that IBC and ASCE standards might affect. The applicant must submit building elevations for all
building types for the DRB to make its recommendations. In the context of Chapter 30.51A SCC,
the building elevations must show materials that conform to IBC and ASCE standards. For
example, Point Wells is in Seismic Design Category F (SDCF) because the site is at risk of
liquefaction. ASCE standards do not permit masonry shear walls in SDCF. Therefore, while
buildings do not need to reflect full design when elevations go to the DRB for review, the
elevations must include enough design consideration to be substantially representative of likely
final designs. If the applicant were to submit the example of masonry shear walls to the DRB, it
would be necessary to recommend the rejection of that design. The elevations must reflect
consideration of IBC and ASCE standards, including standards for SDCF.
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Building Code (Chapter 30.52A SCC)
See building review comment memo from Vic McKinney, Senior Plans Examiner, dated June 27,
2017.
This
meo
is
available
at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44895.
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Mechanical Code (Chapter 30.52B SCC)
Snohomish County has adopted the 2012 edition of the International Mechanical Code. Point
Wells does not have vesting to the 2012 edition. Major review of the Mechanical Code takes place
at the building permit stage and review of buildings will be per the Mechanical Code in effect at
the time of building permit application. However, more information would be helpful regarding
the proposed ENVAC trash collection system and the energy center. What are the requirements
for service trucks to access both? What are the diameter requirements of piping to the ENVAC
system? Since the Urban Center site plan proposes a large number of uses in a compact area, the
mechanical specifications for the garbage and electrical systems may influence the final site
design. The applicant should provide responsive information as part of a revised Urban Center
submittal. If PDS does not have sufficient information on system requirements, then PDS may
require additional supporting data from the applicant per Section 105.2.1 Research Reports in the
2012 edition of the International Mechanical Code.
RESPONSE #143:
Hart Crowser completed additional borings along the secondary access route including the
Upper Bluff to evaluate geotechnical feasibility and slope stability of the secondary access
route, including retaining walls, as noted in Section 5.16 of the April 2018 geotechnical
report.
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Automatic Sprinkler Systems (Chapter 30.52G SCC)
Point Wells does not have vesting to the 2011 version of the Automatic Sprinkler Systems
requirements (Chapter 30.52G SCC). When the Point Wells project reaches the stage of application
for permits for individual buildings and structures, the then-contemporary version of Chapter
30.52G shall apply. It is likely that Chapter 30.52G will be relocated to Chapter 30.53A SCC Parts
900-1100 as part of Snohomish County’s adoption of the 2015 International Fire Code.
In the context of site plan review for the Urban Center application, it is worth noting that most, if
not all, buildings will require sprinklers. All residential buildings will require sprinklers per SCC
30.52G.230. Garages will require sprinklers per SCC 30.52G.529. Retail and office buildings with
fire areas exceeding 10,000 square feet will require sprinklers per SCC 30.52G.210.67 For the
purpose of this last citation, retail and office space in lower levels of residential towers are required
to have sprinklers. The only buildings that might not meet the 10,000 square foot requirement are
the two stand-alone retail buildings on the Urban Plaza, which are smaller than 10,000 square feet
each, but a final determination regarding whether these need sprinklers will be made at the building
permit stage.

67

There is an error in the online version of this code as of September 2017. The online version begins correctly with
“An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided throughout buildings containing a Group B or M occupancy where
one of the following conditions exists:” and then it omits the four conditions that should appear below. The 10,000

square foot requirement appears in Condition (1) in the official version of code.
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Fire Code (Chapter 30.53A SCC)
Point Wells does not have vesting to the 2011 version of the fire code (Chapter 30.53A SCC).
When the Point Wells project reaches the stage of application for permits for individual buildings
and structures, the then-contemporary version of Chapter 30.53A shall apply. The Snohomish
County Fire Marshal is the official responsible for reviewing the Point Wells applications for
consistency with fire code. Input from applicable fire departments or districts is advisory to the
Fire Marshal.
The following comments related to Chapter 30.53A discuss the Urban Center Site Plan submitted
on April 17, 2017 and supplement comments from the Office of the County Fire Marshal in the
June 15, 2017 fire review memo.68
SCC 30.53A.170 Technical Assistance
The Fire Marshal may require the applicant to provide technical opinions or reports by qualified
engineers or other professionals to determine the acceptability of certain aspects of the Point Wells
proposal. In addition to those issues cited in the June 15, 2017 fire review memo, a preliminary
list of items that may need further technical assistance incluces:
1. The proposed onsite fire station (size, location, and access requirements), and
2. Requirements for firefighting in the parking garage areas in general, and at the energy
center and the ENVAC trash compactor in particular.
SCC 30.53A.172 Modifications
The Fire Marshal may approve modifications to the fire code when the strict letter of the code is
impractical and the modification complies with the intent and purpose of the code. Such
modifications must not lessen health, life and fire safety requirements. When revising the Point
Wells applications in response to the comments regarding fire code below, it is the responsibility
of the applicant to make changes to comply with the code. If the applicant’s position is that certain
provisions are impractical, then the applicant must be explicit in their revised application about
where they intend to propose modifications. The applicant must also provide supporting reasons
for any proposed modifications, which may include technical assistance reports per SCC
30.53A.170. Such information from the applicant is necessary if the Fire Marshal is to document
and grant any modifications.
Snohomish County has currently adopted the 2015 Edition of the International Fire Code (IFC)
along with the Washington State Amendments. This edition has been used for the site conditions
in regard to fire review of the Urban Center Development as well as information regarding specific
fire code requirements for high-rise buildings and marinas. There has not been a lot of fire code
details provided in regard to the buildings and buildings construction, but some specific fire code
sections have been shared to provide advanced notice of some specific fire code requirements
regarding high-rise buildings, piers and marinas.
SCC 30.53A.512 Fire Apparatus Access Roads
68

The June 15, 2017, fire review memo is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44891.
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1. Fire apparatus access shall be provided for every facility, building or portion of a
building hereafter constructed within the county. The fire apparatus access road shall
comply with the requirements of this section and shall extend to within 150 feet of all
portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building
as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building or facility.
Fire apparatus access has not been provided to all facilities, buildings or portion of buildings within
150 feet. It is unclear if the service roads are also intended to be fire apparatus access roads, yet it
is assume they are not. There are inconsistencies between some of the site plans in regard to the
esplanade dimensions and if it is intended to be used for emergency vehicle access. In some
locations it is still identified as a boardwalk, in other site plans it indicates it is for “pedestrians
only”, yet in other plans it is proposed to be used as a fire lane for fire apparatus. Provide
clarification and consistency between all site plans in regard to fire lanes and fire apparatus access.
On page 24 of the project narrative the applicant has proposed to increase the access to 200 feet
due to the installation of automatic fire sprinkler systems. Snohomish County Code 30.53A.512
indicates that the fire apparatus access roads requirements MAY be modified by the fire marshal
when buildings are completely protect with approved automatic sprinkler systems. Due to all of
the factors of this development, including density, topography, height of the buildings, mixed uses,
and circulations routes, our office will not approve an increase in access to all buildings or portions
of buildings. Access along an approved route of travel shall be provided to all facilities, buildings,
and portions of buildings to within 150 feet.
Piers and wharves shall be provided with fire apparatus access roads pursuant to IFC 3604.3.
Currently the pier is provided with vehicle access, as proposed there is no fire apparatus access to
the pier. Refer to Chapter 36 for more information regarding requirements for piers and marinas.
Exhibit B provided for the fire truck turning movements have been reviewed as the proposed fire
apparatus access routes. As identified in this exhibit, if the identified turning movements are the
only proposed fire lanes, there is significant access issues without provided access to within 150
feet of every portion of every building along an approved route of travel to all portions of the
exterior walls of the first story of the buildings. This exhibit also verifies that the service roads
have not been intended to be accessible by fire apparatus.
Provide a detailed fire apparatus access roads plan, hereafter referred to “fire lane”, which clearly
identifies the proposed fire lane access to each proposed structure, facility, building, or portion of
a building within 150 feet. The fire lane should not be located under any buildings or portions of
buildings to which we may need to fight a fire.
Exhibit B has been prepared to show fire truck turning movements for a 43 feet aerial fire truck.
The width of this apparatus, per your dimensions, has been identified as 8.50 feet. Mirror to mirror
the accurate width is 10 ft. This information was obtained by our office contacting Snohomish
County Fire Protection District 1 and obtaining information on their largest aerial apparatus.
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Our office also contacted Shoreline Fire Department to obtain dimensions of their largest aerial
apparatus. Below please find the Shoreline Fire Department Tiller Ladder Truck specifications.
Please note the maximum approach/grade and specification of this apparatus listed below:
Shoreline Fire Department Tiller Ladder Truck
 Overall Length: 59 ft. 8 in.
 Front Overhang: 7 ft. 1 in.
 Rear Overhang: 8 ft. 8 in.
 Front Axle (tractor) to Last axle (trailer): 43 ft. 1 in.
 Maximum approach/grade: 8%
 Height: 11 ft. 2 in.
2. More than one fire apparatus road shall be provided when it is determined by the fire marshal
that access by a single road might be impaired by vehicle congestion, conditions of terrain,
climatic conditions or other factors that could limit access.
For commercial and industrial developments, buildings or facilities exceeding 30 feet or three
stories in height shall have at least two means of fire apparatus access for each structure. Projects
having a gross building area of up to 124,000 square feet may have a single approved fire apparatus
access road when all buildings are equipped throughout with approved automatic sprinkler
systems.
For multiple-family residential projects having more than 200 dwelling units shall be provide with
two separate and approved fire apparatus access road regardless if they are equipped with an
approved automatic sprinkler system.
Where two fire apparatus access roads are required, they shall be placed a distance apart equal to
not less than one half of the length of the maximum overall diagonal dimension of the lot or area
to be served, measured in a straight line between accesses.
The proposal significantly exceeds 250 ADTs (which is a Public Works requirement for a second
access) as well as having a gross building area over 124,000 square feet, which this alone requires
the second access. The project includes multiple buildings that exceed three stories in height, and
multiple buildings that exceed 124,000 square feet, and includes multi-family buildings with more
than 200 dwelling units, therefore the second access is required.
The proposed second access, and Exhibit A, which details the proposed second access has been
identified with a maximum grade of 15%. Provide verification that this second access meets the
remoteness requirements in that the second access is a minimum distance from the primary access.
The grade has been identified as 15% in some portions of the second access, which is the maximum
grade allowed for fire apparatus pursuant to SCC 30.53A.512. Provide details, including elevation
views that verifies no portion of this second access road exceeds the 15%. The maximum approach
grade shall not exceed 8%. No exception can be made for this in order for aerial apparatus to access
the subject properties.
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In addition to the second access to the “development” a second access shall be provided to each
building as identified above. There is only one proposed access to the Central Village. There shall
be two distinct accesses to all four phases; Urban Plaza, North Village, Central Village, and South
Village.
3. Aerial fire apparatus access roads shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet,
exclusive of shoulders, in the immediate vicinity of the building or portion thereof. At least
one of the required access routes meeting this condition shall be located within a minimum
of 15 feet and a maximum of 30 feet from each building, and shall be positioned parallel
to one entire side of each building. The side of the building on which the aerial fire
apparatus access road is positioned shall be approved by our office. Currently, there is only
one fire apparatus access proposed on one side of the buildings. As noted above, this is not
acceptable, and access on both sides of all buildings shall be provided or it shall be verified
that all buildings can be accessed by an approved route of travel to within 150 feet of all
portions of all buildings.
There is a note on plan sheet C-501 that states the following, “The pedestrian boardwalk and
bicycle path shall be designed to withstand fire truck and fire truck outrigger loading and meet
applicable fire code requirement.” If the “pedestrian boardwalk” is intended to also be the fire lane
for aerial apparatus, it shall be identified as such on all plans, and in order to support and
accommodate aerial apparatus with outrigger, it shall be a minimum of 26 feet in width so that
other emergency apparatus can pass when aerial apparatus is set up for emergency operations.
The International Fire Code, Section 503.2.2 indicates the fire marshal shall have the authority to
require or permit modifications to the required access widths where they are inadequate for fire or
rescue operations or where necessary to meet the public safety objectives of the jurisdiction.
Therefore, our office requires that all fire apparatus access meet the requirements for aerial
apparatus and 26 feet fire lanes be provided throughout. (See comments below regarding the
boulevard.)
The access areas identified as the “boulevard” has split access roads that are less than 20 feet in
width. All split access roads shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width. If at any portion of the
boulevard it is proposed to be the fire lane that provides access to within 150 feet of a building or
portion of the building, it shall be a minimum of 26 feet in width so that if an aerial apparatus with
outriggers is set up, other apparatus can still pass.
4. There shall be no overhead utility, power lines, or other obstructions over the aerial fire
apparatus access roads or between the aerial fire apparatus roads and the building. There
are overhead obstructions and vegetation proposed to be located over some of the identified
fire lanes. There shall be no overhead obstructions located over, or near the fire lane in
order for emergency services to set up aerial apparatus.
5. Due to the requirement of aerial apparatus access, increased turning radii shall be
required on all fire apparatus access roads. The minimum turning radii shall be a 25 ft.
inside turning radius and a 50 ft. outside turning radius. No deviation can be obtained for
less than these minimum requirements for turning radii. All turns, bends or sweeps shall
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meet this minimum requirement. All fire lanes shall be provided with turns, bends or
sweeps that fire apparatus can access from any direction. Exhibit B, turning movement
exhibit, proposes fire access in only one direction and does not include access to all phases
from all directions. Modifications shall be made to the fire lanes so that emergency
apparatus, including aerial apparatus, can access each phase/village from any direction
along the fire lane.
6. There shall be a minimum vertical clearance on all fire lanes of 13 ft. 6 inches. This is a
minimum and future improvements and maintenance of driving surfaces shall be taken into
consideration. The vertical clearance of the fire lane shall include overhead obstructions of
awnings, utilities, other buildings, landscaping, etc. There are multiple locations where the
proposed landscaping plan is proposing vegetation that appear it will encroach significantly
in the vertical clearance of the fire lane. When planning what vegetation is to be planted in
the planters and landscaped areas that are located within or adjacent to the fire lane,
consideration shall be made for the required unobstructed fire lane widths, 20 – 26 feet and
the vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches.
Provide detailed elevation views that verify all overhead obstructions along the required fire lane
meet the minimum vertical clearance. This shall include landscaping vegetation, awnings,
buildings, bridges, etc. that are proposed above or over a required fire lane.
7. Planters or openings may be installed in cul-de-sacs when the outside turning radius of
the cul-de-sac is a minimum of 50 feet and the inside radius is a minimum of 25 feet. This
sized cul-de-sac is required for all turnarounds due to the aerial apparatus access needs.
Cul-de-sac grades shall not exceed six percent (6%).
There are two cul-de-sac turnarounds in the North Village that do not meet this minimum
requirement. They shall be redesigned so that there is a minimum 100 feet cul-de-sac in these
locations. All fire apparatus shall be able to use the cul-de-sac as a turnaround and not just a pass
through as shown on Exhibit B.
8. Exhibit B has provided turning movement for a 43 ft. aerial ladder truck. This apparatus
dimension does not accommodate all aerial apparatus. Again, refer to the Shoreline Fire
Department Tiller Ladder Truck specifications provided above. The minimum turning radii
on the submitted plans have indicated that the minimum 20 ft. inside turning radius and 40
ft. outside turning radius has been provided. However, as previously noted, due to aerial
apparatus requirements, a minimum 25 ft. inside turning radius and 50 ft. outside turning
radius shall be provided along all fire lanes.
As noted above, the turning movement exhibit does not show fire apparatus navigating the cul-desac turnarounds located in the North Village, but rather shows a drive through to the board walk.
All fire lanes shall be accessible from any direction. All turns, bends, or sweeps, shall meet the
minimum turning radii. This has not been demonstrated.
It is recommended that the developers also contact the responding agencies to obtain specifications
on all of their apparatus within their fleet. The information on the Shoreline Fire Department Tiller
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Ladder Truck was obtained by our office, and at this time appears to be the largest apparatus within
the Shoreline Fire Department fleet. However, it is the applicant’s responsibility to make sure the
fire apparatus access can be met for all apparatus and that unobstructed access can be provided in
any direction along all fire lanes.
9. The grade of the fire apparatus access roads/fire lanes shall not exceed 15% in any
location. The angles of approach and departure for fire apparatus access roads shall not
exceed 8%.
10. Facilities, buildings or portions of buildings hereafter constructed shall be accessible
to fire department apparatus by way of an approved fire apparatus access road with an
asphalt, concrete or other approved driving surface capable of supporting the imposed load
of fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds.
11. Fire lanes shall be unobstructed at all times, including the parking of vehicles. All fire
lanes shall be clearly identified and include pavement striping stating, “No Parking Fire
Lane” on both sides of each fire lane, at a minimum distance of 50 ft. The pavement striping
shall be maintained in a clean and legible condition at all times and be replaced or repaired
when necessary to provide adequate visibility.
12. Where bridges or an elevated surface is part of a fire apparatus access road, the bridge
shall be constructed and maintained in accordance with AASHTO HB-17. Bridges and
elevated surfaces shall be designed for a live load sufficient to carry the imposed loads of
fire apparatus. Vehicle load limits shall be posted at both entrances to bridges. Where
elevated surfaces designed for emergency vehicle use are adjacent to surfaces that are not
designed for such use, approved barriers, approved signs or both shall be installed and
maintained.
13. As part of the Phase 1 development, it is proposed to provide a police and fire station.
As designed it is unclear how access to this fire station is to be obtained, with no access
meeting the above requirements. Additionally, it is unclear the extent of the fire station.
The building appears to only accommodate motor vehicles, with less than 20 feet parking
stalls. There are no accommodations for fire apparatus. Provide details about the proposed
police and fire station.
RESPONSE #144:
The roadway network has been revised to meet the fire apparatus access requirements to
building. Updated fire apparatus aerial truck turning movements are included with the
resubmittal.

SCC 30.53A.513 Address Identification
1. New and existing buildings shall have approved address numbers, building numbers or
approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from
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the street or road fronting the property. Address numbers shall contrast with their
background; be Arabic numerals or alphabetical letters; be a minimum of 6 inches; have a
minimum stroke width of 0.5 inches.
2. Streets and roads shall be identified with approved signs. Temporary signs shall be
installed at each street intersection when construction of new roadways allows passage by
vehicles. Signs shall be of an approved size, weather resistant and be maintained until
replaced by permanent signs. (IFC 505.2)
SCC 30.53A.514 Fire Protection Water Supply
Water mains and fire hydrants shall meet the required minimum standards for water mains and fire
hydrants. These requirements shall apply to land use and construction permit actions subject to
this title, or to any other existing or future code provision in which compliance with the fire code
is specifically required.
All land upon which buildings or portions of buildings are or may be constructed, erected,
enlarged, altered, repaired, moved into the jurisdiction, or improved, shall be served by a water
supply designed to meet the required fire flow for fire protection as set out in Appendix B of the
International Fire Code (IFC).
SCC 30.53A.516 Fire Hydrant Spacing
Fire hydrant locations shall be determined by the fire marshal, in coordination with the water
purveyor, and pursuant to the requirements of Appendix C of the IFC subject to the following:
1. Fire hydrants service single family dwellings or duplexes shall have a maximum lateral
spacing of 600 feet with no lot or parcel in excess of 300 feet from a fire hydrant.
2. Where the buildings are protected by an approved automatic sprinkler system, the
spacing requirements may be modified, if in the opinion of the fire marshal, the level of
fire protection is not reduced.
3. For dead-end streets or roads the fire marshal may make adjustments to the lateral
spacing requirements to facilitate locating the hydrant at or near the street intersections.
4. All hydrants shall be accessible to the fire department by roadways or accesses meeting
the requirements of SCC 30.53A.512.
5. When fire hydrants cannot be installed in conformance with the spacing requirements of
this chapter, the fire marshal shall confer with the water purveyor and provide for alternate
locations as allowed by the fire code.
SCC 30.53A.518 Hydrant systems
Where a portion of the facility or building hereafter constructed or moved into the jurisdiction is
more than 150 feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved
route around the exterior of the facility or building, on-site hydrants and mains shall be provided.
Exception:
1. For Group R-3 and Group U occupancies, the distance requirements shall be 300 feet.
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2. For buildings equipped throughout with an approved automatic sprinkler system
installed the distance requirement shall be 300 feet.
Fire hydrants shall be so located to be in compliance with Appendix C of the IFC. They shall not
be placed greater than 300 feet apart.
SCC 30.53A.520 (Hydrant) Inspection, Testing and Maintenance Requirements
The following requirements shall apply to the installation or replacement of any required hydrant:
1. The installation of all fire hydrants shall be in accordance with sound engineering
practices and supplied by mains as prescribed by this chapter. Hydrants shall be installed,
tested and charged prior to the start of construction, unless otherwise approved by the fire
marshal.
2. Approval of fire hydrant types must be obtained prior to installation from the water
purveyor.
3. All elements of fire hydrant installation including water mains, pipes, valves, and related
components shall conform to the fire code, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
Standard 24, and American Water Works Association (AWWAA) Standard C502.94.
4. Four (4) inch Storz type steamer port fittings shall be provided on new hydrants.
5. Hydrants shall stand plumb and be set to the finished grade. The bottom of the least
outlet of the hydrant shall be no less than 18 inches above the grade. There shall be a 36
inch radius of clear area about the hydrant for the operation of a hydrant wrench on the
outlets and the control valve. The pumper port shall face the street, or where the street
cannot be clearly identified, the port shall face the most likely route of approach of the fire
apparatus while pumping. The hydrant shall be installed within 15 feet of the street or
access roadway.
6. Hydrants shall be a minimum of 50 feet from a commercial structure to be served and
no further than 50 feet from a fire department connection (FDC) if present.
7. Hydrants shall not be obstructed by structures, fences, the parking of vehicles, or
vegetation. Hydrant visibility shall not be impaired within a distance of 75 feet in any
direction of vehicular approach to the hydrant.
8. The top(s) of the hydrant(s) shall be colored coded to designate the level of service being
provided by that hydrant. The fire flow will be 1,500 gpm or greater therefore, the tops of
the hydrants shall be painted light blue.
9. For all new hydrant installations, either public or private, the developer shall install blue
street reflectors to indicate hydrant locations. Installation of blue street reflectors shall be
completed prior to final approval of any development or new constructions.
10. Vehicles shall not be parked within 15 feet of a fire hydrant, or fire department
connection, or a fire protection system control valve.
The above requirements shall be met in regard to the placement of the fire hydrants. It appears that
it will be difficult to place the fire hydrants 50 feet from the buildings. To be placed less than 50
feet from a commercial structure, it will be necessary to make the request in writing, and obtain
approval from the responding agencies. I have had a conversation with Fire District 1, and 40 feet
from the commercial structure is acceptable to them without additional approval. Our office will
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accept a fire hydrant 40 feet from the structures but no closer without a formal request, justification,
and approval from both Snohomish County Fire Protection District 1 and Shoreline Fire
Department.
IFC Appendix B Fire-flow Requirements for Buildings
The procedure for determining fire-flow requirements for buildings or portions of buildings shall
be in accordance with this Appendix B of the IFC. The fire-flow calculation area shall be the total
floor area of all floor levels within the exterior walls, and under the horizontal projection of the
roof of a building, except as modified by Section B104.3.
B104.3 Type IA and Type IB construction. The fire-flow calculation area of buildings constructed
of Type IA and Type IB construction shall be the area of the three largest successive floors.
Exception: Fire-flow calculation area for open parking garages shall be determined by the area of
the largest floor.
Table B105.1(2) shall be used to calculate the fire-flow requirements. The calculation is based
upon the type of construction and the square footage of the buildings.
A reduction in required fire flow may be granted due to the required installation of automatic fire
sprinkler systems. Our office will not consider a full 75% reduction of required fire flow due to
proposed conditions that create susceptibility to group fires or conflagrations.
For buildings equipped with an approved automatic sprinkler system, the water supply shall be
capable of providing the greater of:
1. The automatic sprinkler system demand, including hose stream allowance.
2. The required fire-flow.
IFC Appendix C Fire Hydrant Locations and Distribution
In addition to the requirements of SCC 30.53A, fire hydrants shall be provided in accordance with
Appendix C for the protection of buildings, or portions of buildings, hereafter constructed or
moved into the jurisdiction.
The number of hydrants available to a building shall be not less than the minimum specified in
Table C102.1.
Fire apparatus access roads and public streets providing required access to buildings in accordance
with SCC 30.53A.512 shall be provided with fire hydrants. The distance between required fire
hydrants shall be in accordance with Sections C103.2 and C103.3.
C103.2 Average spacing. The average spacing between fire hydrants shall be in accordance with
Table C102.1.
C103.3 Maximum spacing. The maximum spacing between fire hydrants shall be in accordance
with Table C102.1, or shall not be greater than 300 feet, whichever is less.
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SCC 30.52G.430 NFPA 13 Sprinkler Systems (IFC and IBC 903.3.1.1)
Where provisions of the construction codes require that a building or portion thereof be equipped
throughout with an automatic sprinkler system, sprinklers shall be installed throughout in
accordance with NFPA 13.
SCC 30.52G.440 NFPA 13R Sprinkler Systems (IFC and IBC 903.3.1.2 and 903.3.1.2.1)
Automatic sprinkler systems in Group R occupancies, up to and including four stories in height
shall be permitted to be installed throughout in accordance with NFPA 13R. Sprinkler protection
shall be provided for exterior balconies, decks and ground floor patios of dwelling units where the
building is of Type V construction, provided there is a roof or deck above. Sidewall sprinklers that
are used to protect such areas shall be permitted to be located such that their deflectors are within
1 inch to 6 inches below the structural members and a maximum distance of 14 inches below the
deck of the exterior balconies and decks that are constructed of open wood joist construction.
At this time it appears that NFPA 13 automatic sprinkler system would be required in all buildings.
Further review will be conducted at the time of building permit application. The height of the
multi-family buildings and the mix used would not allow NFPA 13-R systems.
IFC 509 Fire Protection and Utility Equipment Identification and access
Fire protection equipment shall be identified in an approved manner. Rooms containing controls
for air-conditioning systems, sprinkler risers and valves, or other fire detection, suppression or
control elements shall be identified for the use of the fire department. Approved signs required to
identify fire protection equipment and equipment location shall be constructed of durable
materials, permanently installed and readily visible.
Fire protection equipment rooms shall have a direct access from the exterior of the building.
SCC 30.52G.510 Fire Department Connections (IFC 903.3.7 and 912)
The location of the fire department connections (FDC) shall be approved by the fire marshal.
1. Fire department connections shall be installed in accordance with the NFPA standard
applicable to the system design and shall comply with Sections 912.2 through 912.7.
2. With respect to hydrants, driveways, buildings and landscaping, fire department
connections shall be so located that fire apparatus and hose connected to supply the system
will not obstruct access to the buildings for other fire apparatus.
3. The location of the FDC shall be remote from the building and shall be a minimum of
50 ft. from the fire hydrant.
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4. FDCs shall be located on the street side of buildings, fully visible and recognizable from
the street or nearest point of fire department vehicle access or otherwise approved by the
fire marshal.
5. Immediate access to FDCs shall be maintained at all times and without obstruction by
fences, bushes, trees, walls or any other fixed or moveable object.
6. A metal sign with raised letters not less than 1 inch in size shall be mounted on all FDCs
serving automatic sprinklers, standpipes or fire pump connections. Such signs shall read:
AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS or STANDPIPES or TEST CONNECTION or a
combination thereof as applicable. Where the FDC does not serve the entire building, a
sign shall be provided indicating the portions of the building served.
7. Each FDC shall be identified to what building it serves.
8. The FDC shall be equipped with a 4 inch Storz fitting with a 30° downward deflection.
SCC 30.52G.520 Sprinkler System Supervision and Alarms (IFC and IBC 903.4)
All valves controlling the water supply for automatic sprinkler system, pumps, tanks, water levels
and temperatures, critical air pressures and water-flow switches on all sprinkler systems shall be
electrically supervised by a listed fire alarm control unit.
Exception:
1. Jockey pump control valves that are sealed or locked in the open position.
2. Control valves to commercial kitchen hoods, paint spray booths or dip tanks that are
sealed or locked in the open position
3. Valves controlling the fuel supply to fire pump engines that are sealed or locked in the
open position
4. Trim valves to pressure switches in dry, pre-action and deluge sprinkler systems that are
sealed or locked in the open position.
SCC 30.52G.530 Monitoring (IFC and IBC 903.4.1)
Alarm, supervisory and trouble signals shall be distinctly different and shall be automatically
transmitted to an approved supervising station or, when approved by the fire marshal, shall sounds
an audible signal at a constantly attended location.
SCC 30.52G.540 Alarms (IFC and IBC 903.4.2)
An approved audible device, located on the exterior of the building in an approved location, shall
be connected to each automatic sprinkler system. Such sprinkler water-flow alarm devices shall
be activated by water flow equivalent to the flow of a single sprinkler of the smallest orifice size
installed in the system. Actuation of the automatic sprinkler system shall actuate the building fire
alarm system.
IFC 907 Fire Alarm and Detection Systems
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An approved fire alarm system installed in accordance with the provisions of the IFC and NFPA
72 shall be provided in new buildings and structures in accordance with Sections 907.2.1 through
907.2.23 and provide occupant notification in accordance with Section 907.5.
IFC 907.2.13 High-rise Buildings
High-rise buildings shall be provided with an automatic smoke detection system in accordance
with Section 907.2.13.1, a fire department communication system in accordance with Section
907.2.13.2 and an emergency voice/alarm communication system in accordance with Section
907.5.2.2.
IFC 907.2.13.1 Automatic Smoke Detection
Automatic smoke detection in high-rise buildings shall be in accordance with Sections
907.2.13.1.1 and 907.2.13.1.2.
IFC 907.2.13.2 Fire Department Communication System
Where a wired communication system is approved in lieu of an emergency responder radio
coverage system in accordance with Section 510, the wired fire department communication system
shall be designed and installed in accordance with NFPA 72 and shall operate between a fire
command center complying with Section 508, elevators, elevator lobbies, emergency and standby
power rooms, fire pump rooms, areas of refuge and inside interior exit stairways. The fire
department communication device shall be provided at each floor level within the interior exit
stairway.
IFC 907.5.2.2 Emergency voice/alarm communication systems
Emergency voice/alarm communication systems required by this code shall be designed and
installed in accordance with NFPA 72. The operation of any automatic fire detector, sprinkler
water flow device or manual fire alarm box shall automatically sound an alert tone followed by
voice instructions giving approved information and directions for a general or staged evacuation
in accordance with the building’s fire safety and evacuation plans required by Section 404. In highrise buildings, the system shall operate on at least the alarming floor, the floor above and the floor
below. Speakers shall be provided throughout the building by paging zones. At a minimum, paging
zones shall be provided as follows:
1. Elevator groups.
2. Interior exit stairways.
3. Each floor.
4. Areas of refuge as defined in Chapter 2.
IFC 913 Fire Pumps
Fire pumps shall be installed in accordance with this section and NFPA 20. Each building shall be
provided with an independent fire pump or pumps. The fire pump, driver and controller shall be
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protected in accordance with NFPA 20 against possible interruption of service through damage
caused by explosion, fire, flood, earthquake, rodents, insects, windstorm, freezing, vandalism and
other adverse conditions.
IFC 914 Fire Protection Based on Special Detailed Requirements of Use and Occupancy –
914.3 High-rise Buildings
High-rise buildings shall comply with Sections 914.3.1 through 914.3.7.
1. Buildings and structures shall be equipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler
system and a secondary water supply.
2. Each sprinkler system zone in buildings that are more than 420 feet in height shall be
supplied by no fewer than two risers. Each riser shall supply sprinklers on alternate floors.
If more than two risers are provided for a zone, sprinklers on adjacent floors shall not be
supplied from the same riser.
3. In buildings that are more than 420 feet in building height, required fire pumps shall be
supplied by connections to no fewer than two water mains located in different streets.
Separate supply piping shall be provided between each connection to the water main and
the pumps. Each connection and the supply piping between the connection and the pumps
shall be sized to supply the flow and pressure required for the pumps to operate.
4. An automatic secondary on-site water supply having a capacity not less than the
hydraulically calculated sprinkler demand, including the hose stream requirement, shall be
provided for high-rise buildings assigned to Seismic Design Category C, D, E or F as
determined by the IBC. An additional fire pump shall not be required for the secondary
water supply unless needed to provide the minimum design intake pressure at the suction
side of the fire pump supplying the automatic sprinkler system. The secondary water supply
shall have a duration of not less than 30 minutes as determined by the occupancy hazard
classification in accordance with NFPA 13.
5. Fire alarm systems shall be provided in accordance with Section 907.2.13.
6. Smoke detection shall be provided in accordance with Section 907.2.13.1.
7. An emergency voice/alarm communication system shall be provided in accordance with
Section 907.5.2.2.
8. Emergency responder radio coverage shall be provided in accordance with Section 510.
9. A fire command center complying with Section 508 shall be provided in a location
approved by the fire department.
IFC Section 508 Fire Command Centers
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All buildings classified as high-rise buildings by the International Building Code (IBC), a fire
command center for fire department operations shall be provided in each building and shall comply
with Sections 508.1.1 through 508.1.6.
1. The location and accessibility of the fire command center shall be approved by the fire
chief. It will be necessary to obtain approval from the fire chief of the responding agencies;
Snohomish County Fire Protection District 1 and Shoreline Fire Department.
2. The fire command center shall be separated from the remainder of the building by not
less than a 2-hour fire barrier constructed in accordance with Section 707 of the IBC or
horizontal assembly constructed in accordance with Section 711 of the IBC or both. (This
is a WA State Amendment to 508.1.2 of the IFC.)
3. The fire command center shall not be less than 200 square feet in area with a minimum
dimension of 10 feet.
4. A layout of the fire command center and all features required by this section to be
contained therein shall be submitted for approval prior to installation.
5. Storage unrelated to operation of the fire command center shall be prohibited.
6. The fire command center shall comply with NFPA 72 and shall contain the following
features:
a. The emergency voice/alarm communication system control unit.
b. The fire department communication system.
c. Fire detection and alarm system annunciator.
d. Annunciator unit visually indicating the location of the elevators and whether
they are operational.
e. Status indicators and controls for air distribution systems.
f. The fire fighters’ control panel for smoke control systems installed in the
building.
g. Controls for unlocking stairway doors simultaneously.
h. Sprinkler valve and water-flow detector display panels.
i. Emergency and standby power status indicators.
j. A telephone for fire department use with controlled access to the public telephone
system.
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k. Fire pump status indicators.
l. Schematic building plans indicating the typical floor plan and detailing the
building core, means of egress, fire protection systems, fire-fighter air
replenishment systems, firefighting equipment and fire department access, and the
location of fire walls, fire barriers, fire partitions, smoke barriers and smoke
partitions.
m. An approved Building Information Card that includes, but is not limited to, all
of the following information:
i. General building information that include: property name, address, the
number of floors in the building above and below grade, use and occupancy
classification (for mixed uses, identify the different types of occupancies on
each floor) and estimated building population during the day, night and
weekend.
ii. Building emergency contact information that includes: a list of the
building’s emergency contacts including but not limited to building
manager, building engineer and their respective work phone number, cell
phone number and e-mail address.
iii. Building construction information that includes: the type of building
construction including but not limited to floors, walls, columns and roof
assembly.
iv. Exit access stairway and exit stairway information that includes: number
of exit access stairways and exit stairways in building; each exit access
stairway and exit stairway designation and floors serve; location where each
exit access stairway and exit stairway discharges, interior exit stairways that
are pressurized; exit stairways provided with emergency lighting; each exit
stairway that allows reentry; exit stairways providing roof access; elevator
information that includes: number of elevator banks, elevator bank
designation, elevator car numbers and respective floors that they serve;
location of elevator machine rooms, control rooms and control spaces;
location of sky lobby; and location of freight elevator banks.
v. Building services and system information that includes: location of
mechanical rooms, location of building management system, location and
capacity of all fuel oil tanks, location of emergency generator and location
of natural gas service.
vi. Fire protection system information that includes: location of standpipes,
location of fire pump room, location of fire department connect sink floors
protected by automatic sprinklers and location of different types of
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automatic sprinkler systems installed including but not limited to dry, wet
and pre-action.
vii. Hazardous material information that includes: location and quantity of
hazardous material.
n. Work table.
o. Generator supervision devices, manual start and transfer features.
p. Public address system.
q. Elevator fire recall switch in accordance with ASME A17.1.
r. Elevator emergency or standby power selector switches, where emergency or standby
power is provided.
IFC 607.4 Fire Service Access Elevator – IBC 403.6.1 Fire Service Access Elevator
In buildings with an occupied floor more than 120 feet above the lowest level of fire department
vehicle access, no fewer than two fire service access elevators, or all elevators, whichever is less,
shall be provided in accordance with Section 3007 if the IBC. Each fire service access elevator
shall have a capacity of not less than 3,500 pounds and shall comply with Section 3002.4 IBC.
IFC 607.5 Occupant Evacuation Elevator Lobbies
Where occupant evacuation elevators are provided in accordance with Section 3008 of the IBC,
occupant evacuation elevator lobbies shall be maintained free of storage and furniture. Where
elevators are to be used for occupant self-evacuation during fires, all passenger elevator for general
public use shall comply with Section 3008.1 through 3008.10 of the IBC.
IFC Chapter 36 Marinas
Piers, marinas and wharves with facilities for mooring or servicing five or more vessels, and
marine motor fuel-dispensing facilities shall be equipped with fire protection equipment in
accordance with Sections 3604.2 through 3604.7.
3604.2 Standpipes. Marinas shall be equipped throughout with Class I manual, dry standpipe
systems in accordance with NFPA 303. Systems shall be provided with outlets located such that
no point on the marina pier or float system exceeds 150 feet from a standpipe outlet.
3604.3 Access and water supply. Piers and wharves shall be provided with fire apparatus access
roads and water supply systems with on-site fire hydrants. At least one fire hydrant capable of
providing the required fire flow shall be provided within an approved distance of standpipe supply
connections.
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3604.4 Portable fire extinguishers. One 4A40BC fire extinguisher shall be provided at each
standpipe outlet. Additional fire extinguishers, suitable for the hazards involved, shall be provided
and maintain in accordance with Section 906.
3604.5 Communications. A telephone not requiring a coin to operate or other approved, clearly
identified means to notify the fire department shall be provided on the site in a location approved
by the fire marshal.
3604.6 Emergency operations staging areas. Space shall be provided on all float systems for the
staging of emergency equipment. Emergency operation staging areas shall provide a minimum of
4 feet wide by 10 feet long clear area exclusive of walkways and shall be located at each standpipe
hose connection. Emergency operation staging areas shall be provided with a curb or barrier having
a minimum height of 4 inches and maximum space between the bottom edge and the surface of
the staging area of 2 inches on the outboard sides of the staging areas.
An approved sign reading FIRE EQUIPMENT STAGING AREA – KEEP CLEAR shall be
provided at each staging area.
3604.7 Smoke and heat vents. Approved automatic smoke and heat vents shall be provided in
covered boat moorage areas exceeding 2,500 sq. ft. in area, excluding roof overhangs. Exception:
Smoke and heat vents are not required in areas protected by automatic sprinklers.
Detailed information regarding the construction and use of the pier is lacking. It appears that there
is a small marina proposed but it does appear that it will allow moorage of more than five vessels.
Provide more detailed information regarding the marina and pier so that a complete fire review
can be done. Will there be fuel-dispensing facilities? Will the marina be covered? It is understood
by this office, that a restaurant is proposed on the pier. Provide clarification and more detail of the
proposed uses on the pier and marina.
RESPONSE #145:
Pier does not contain a marina which services or moors vessels. It has a non-covered floating
dock used for non-motorized watercraft. There will be no fuel-dispensers. The retail space
on the pier will be a kayak rental facility and a fishing supply shop.
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Environmental Review (SEPA) (Chapter 30.61 SCC)
This review completion letter does not specifically address environmental review under SEPA,
except that it identifies many issues with the proposal that may have some bearing on the Draft
EIS under preparation pursuant to Chapter 30.61 SCC. Changes to the project proposal as a result
of this letter will refine the Urban Center alternative being studied in the DEIS.
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Wetlands and Fish & Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (Chapter 30.62A SCC)
Chapter 30.62A SCC regulates the designation and protection of wetlands and Fish & Wildlife
Habitat conservation areas. Point Wells has vesting to the 2011 version of these Critical Area
Regulations, with a few minor exceptions noted below. The intent of comments here is to
supplement the June 21, 2017, technical review memo from Randy Middaugh that addresses the
requirements of Chapter 30.62A SCC, among other chapters. This memo is available at
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44893.
SCC 30.62A.030 Relationship to Chapter 30.61 SCC – Environmental Impacts
This section states that:
Critical area protective measures required by this chapter shall also constitute adequate mitigation of
adverse or significant adverse environmental impacts on wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat conservation
areas and their buffers pursuant to chapter 30.61 SCC [SEPA Environmental Review], to the extent
permitted by RCW 43.21C.240.

In general, it is Snohomish County’s position that if a project complies with this chapter, there is
no need for additional measures to mitigate impacts. To confirm this, the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) calls for a determination by the County if additional environmental review is
necessary. For most projects, the determination is that no additional review is necessary. However,
due to the size and location of the Point Wells project, Snohomish County determined that
additional study is necessary and requested comments on the scope of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the project.69 One outcome of the EIS process may be identification of
additional measures beyond those in this chapter to protect wetlands and fish & wildlife habitat
conservation areas and their buffers.
SCC 30.62A.040 Rulemaking Authority
The Planning Director has authority to adopt rules with detail requirements to implement this
chapter of code. Many of these rules are referred to as Best Management Practices, or BMPs, to
protect wetlands, fish & wildlife habitat conservation areas and buffers. The applicant has
requested use of Innovative Development Design provisions of this chapter, but has not provided
sufficient information for Snohomish County to evaluate the proposal relative to BMPs.
RESPONSE #146:
Additional information in support of the request for Innovative Development Design review
is included in Section 9 of the revised Biological Assessment.

SCC 30.62A.120 Critical Area Services Provided by the Department
Planning and Development Services provides technical assistance to proponents of small projects
as described in this section. Point Wells is not a small project. Therefore, it is the responsibility of
69

See Notice of Determination of Significance and Request for Comments on Scope of EIS dated February 2, 2014,
available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/33691.
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the applicant to identify and delineate critical areas and to develop a habitat management plan
consistent with this chapter.
Former SCC 30.62A.130 Submittal Requirements
This section describes requirements for critical areas information when submitting project
applications. The Point Wells applications in 2011 and resubmittal in 2017 provided some, but not
all, of the necessary information. For PDS to be able to recommend approval of the project, the
applicant must revise the applications to include all of the required critical areas information.
For the Urban Center permit (11-101457 LU), Short Plat (11-101007 SP), and Shoreline
Management Permits (11-101461 SM):
1- Add survey and square footage information for the existing pier as well as for the pier
after proposed modifications. These additions are necessary for compliance with former
SCC 30.62A.130(1)(a), (b), (d), and (e).
2- As requested on Page 9 of the April 12, 2013 Review Completion Letter, add a summary
sheet common to all three permits in the civil plan that depicts and classifies all critical
areas including buffers that must also appear on the site development plans.
RESPONSE #147:
For the short plat, see Short Plat Sheets 3, 5. The dock is 1,063’ by 100’, with a square
footage of 106,300 SF.
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Geologically Hazardous Areas (Chapter 30.62B SCC)
Detailed review of geologically hazardous areas will occur as part of the SEPA projects, including
preparation of the Draft EIS. Comments here are limited in scope to issues specifically affecting
the project plans.
Former SCC 30.62B.020 Relationship to Snohomish County Shoreline Management Program
The Snohomish County Shoreline Management Program (SMP) exists to protect shorelines of the
state. With respect to geologic hazards, this chapter provides compliance with the SMP. Geologic
hazards within the SMP portion of Point Wells include erosion hazards and tsunami hazards. The
landslide hazard area may be outside the SMP jurisdiction, but the site plan does not adequately
depict these areas. There are no known mine or volcanic hazards on the site or in the vicinity. The
Draft Subsurface Conditions Report discusses seismic hazards, but these are not specific to the
SMP.
RESPONSE #148:
Hart Crowser’s April, 2018 report includes current geologic hazards areas and the landslide
setback on Figure 10 and in Section 6.0.

SCC 30.62B.030 Relationship to Chapter 30.61 SCC – Environmental Impacts
The combination of protections required by Chapter 30.62B SCC and the SEPA review process
from Chapter 30.61 SCC shall constitute adequate mitigation of adverse or significant adverse
environmental impacts on geologically hazardous areas.
SCC 30.62B.040 Rulemaking Authority
The PDS director may adopt administrative rules, including best management practices, to
implement this chapter.
SCC 30.62B.120 Critical Area Services Provided by the Department
Planning and Development Services provides technical assistance to proponents of small projects
as described in this section. Point Wells is not a small project. Therefore, it is the responsibility of
the applicant to identify and erosion and landslide hazard areas. PDS is responsible for reviewing
information provided by the applicant.
Former SCC 30.62B.130 Submittal Requirements
This section lists eight requirements for submittal of a site plan, which for the purposes here refers
to the Urban Center site plan application. The application meets the requirements of subsections
(1) to (5).
Subsection (6) requires the site plan to show all geologically hazardous areas on and within 200
feet of the site. The site plan does not show the erosion, liquefaction, or tsunami hazard areas.
Update Sheet A-051 to include these. Revise how landslide hazards appear to include both the
hazard areas and buffers.
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RESPONSE #149:
See Responses 111 & 148 and Sheet A-051. Geologic hazards are discussed in the April 2018
geotechnical report (Figure 10, Section 6.0) and shown on Sheet A-051.

Subsection (7) requires the site plan to show all other critical areas. See review of Chapter 30.62A,
starting on page 143, for a discussion of stream and wetland information that must be added to the
site plan.
Subsection (8) requires the site plan to depict all setbacks, including those for landslide hazard
areas. Point Wells is vested to former SCC 30.62B.340 which establishes landslide hazard area
setbacks for the project. The depiction of landslide hazard areas on sheet A-051 of the urban center
application does not comply with former SCC 30.62B.340.
Former SCC 30.62B.140 Geotechnical Report Requirements
This section describes the types of information that must be included in a geotechnical report. The
applicant has provided two such reports70 , and these will continue to be refined with additional
information during the project review process. This review discusses the more recent (June 11,
2015) Draft Subsurface Conditions Report. Snohomish County has separately provided detailed
comments on this draft report and expects an updated draft to be the basis for environmental review
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, or DEIS. After the DEIS is published, and after the
applicant revises the project proposal to address a number of issues, the geotechnical report will
require updating again.
Subsection (1) describes when a geotechnical report is required and the applicant has provided two
drafts of such reports.
Subsection (2) lists detailed topics that a geotechnical report must include before Snohomish
County accepts it as complete. The Draft Subsurface Conditions Report addresses most of the
required information, but it still needs to do the following:
 Show easements to Brightwater, including both the existing and proposed access as well
as the easement(s) for the conveyance tunnel and outfall (former SCC 30.62B.140(2)(d);
 Describe the proposed method of drainage for the second access road once the project
application has been revised to include the required road (former SCC 30.62B.140(2)(j);
 Include analysis of erosion rates from wave cutting and recommendation for shoreline
stabilization or flood protection in conformance with former SCC 30.62B.320(2), see page
148. The qualitative analysis of wave erosion rates is inadequate to demonstrate
compliance with this requirement.
 Provide an analysis of cuts and retaining walls next to the Service Drive in the Urban Plaza,
consistent with former 30.63B.130(2). The geotechnical report must evaluate the proposed

70

The Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Study, dated November 16, 2010 and the Draft Subsurface Conditions
Report, dated June 11, 2015.
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construction of retaining walls on property lines to ensure that structures and setbacks
proposed are appropriate to site conditions.
RESPONSE #150:
See Responses 148, 151 and 155. See also Sheet A-051.
In addition, see Section 7.1.1 of Hart Crowser’s 4/18 geotechnical report regarding drainage
information; and Section 5.1.6.1 of Hart Crowser’s 4/18 geotechnical report regarding slope
stability. Hart Crowser’s 3/16/16 geotechnical report previously submitted to the County
provided information relating to Responses 153, 154, and 155.
Hart Crowser anticipates that the following typical drainage collection and conveyance
methods would be used for the secondary access road and associated retaining walks (see
Section 7.1.1 of the April 2018 geotechnical report):
- Collect surface water in ditches upslope of the road and convey to Chevron Creek in
lined, or low infiltration ditches or pipes, or culverts under the road/retaining walls
that maximize infiltration. The drainage should be connected to the existing pipe
conveyance of the Creek, or other suitable discharge conveyance at the base of the
slope.
- Retaining walls and associate fill would include subsurface drainage measures such
as drainage layers with perforated collection pipes connected to solid-walled pipes to
suitable discharge points (i.e., existing Chevron Creek conveyance pipe). Subsurface
drainage collection would be designed to be resistant to the effects of freezing (i.e.,
drainage layers and subgrade piping below the frost depth).
The April 2018 geotechnical report for this submittal includes preliminary slope stability
analysis of the secondary access road and associated retaining wall using applicable County
factors of safety pursuant to SCC 30.62B.340(3)(b). Results show the proposed retaining
wall would improve slope stability to better than current conditions. Future design of slope
stabilization and retaining walls would use these SCC factors of safety to analyze and design
retaining walls for static and seismic loading conditions (Section 5.1.6.1 of the geotechnical
report).

SCC 30.62B.150 Independent Consultant Review
This section allows Snohomish County to require review by an independent geotechnical
consultant, at the applicant’s expense, if necessary.
Former SCC 30.62B.160 Permanent Identification, Development Restrictions, and Recording
This section describes steps to document restrictions on the land. Prior to approval of construction
plans, the applicant shall record a critical area site plan showing, among other things, the geologic
hazards on site. A disclosure notice for tsunami hazards will also be required. PDS staff will
recommend these as conditions on the project to the Hearing Examiner.
SCC 30.62B.170 Security Devices and Insurance Requirements
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This section describes when the PDS director requires insurance or other security devices to cover
claims for property damage resulting from activities relating to this chapter.
Subsection (1) requires a security device or insurance “when the depth of any proposed excavation
will exceed four (4) feet and the bottom elevation of the proposed excavation will be below a one
hundred (100) percent slope line originating from the elevation of any adjacent property lines.”
Based on finished elevations, several areas on the site plan meet this threshold. Additional areas
might also reach the threshold when more details on the site preparation/cleanup phase become
available because excavations will be deeper than finished elevations. PDS staff will make
recommendations to the Hearing Examiner following completion of a Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the project.
Subsection (2) allows the PDS director to require security devices or insurance to cover potential
claims related to development in landslide hazard areas, i.e. in the Urban Plaza. Excavation and
construction of the Urban Plaza will require coverage for potential claims because it is almost, or
entirely, within the landslide hazard area. PDS staff will make recommendations to the Hearing
Examiner following completion of a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Additional insurance may be required when details about excavation in the landslide hazard area
become available during the Land Disturbing Activity (LDA) permit/site cleanup phase of the
project.
Subsection (2) also allows the requirement of insurance when there is risk to fish and wildlife
habitat conservation areas or buffers. Accordingly, insurance to protect against claims relating to
erosion or spillage of contaminants into Puget Sound during site cleanup is also likely. Details will
be determined during the LDA/site cleanup phase.
SCC 30.62B.210 Designation of Geologically Hazardous Areas
This section describes how Snohomish County meets state requirements to designate geologically
hazardous areas by way of regulating such hazards on a case-by-case basis in code rather than
attempting to map all hazards in advance. Project proponents are responsible for determining
where hazards exist. PDS is responsible for verifying information provided by the proponents. The
following types of geologic are present at Point Wells:
 Erosion Hazard Areas (both slope and shoreline)
 Landslide Hazard Areas
 Seismic Hazard Areas (potential for liquefaction)
 Tsunami Hazard Areas
Former SCC 30.62B.320 General Standards and Requirements for Erosion and Landslide Hazard
Areas
This section includes basic standards for development activity occurring in erosion or landslide
hazard areas.
Subsection (1)(a)(i) requires compliance with a geotechnical report pursuant to SCC 30.62B.140.
The current draft of a geotechnical report is the Draft Subsurface Conditions Report, dated June
11, 2015, but this draft report will need updating. See page 146.
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Subsection (1)(a)(ii) requires use of best management practices (BMPs) and all known and
available reasonable technology (AKART) when developing in erosion and landslide hazard areas.
Subsection (1)(a)(iii) prohibits, in most cases, the collection, concentration, or discharge of
stormwater or groundwater within erosion or landslide hazard areas. In general, the project
application appears to achieve this. However, more information in the Targeted Drainage Report
and in the Urban Center Application is necessary to show how the project will convey stormwater
and groundwater away from the retaining walls and the parking garage in the Urban Plaza as well
as from the second access road. Conveyance of water away from these uses is necessary to reduce
erosion and ensure slope stability. Further details will be required for construction drawings.
RESPONSE #151:
Hart Crowser’s geotechnical report includes geologic hazards areas on Figure 10 and
preliminary geotechnical design recommendations for drainage and erosion in landslide
hazard areas (Sections 7.1.1 and 7.1.4). Hart Crowser previously provided general
information about geologic hazards in the 3/16/16 and 8/4/16 geotechnical reports.
See also Response #150.

Subsection (1)(b) establishes several mandatory avoidance criteria. (1)(b)(i) stipulates avoidance
of increased risk of property damage, death or injury. Increased erosion and landslide risks are to
be avoided per (1)(b)(ii). Development may not exceed pre-development conditions71 (i.e. natural
state, not current industrial use) for surface water discharge, sedimentation, slope instability,
erosion or landslide potential (1)(b)(iii) or adversely impact wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas or their buffers.
The project design must therefore to avoid death and injury from landslides, liquefaction or
tsunamis. The same steps would address property damage risks both on-site and off-site landslide
and erosion risks. The project would have no meaningful impact to off-site liquefaction risks. Offsite property risks for tsunamis might actually be lower after redevelopment at Point Wells because
the risk of waves sweeping toxic chemicals from the present industrial uses to off-site locations
would go away.
Compliance with Chapter 30.63A SCC will address risk for surface water discharge exceeding
pre-development conditions. Likewise, compliance with this chapter (30.62B SCC) will ensure
that landslide risks do not exceed the natural conditions. Indeed, properly designed and constructed
retaining walls and drainage may actually lower the likelihood and impact of landslide risks to the
site. Compliance with this chapter and with Chapter 30.63B SCC will address erosion hazards
from slopes/ Shoreline erosion would return closer to the natural condition by the removal of the
71

Snohomish County Code defines “pre-development conditions” as “a fully-forested condition (soils and vegetation)
to which a Washington State Department of Ecology-approved continuous runoff hydrologic model is calibrated,
unless reasonable, historic information is provided that indicates the site was prairie prior to Euro-American

settlement” (SCC 30.91P.258).
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existing seawall and restoration of the beach area, see review of Chapter 30.44 SCC Shoreline
Permits on page 114.
With respect to sedimentation, the project would comply with (1)(b)(iii) by not exceeding the
natural rate of sedimentation into Puget Sound. The stormwater plan, once revised for other
reasons, would include things like catch basins that reduce sediment transport to a level below the
rate that streams flowing across the site would have formerly moved. In short, the project should
try to mimic natural sediment transport that streams across the site would have produced; but the
project should also take steps to ensure that contaminated soil are not part of this transport.
Section (2) requires project proponents to “make all reasonable efforts to avoid and minimize
impacts to wetlands and fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and their buffers pursuant to
Chapter 30.62A SCC” and gives a list of steps in order of preference. See review of Chapter
30.62A SCC on page 143. Details on the preferred steps follow.
Subsection (2)(a) reads, “Utilize setbacks sufficient to ensure that shoreline stabilization or flood
hazard reduction measures will not be necessary to protect development for its projected design
life”. Regarding setbacks sufficient to ensure shoreline stabilization, the project proposes to
replace the existing seawall that is at the shoreline in some places and move it inland to allow for
beach restoration. This may promote shoreline stabilization. The project, however, does not
comply with the setback requirements and Snohomish County is recommending that the applicant
revise their proposal to include use of provisions such as innovative design that create flexibility
regarding setbacks.
Protecting the development from flood hazards for the projected design life is also a requirement
of Subsection (2)(a). The proposed elevation for the lower floors of the garages in the North and
South Villages is six feet, which puts them below the base flood elevation of 10-feet elevation
established by FEMA. See Flood Hazard Review memo from Rebecca Samy dated June 27, 2017.
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Drainage and Grading (Chapters 30.63A, 30.63B, and 30.63C SCC)
Previous Geotechnical comments plans (Urban Center Submittal dated 3/3/2011) and reports
submitted and reviewed in March, 2011 and updated by Hart Crowser in June 2015 have not fully
addressed the significant issues surrounding the extent of the geologic hazards on site. However,
more technical information has been provided in the subsurface conditions report by Hart Crowser.
1) CRITICAL AQUIFER RECHARGE AREAS: A hydrogeologic report will be required
for any activity or use listed in SCC 30.62C.340 within a critical aquifer recharge area with
high or moderate groundwater sensitivity. Please address. See SCC 30.62C.140. What is
the significance of having multiple groundwater zones throughout the site and the nature
of the existing groundwater quality and potential for groundwater contamination to any
wells in the area? Given the near surface elevation of groundwater, the County would
consider the potential sensitivity to the aquifer as high.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #152:
A hydrogeologic report is required and has been prepared for sites which the County
considers to have high sensitivity to groundwater contamination. Hart Crowser’s April 2018
report summarizes hydrogeologic setting, groundwater quality, location of nearby wells, and
refers to applicable regulations and BMPs protective of groundwater that might be
applicable to the project.

2) SEISMIC HAZARD AREAS: Development activities within 200 feet of a seismic
hazard area may be allowed with an approved geotechnical report that confirms the site is
suitable for the proposed development and is capable to meet the current International
Building Code and chapter 30.51A SCC. Under SCC 30.62B.350, please have the
geotechnical engineer confirm the site is suitable for the proposed development, including
placement of the 4-18 story towers within an area of potential liquefaction with a site class
of E during the maximum considered earthquake. Please provide a site response analysis
to assess the feasibility of the proposal given these soil conditions. Clarify the apparent
inconsistency within the Hart Crowser report in assuming a varying maximum considered
earthquake value for differing geologic hazards. PGA =0.5 g and a M=7.0 for seismic, but
for landslide hazard assessment or steep slope assessment a 0.168 g value was used and the
factors of safety indicate that under these seismic conditions that the slopes may likely fail
during an earthquake of this lower magnitude. The tsunami hazard was modeled at still a
different maximum considered earthquake with a magnitude of M=7.2 to M=7.3 located
on the Seattle Fault to the south of the site.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
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RESPONSE #153:
This site is considered suitable for development provided the design includes ground
improvement to mitigate liquefaction or deep foundations designed to withstand the effects
of potential liquefaction, as recommended in the Hart Crowser April 2018 geotechnical
report. In Hart Crowser’s opinion, a site response analysis is not needed for an EIS-level
feasibility assessment, as the recommended techniques to address liquefaction hazards are
routinely implemented at other sites with similar hazards. However, as indicated in Hart
Crowser’s report, a site response analysis will be necessary for design. To perform the site
response analysis during design, shear wave velocity measurements will need to be
performed at representative locations throughout the development.
The seismic design parameters used are consistent with current IBC, SCC and geotechnical
standards of practice. Hart Crowser added clarifying language regarding the seismic design
parameters used for structural analysis, slope stability, liquefaction, and tsunami evaluations
(Sections 6.2.2 and 6.3).
For its EIS-feasibility assessment, Hart Crowser discussed several appropriate techniques
for mitigating the hazard from liquefaction, including advantages and disadvantages for
various ground improvement techniques (Section 7.1.2) and deep foundation options
(Section 7.5.2). Hart Crowser also addressed inappropriate techniques (e.g., shallow
foundations without ground improvement, Section 7.5.1) and discusses limitations of certain
techniques based on site constraints (e.g., overexcavation and replacement, Section 7.1.2).
Response was included in the March 15, 2016 County Review Comment and Disposition
Form and in Hart Crowser’s geotechnical reports dated March 16, 2016, August 4, 2016 &
April 24, 2018.

3) LANDSLIDE HAZARD AREAS: Development activities and clearing are not allowed
within landslide hazard areas or setbacks unless there is no alternate location on the
property. Therefore, the proposal to locate buildings, grading and retaining walls within
the setback and the landslide hazard areas east of the railroad tracks appears in violation of
SCC 30.62B.340. Please address. Of particular concern is the siting of the emergency
response unit/fire and police at the toe of a landslide hazard area where this structure would
be first to be hit if a slide were to occur, potentially. The runout distance of a slide event
needs to be depicted on the geologic map and site plan given the existing hydrologic and
groundwater regime and the current failing pipes at the a prior fire control dug pond as
shown in the geologic report. Repairs to that failing system need to be addressed as a
mitigation element to reduce landside risk down gradient of these existing failing pipes.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided. Attached are the current
geologic hazard maps for the site.
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RESPONSE #154:
The response to this comment was included in the March 15, 2016 County Review Comment
and Disposition Form and in Hart Crowser’s geotechnical reports dated March 16, 2016,
August 4, 2016 & April, 2018. As noted in the April 2018 geotechnical report, the proposed
siting would require the County to approve a deviation to locate structures within the
minimum setback (Section 6.1). This report addresses the feasibility and mitigation
measures needed to meet the County’s standards as part of allowing such a deviation. (See
Hart Crowser’s deviation request submitted concurrently herewith.) As discussed in the
report, slope stabilization measures will need to be implemented and retaining walls will be
designed to resist slope movement and may be designed to protect structures from shallow,
surficial slide debris (Section 7.1.1).
In Hart Crowser’s opinion, a design analysis of the retaining wall is not needed for an EISlevel feasibility assessment. The recommended techniques to address slope instability are
routinely implemented at other sites with similar hazards. However, as indicated in Hart
Crowser’s report, a rigorous analysis of wall layout, surface water drainage, and subsurface
conditions will be necessary for design. To perform the wall analysis during design,
additional detailed field investigations and measurements (e.g., borings, piezometers) based
on the final wall proposed wall geometry will be needed. Hart Crowser added language to
indicate what additional information will be needed for design throughout the report, as
necessary.
Hart Crowser added the three mapped landslides (discussed in Section 5.1.6.1) on the report
site plan and geologic map from the Baum et al. (2000) study, which is the basis of the Harp
et al. (2006) landslide runout assessment referenced in its report. As discussed throughout
its report, surface water and subsurface drainage will be addressed as part of mitigating
landslide and erosion hazards.

4) The proposed development in the landslide hazard areas does not appear to fully meet
SCC 30.62B.320(1)(a)(iv), (b)(i), (ii) or (iii). Please address. Will the walls proposed on
the east side of the development be designed to resist hillside movement and landslides and
still meet the minimum setback to structures from this geologic hazard?
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #155:
Hart Crowser added clarifying language regarding impervious surfaces affecting landslide
and erosion hazards to the April 2018 geotechnical report, which is limited to the Secondary
Access Road (end of Sections 6.1 and 6.4). Hart Crowser recommended limiting disturbance
to vegetation and re-vegetation/improving vegetation as part of mitigating landslide and
erosion hazards (Sections 7.1.1 and 7.1.4). Hart Crowser recommended mitigation measures
to decrease risk from landslide hazard areas (i.e., slope stabilization to meet SCC
30.62B.340(3)(b) factor of safety requirements) and erosion hazard areas. A design that
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follows Hart Crowser’s recommendations will not increase landslide or erosion hazard risk
on adjacent properties – it will decrease the risks.
The walls will be designed to resist slope stability (Section 6.1) and meet the SCC standards;
however, the walls appear to be within the minimum setback, which is a deviation from the
SCC that will need to be approved by the County (See Response #154).
To perform the wall analysis during design, additional detailed field investigations and
measurements (e.g., borings, piezometers) based on the final proposed wall geometry will be
needed. Hart Crowser has added language to indicate what additional information will be
needed for design throughout the report, as necessary.

The following comments made on plans (Urban Center Submittal dated 3/3/2011) and reports
submitted and reviewed in March, 2011 have not been addressed unless noted otherwise below.
5) The grading quantities stated on the grading application are 10,000 CY cut and 300,000
CY fill. However, the site will likely require removal of significant contaminated soils that
will also require a grading permit, if not the same permit. Please discuss in the report what
grading and grading quantities, or other work will likely be required for site preparation.
This was not discussed in the May 28, 2015 Targeted Drainage Report. Grading quantities
shown on the previous Urban Center (Now Village) Submittal are 50,000 cubic yards of
cut and 540,000 CY.
Applicant has not provided any clarification related to this question.
RESPONSE #156:
Hart Crowser’s April, 2018 environmental memo provides an estimate of the volume of
contaminated soil to be excavated based on the conceptual remediation approach and
estimated extent of the contamination. Some of the excavated material will be transported
off site for disposal. Some may be able to be treated on-site and would be available for use
as clean fill. Quantities will be presented in the memo mentioned in Response #21. It may
be necessary to replace some or all excavated soil in areas where underground parking is
planned. Information from the April 2018 remediation memorandum has been used to
update the estimates of total grading quantities in the application.

6) The drainage report needs to be stamped by the engineer. The Targeted Drainage Report
dated May 28, 2015 is stamped, but it has not been signed and dated (WAC 196-23-020(1).
This comment has been addressed.
7) The proposal to possibly relocate outfall from the southern portion of the site by
pumping to the north and discharging at outfall 2 may not be in accordance with SCC
30.63A.520. Please address. Pumping was not discussed in the May 28, 2015 Targeted
Drainage Report.
It appears that this question is no longer applicable based on current drawing C-303.
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8) Please revise the drainage basin maps to clearly show more information about the
existing conveyance systems and drainage patterns for upstream drainage through/around
the site; include pipe sizes and slopes, structure tops and inverts, ditch size/configuration
and slope, etc. For each upstream drainage basin, please clearly indicate the flow paths,
outfall locations and their descriptions or outfall numbers on the maps. Where does existing
drainage from the railroad property drain? Provide enough information on the basin maps
that clearly demonstrates how the proposed fill and walls will not alter or block existing
drainage patterns and courses for drainage from railroad property or other upstream areas.
It is unclear if the information in the May 28, 2015 Targeted Drainage Report attempts to
respond to this comment. Exhibit maps are at a very small scale and any notations are
impossible to read. Revisions to the Urban Center Submittal are still warranted.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #157:
Full size sheets of drainage basins are now included on the plans. Offsite and onsite flow
paths have been included and the railroad track ditch conveyance to outfall #2 is shown. See
Sheets C-010 and C-015.

9) Provide more detailed storm drainage information on the drainage plans so it is clear
where proposed runoff drains. Show conceptual pipe size, catch basin tops and inverts, and
the same for existing. This was not discussed in the May 28, 2015 Targeted Drainage
Report.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #158:
Proposed storm drain catch basins, maintenance holes, pipes with rim and inverts included
with revised plans. See C-300 series. For existing rim and inverts provided and flow areas,
see Sheet C-010.
State law (RCW 70.105D.090) exempts cleanups conducted under an agreed order or consent
decree with Ecology from obtaining local permits for the cleanup action. However, all
substantive requirements (e.g., land disturbing activity permit) must be complied with.
Ecology is required to establish procedures for ensuring that remedial actions comply with
the permit’s substantive requirements and to consult with the local governments.

10) I don’t know of any exemption in SCC 30.63B.070 (Land disturbing permit exemption)
for the proposed contaminated soil remediation process. Please address. This was not
discussed in the May 28, 2015 Targeted Drainage Report.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.

150
#1151233 v1 / 43527-004

RESPONSE #159:
See Response #134.

The following were new comments on the Targeted Drainage Report dated May 28, 2015, which
was reviewed with the idea of it being a supporting document to the Environmental Impact
Statement, as well as for a Land Disturbing Activity permit.
11) The Targeted Drainage Report should be titled Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report.
This comment has been addressed.
12) The incorrect Drainage Information Summary Form is being used (See Attachment B
in the Construction/Full Stormwater Site Plan Checklist)
Second request. See Attachment B:
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7548.
RESPONSE #160:
Summary form included to provide 2, 10, 50 & 100 year events.
Stormwater Site Plan Report, dated April 24, 2018.

See the Targeted

13) The Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report is confusing, partially because drawings
and exhibits are too small to read the text or they lack information (See No 10, above).
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #161:
Full size drainage basin maps, Sheets C-010 and C-015, have been included with this
submittal.

14) The order that information is presented in the Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report
could be improved to first clearly introduce the location and description of the existing
drainage conveyances and then describing the proposal.
Current Stormwater Site Plan Narrative format appears to be improved.
15) This project must meet Enhanced Stormwater Treatment Requirements, SCDM
Volume I, Chapter 4, Step 5E.
Second Request. All stormwater treatment must meet enhanced treatment standards.
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RESPONSE #162:
Per Snohomish County Code, discharge to salt water body is exempt for enhanced treatment.
The applicant intends to provide the enhanced treatment, but should receive innovative
design credit.

16) The Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report should follow the outline in the
Construction/Full Stormwater Site Plan Checklist and shall address Minimum
Requirements
1
through
9.
http://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7548 .
Current Stormwater Site Plan narrative does address Minimum Requirements 1 – 9. Some
revisions may be required to address other specific comments.
17) Grading and drainage required for any off-site roadway construction should be
addressed as either part of the site (SCC 30.91S.351), or if not contiguous, as a separate
drainage facility.
Second Access Exhibit dated 4/12/17 shows the majority of the second access roadway being
constructed in the Town of Woodway. It appears that all of the drainage from the Woodway portion
of the road will be conveyed to water quality treatment and conveyance facilities.
18) Since the Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report is in support of the EIS, the narrative
should be expanded and clearly written for the lay reader.
The report is better organized and is clearer. Additional editing may be desirable, especially related
to water quality treatment and how each of the proposed facilities meets enhanced treatment
standards.
19) Within 300 feet of ordinary high water of Puget Sound, it must be shown that
Infiltration can be utilized to reduce the impacts to 10 percent effective impervious area.
It is our understanding that the applicant has indicated that infiltration will not be feasible.
20) If infiltration is being proposed in fill soils, then Geotech will need to address stability.
It appears that infiltration is no longer being considered.
21) Describe proposed Water Quality facilities for the lay reader.
Response is adequate.
22) Since this Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report is in support of the EIS, all impacts
and proposed mitigation to the various alternatives should be addressed.
This comment would be applicable to the EIS.
RESPONSE #163:
This response will be provided in the updated DEIS.
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23) Report should better describe how retaining walls will impact grades on the site.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #164:
Retaining walls will be used to provide cut or fill conditions. See Subsurface Conditions
Report for Point Wells Redevelopment by Hart Crowser dated April 2018.

24) Proposed stormwater mitigation measures should be clearly described
The mitigation measures are described more clearly in general terms in the current Targeted
Stormwater Site Plan narrative. A separate mitigation table organized by drainage basin is
desirable.
RESPONSE #165:
Water quality mitigation facilities are labeled and refenced to site plan. See Appendix D to
the Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report and also the C-300 Series.

Additional comments on previous Urban Center Submittal drawings:
25) Drawings need to clearly show existing topography in order that proposal can be
properly evaluated.
Second Request. No additional information has been provided.
RESPONSE #166:
See the survey, provided herewith as Sheet EX 2.

New comments based on the April 17, 2017 submittal:
1) Placement of a secondary access within and across a landslide hazard area must be
evaluated to assess foundation support and stability of the overpass structure over the
railroad tracks and within cut and fill slopes heading up the slope to the east to tie into the
Woodway roadway system.
RESPONSE #167:
Hart Crowser’s April 2018 geotechnical report includes preliminary slope stability analysis
of the secondary access road and associated retaining wall using applicable County factors
of safety, SCC 30.62B.340(3)(b). The proposed retaining wall would improve slope stability
to better than current conditions. Future design of slope stabilization and retaining walls
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will use the SCC factors of safety to analyze and design retaining walls for static and seismic
loading conditions.

2) It appears that the applicant is choosing to utilize the drainage and grading codes and standards
that were effective on or after January 22, 2016. Project submittal could be vested to the codes and
standards effective September 30, 2010. This must be clarified.
RESPONSE #168:
While the Application is vested under the codes in place as of the date of application, an
exception to the general rule can require compliance with subsequent codes where such codes
involve matters of public health. BSRE recognizes the public interest and concern regarding
drainage and grading and has therefore voluntarily complied with the provisions of the
January 22, 2016 drainage and grading codes.

3) WWHM analysis is meaningless as presented. The many basins presented are all titled “Basin
1” and only summary information is provided. Clear identification of the basins (basin maps) as
well as the identification of the WWHM data together with complete output data is requested.
RESPONSE #169:
Water quality mitigation facilities are labeled and referenced in the site plan. See Appendix
D to the Targeted Stormwater Site Plan Report and also the C-300 Series.

Special Flood Hazard Areas (Chapter 30.65 SCC)
Chapter 30.65 SCC protects public safety and minimizes property losses from flooding. This
chapter applies to Point Wells because the lower bench is a “special flood hazard area” associated
with Puget Sound. Several sections of this chapter do not apply to Point Wells because they are
for density fringe and floodway fringe areas, which are associated with flood hazards on rivers.
Applicable sections of this chapter affect the Urban Center site plan (11- 101457 LU), the
Shoreline Management Permit (11-101461 SM), the Land Disturbing Activity permit (11-101008
LDA), and the Short Plat permit (11-101007 SP). The retaining walls under 11-101464 RC are all
on the Upper Bench area outside the special flood hazard area and are thus not affected by this
chapter. New walls will be necessary to protect the lower bench from landslides hazards that are
now show, albeit incorrectly.
Point Wells has vesting to the 2011 version of this chapter. However, where this chapter creates
requirements outside the chapter, such as for floodproofing measures under the building code,
vesting would not extend to the building code.
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Point Wells requires one or more Flood Hazard Permits permits; see review of Flood Hazard
Permits (Chapter 30.43C) on page 111.
SCC 30.65.010 Purpose and Applicability and SCC 30.65.020 Intent
Chapter 30.65 protections for public safety and for minimizing property losses apply to Point Wells
because it is in a special flood hazard area (see review of SCC 30.65.040 below). Some aspects of
this review require steps to implement state and federal flood protection programs that are
important in giving notice to the public and insurance providers.
SCC 30.65.030 National Flood Insurance Program
Chapter 30.65 SCC incorporated federal floodplain management regulations so that Snohomish
County will continue to be eligible for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program.
SCC 30.65.040 Special Flood Hazard Areas Established
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (or FEMA) designates Special Flood Hazard Areas
on its Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS). The Point Wells site straddles two FIRMS.72 Both
FIRMS designate their respective parts of the Point Wells shoreline area site as Zone AE, which
means that base flood elevations have been determined. The base flood elevation determined by
FEMA for Point Wells is 10-feet along the shoreline as shown on Figure 38, next page, which
stitches the relevant parts of the two applicable FIRMS together.73
Figure 38 – FEMA Flood Hazard Designations for Point Wells
(Adapted from FEMA Map Numbers 53061C1292 E and 53061C1294 E)
This code section refers to FIRMS dated September 16, 2005, and yet the discussion above is for
FIRMS dated November 8, 1999. Snohomish County adopted reference to the 2005 FIRMS in
anticipation of FEMA implementing its September 16, 2005, maps for the entirety of Snohomish
County. Full implementation has not taken place. Rather, there was implementation of new FIRMS
the Snohomish River and the FEMA-implemented FIRMS for the rest of Snohomish County
remain the November 8, 1999 maps. Former SCC 30.65.040, which was in effect from February
1, 2003 to September 23, 2005, referred to the 1999 FIRMS. This section changed to refer to the
2005 FIRMS, “or as amended”, effective September 24, 2005. However, this action by Snohomish
County that began in anticipation of implementation by FEMA was for not because the schedule
for adoption and implementation for newer firms by FEMA for areas other than the Snohomish
River is on hold. FEMA did not implement the rest of the 2005 FIRMS. FEMA then released
preliminary digital FIRMS in 2010 (or DFIRMS) which were electronic versions of the September
16, 2005 paper maps, but FEMA put their adoption on hold pending FEMA’s resolution of a
mapping issue relating to levee analysis. In 2013, FEMA issued a new approach to mapping levees
that it is currently testing in 10 pilot areas across the country. This delay by FEMA may not affect
72

The north part of Point Wells is covered by Map Number 53061C1292 E, dated November 8, 1999. This map is
available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/35935. The south part of Point Wells is
covered by Map Number 53061C1294 E, dated November 8, 1999. This map is available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/35934.
73
Figure 38 includes some obsolete data that does not affect the designation of special flood hazard areas or the base
flood elevation shown. Old data includes rail spurs and Heberlein Road, which are no longer there, and out-of-date
Town of Woodway corporate limits.
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data for coastal areas such as Point Wells, but it means that the 1999 FIRMS are the maps that
FEMA recognizes during implementation of its programs. Both the former and the present-day
versions of this code appear in Appendix O: Sections of Chapter 30.65 Special Flood Hazard Areas
Used for Review, beginning on page 325.
Proposed parking garages for the South Village and the North Village would have lower levels at
6-feet in elevation. This would put the garages below the elevation shown by special flood hazard
areas. If revisions to the Central Village garage add a lower level, say to correct for parking
shortfalls, then any levels below 10-feet in that phase would also be a special flood hazard area.
The Urban Plaza phase on the upper bench is outside the special flood hazard area.
SCC 30.65.050 Identification on Official Zoning Maps
For informational purposes only, the official zoning maps depict Special Flood Hazard Areas, as
illustrated in Figure 39 below. Verification of flood hazards takes place during project review. For
Point Wells, present-day contour and elevation information for areas above 10-feet elevation is the
basis for what the zoning maps depict as flood hazard. However, the project will involve rebuilding
the existing seawall inland, restoring the beach, and constructing parking garages behind the
seawall but below the 10-foot elevation line. Therefore, any part of the project below 10-feet in
elevation shall be a special flood hazard area for regulatory review.
Figure 39 – FEMA Flood Hazard Area as Depicted on the Zoning Map for SW 35 T27N
R03E (Adapted from the January 17, 2013 Zoning Map)
Regarding Figure 79 above, this is not the official zoning map. The official zoning map is a
hardcopy document that includes hand-written notes for Point Wells referring to Amended
Ordinance 09-038 and Ordinance 09-080.
SCC 30.65.100 Floodproofing: Use of Available Data
Because the portion of the Point Wells site near the shoreline and under 10-feet elevation is a flood
hazard area per FEMA, the requirement in subsection (1) has been met to require specific flood
hazard protection standards of SCC 30.65.120 and 30.65.230.
SCC 30.65.110 Floodproofing: General Standards
Much of this section establishes requirements for construction materials and practices that will be
applicable during review of construction plans, but not relevant at the present stage. Subsubsection
(3)(d) requires the addition of the base flood elevation on the preliminary short plat application.
This is on the list of required changes beginning on page 106 for the short plat resubmittal
requirements and will result in complicance with SCC 30.41B.200(3) which requires (see page
107).
SCC 30.65.120 Floodproofing: Specific Requirements
This section includes specific requirements for various types of construction in special flood
hazard areas, specifically construction within the base elevation area. Subsections (3) and (8) apply
to Point Wells.
Subsection (3) includes floodproofing requirements for non-residential construction applicable to
lower floors in the parking garages of the South and North Villages. (3)(a) and (3)(b) include
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construction requirements that would be recommended by PDS to the Hearing Examiner as
conditions for approval of construction plans for any component of the project located less than
one foot above the base flood elevation.
Subsection (8) requires fill in flood hazard areas to be “properly compacted, sloped and armored
to resist potential flood velocities, scouring and erosion during flooding.” This is primarily an issue
for the Land Disturbing Activity (LDA) permit that would require PDS to recommend conditions
for approval on the LDA permit. The principal armoring method would be rock revetments. With
respect to floodproofing, in its recommendations to the Hearing Examiner, PDS would be
recommending that the applicant provide in construction construction plans details on the proposed
revetment design and calculations showing that the design is sufficient to resist wave erosion.
Construction drawings will also need to show details for beach areas not protected by revetments
and sufficient information to determine that these areas have protection against flood hazards.
A final issue regarding revetments and armoring along the esplanade also relates to the landscaping
plans. Snohomish County’s Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) defers
design of rock revetments to the Federal Highway Administration Hydraulic Engineering Circular
No. 11.74 This circular discusses several methods to construct revetments and notes that for some
methods when “exposed to fresh water, vegetation will often growth through the rocks” (FHWA
No. 11, page 8) and with other methods “there is not sufficient soil retained … to promote
significant vegetative growth” (id., page 13). Lhe landscaping plan proposes mixed beach grasses
on top of the revetments. If this is to be the case, then more information regarding the type of
proposed revetment is necessary before approval of the landscaping plans is possible. Further, it
will be necessary to add a planting detail to Sheet RP-3 showing how planting would take place in
revetments; similar to the existing details on that sheet which show tree and shrub plantings.
Whatever the landscaping plan proposes in this area should be appropriate to the conditions. For
instance, the lyngby sedge (Carex Lyngyei) proposed on the
reventment may not flourish here as it “prefers to grow in silty sediment rather than sand and in
habitat that has brackish water, such as salt marshes”75 which are conditions unlikely to be
replicated in an imported planting medium placed in between the rocks of the revetments. SCC
30.65.130 to SCC 30.65.160 [Relating to FEMA Elevation Certificates] PDS will recommend to
the Hearing Examiner that a precondition to site plan approval be that the applicant apply for a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) with FEMA.76 A precondition is something that
the applicant must do and PDS must confirm before an approval from the Hearing Examiner
becomes effective. Alternatively, the Applicant may apply with FEMA for the CLOMR in advance
of the Point Wells project going to hearing.
As a condition of approval, i.e. a post-approval checkpoint, PDS will recommend that the applicant
must obtain a FEMA elevation certification. We note that SCC 30.65.130 referes to FEMA Form
81-31, which appears to have been replaced by Form 086-0-33. Point Wells does not have vesting

74

FHWA Circular No. 11 is available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/35976. The
reference in EDDS is at EDDS (2010) 5-05(L)(3), or page 82. EDDS 2010 is available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12694.
75
Source: Wikipedia accessed on 7/18/16: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carex_lyngbyei.
76
For more information on CLOMR, see: https://www.fema.gov/conditional-letter-map-revision.
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to FEMA regulations, so it must comply with whatever the appropriate FEMA standards are at the
time that it is necessary to apply for FEMA elevation certification.
SCC 30.65.150 incluces specific information to be obtained by the applicant and shown on both
their Flood Hazard Permit (see review of SCC 30.43C.030 on page 113) and the application to
FEMA for the CLOMR.
SCC 30.65.300 to SCC 30.65.340 [Relating to Nonconforming Uses and Structures]
In a general sense, nonconforming uses are those buildings or structures that do not comply with
present-day regulations and that are considered “grandfathered in” to use a vernacular description.
The industrial uses at Point Wells are thus “nonconforming.” With the exception of the pier, the
project will redevelop all of the existing structures, so this review only needs to address the pier.77
The possible nonconforming status of the pier is only one consideration of this unique feature.
Park and Recreation Impact Mitigation (Chapter 30.66A SCC)
The proposal is within Nakeeta Beach Park Service Area, and is subject to Chapter 30.66A SCC,
which requires payment of $1,050.49 per each new multi-family residential unit, to be paid prior
to building permit issuance for each unit. Such payment is acceptable mitigation for parks and
recreation impacts in accordance with county policies and is included as recommended condition
of approval.
Concurrency and Road Impact Mitigation (Chapter 30.66B SCC)
State law requires jurisdictions to have transportation plans that are consistent with their land use
plans ((RCW 36.70A.070(6)). As part of transportation planning, jurisdictions adopt Level-ofService (LOS) standards for locally owned arterials and transit routes and LOS standards should
be regionally coordinated ((RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(B)). Development approval may include
strategies to accommodate the impacts of development concurrent with the development.
“Concurrent with the development” means that improvements or strategies are in place at the time
of development or that a financial commitment is in place to complete the improvements or
strategies within six years (RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(C)). The concept of concurrency,
therefore, is that developments have six years make or pay for road improvements that will
maintain LOS on local roads. Local jurisdictions must adopt and enforce ordinances which prohibit
development approval if the development causes the LOS to fall below standards adopted in the
local plan (RCW 36.70A.070(b)).
For Point Wells, determining appropriate concurrency mitigation is challenging because the
project is located in unincorporated Snohomish County, yet the major road impacts are in the City
of Shoreline (part of King County) and the Town of Woodway (part of Snohomish County).
Despite guidance from the State that LOS standards should be regionally coordinated, this ideal is
not reflected in actual standards adopted by the three jurisdictions. In practice, this means that
mitigation for impacts in Shoreline and Woodway will need to take place through yet-to be77

This statement could change after the applicant provides more information on project phasing if existing
industrial uses will remain in operation on the site of later phases while earlier phases are under construction. See
comments on phasing issues on page 21.
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determined mechanisms that may include development agreement, interlocal agreement, or
conditions placed on the project following SEPA review.
The following review of Chapter 30.66B SCC is from the Snohomish County perspective. Where
appropriate, there is additional discussion on the relationships between Snohomish County Code
and plans and regulations by other jurisdictions and agencies. Discussion of these external
relationships is not comprehensive; rather, it identifies some of the regulatory basis for subsequent
work with partner jurisdictions and agencies that will eventually result in mechanisms to mitigate
transportation impacts on facilities not owned by Snohomish County.
SCC 30.66B.005 Purpose and Applicability
Chapter 30.66B shall apply to the Point Wells proposal. The requirements apply to road system as
defined in former SCC 30.91R.240, which allows for an adjacent area of another county, i.e., the
City of Shoreline, to be part of the road system for review of Chapter 30.66B SCC.
SCC 30.66B.007 Delegation of Authority by Department of Public Works
The Director of Public Works delegates some of the work in permit processing and determination
of appropriate mitigation to Planning and Development Services in order to expedite permit
reviews. However, the Director of Public Works reserves the right to make final decisions.
SCC 30.66B.010 Relationship to Chapter 30.61 SCC [SEPA Environmental Review]
Concurrency mitigation requirements in Chapter 30.66B SCC constitute adequate mitigation of
adverse or significant adverse environmental impacts to roads owned by Snohomish County.
However, it is important to note that this section does not limit the ability of Snohomish County
to impose mitigation requirements for the direct impacts of development on state highways, city
streets, or another county’s roads pursuant to SCC 30.66B.710 and .720 (SCC 30.66B.010(3)).
SCC 30.66B.015 Development Mitigation Requirements
Review of the Point Wells proposal will determine mitigation requirements that respond to eight
of the nine listed subsections. Subsection 9 relates to large truck traffic generated by mineral
mining and does not apply to Point Wells. Much of the process for determining mitigation
requirements is still underway as part of a transportation analysis associated with the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. The following review is therefore
preliminary in nature.
Subsection (1): Impact on Road System Capacity. As described above, road system capacity is not
just roads owned by Snohomish County, but also includes city streets and state highways. Point
Wells is located in Transportation Service Area F (TSA-F) and mitigation for Snohomish County
Roads shall address impacts to County-owned roads in TSA-F.
The Town of Woodway is also located in TSA-F and mitigation for impacts on roads owned by
Woodway shall be in addition to mitigation for impacts to Snohomish County roads.
The City of Shoreline is in King County but is adjacent to TSA-F; therefore, City of Shoreline
roads are part of the road system per former SCC 30.91R.240. Mitigation for impacts to Shoreline
roads shall be in addition to impacts to Snohomish County and Woodway roads. Several state
highways may also experience impacts from Point Wells and mitigation may be required.
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Subsection (2): Impact on Specific Level-of-Service Deficiencies. Analysis required to evaluate
this subsection will be performed by the transportation analysis in the EIS.
Subsection (3): Impact on Specific Inadequate Road Condition Locations. Analysis required to
evaluate this subsection will be performed by the transportation analysis in the EIS.
Subsection (4): Frontage Improvement Requirements. Frontage improvements can be required to
Snohomish County-owned roadways abutting a development (see definition of Frontage
Improvements in “SCC 30.91F.510 Frontage improvements” on page 385). The Point Wells site
abuts only one Snohomish County road, Richmond Beach Drive. There is only a 10-foot section
of Richmond Beach Drive before that road enters the Town of Woodway (see Figure 40 below).
The Woodway section of the road is approximately 250 long feet before reaching the City of
Shoreline. Only the 10-foot section might be subject to frontage improvements required by
Snohomish County. Improvements in Woodway and Shoreline would be subject to mitigation
agreements reached with those municipalities.
Figure 40 – Point Wells Frontage Illustration
As of April 2016, more information is necessary regarding the status of the unincorporated 10foot section of Richmond Beach Road. One some records, including the parcel data used in Figure
40, previous page, this road section appears to be part of a panhandle connected to a residential
parcel to the east (and which is otherwise entirely inside the Town of Woodway). Other records
show the parcel ending at the Town of Woodway limits and the unincorporated part of Richmond
Beach Road as belonging to Snohomish County. The status of this will need to be determined
before completion of an evaluation of required frontage improvements.
RESPONSE #170:
See Response #30.

Subsection (5): Access and transportation system circulation requirements. See access discussion
starting on page 38 of this report.
Subsection (6) Dedication or deeding of right-of-way requirements. See private road discussion
on page 39 of this report
Subsection (7) Impact on state highways, city streets, and other counties’ roads. See EIS
transportation mitigation.
Subsection (8) Transportation demand management measures. TDM is required at the 15% level.
It appears that 5% will be met by on-site design features. Additional detail is needed so that it is
clear that all of the structures will be connected by adequate pedestrian facilities. All of the
pedestrian facilities need to be a minimum of 5 feet wide. The submitted TDM plan does not match
the most recent site plan. Please have the applicant identify how the other 10% will be satisfied.
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RESPONSE #171:
The TDM Plan has been revised to match the current site plan. The TDM Plan provides
additional detail to clearly illustrate that all of the structures will be connected by pedestrian
facilities that are a minimum of 5’ wide.
As part of reaching the 10% TDM not related to site features, the applicant has provided a
Commitment to Supplemental Transit Service in Attachment V of the Methods and
Assumptions Memo, Technical Memorandum - Supplement 1, dated August 31, 2016 of the
Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis (ETIA) dated August 2016 that will be followed to provide
transit service to the site. The 2016 ETIA used a transit mode use figure that increased as
the development was advanced from phase to phase (see Table 3). The full buildout of the
Urban Center included a 15% transit use figure in its calculations to determine the number
of vehicle trips to/from the site. The resulting numbers of person-trips by transit for each
phase of development is summarized in Attachment T.
The Supplement to Urban Center Development Application by BSRE (April 2018), identifies
in Exhibit D - Supplemental Transit Service the specifics associated with the transit service
the owner is committed to provide (route, frequency, capacity) in order to achieve the
minimum 10% TDM required by an Urban Center and to generate no more than the number
of external trips identified in the "trip cap" through Shoreline.

SCC 30.66B.020 Pre-submittal conference.
Pre-submittal conferences help determine if a traffic study is necessary and to ensure that the
application is submitted with adequate information for the review process. It is an early screening
step to help decide what types of information an applicant will need to supply with their official
project proposal.
The Point Wells pre-submittal conference took place on December 16, 2009, under Snohomish
County file number 09-108601 PS.78 This conference looked at a conceptual development with
more housing units than were eventually proposed in the permit application submitted in 2011
(3,500 versus 3,081 units) and less commercial and retail space (85,000 square feet versus 126,562
sq ft). The Point Wells was determined to be in Snohomish County’s Transportation Service Area
F (TSA-F).
The outcome of the pre-submittal conference was to refer estimates for impact fees to roads owned
by Snohomish County to a traffic study. This traffic study is currently underway as part of the EIS
process. Impact fee rates were determined to be $230 per Average Daily Trip (ADT) from
residential uses and $196/ADT for commercial uses. There was not enough information was
available at the time to estimate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) requirements, and
it was determined to use the forthcoming traffic study for TDM requirement review as well.
78

The Traffic Presubmittal Review Form for this meeting is available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/33514
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SCC 30.66B.025 Completeness Determination
Per this section, development applications are not complete until the applicant provides all traffic
studies and related data, unless exempted at the pre-submittal conference. This does not necessarily
mean that the studies provided are adequate for use; rather, the requirement is that the project
application include a study. SCC 30.66B.045 allows Snohomish County Public Works to review
the study and require additional information if necessary.
The Urban Center application included a traffic study titled Point Wells Expanded Traffic Impact
Analysis, by David Evans and Associates, Incorporated, dated March 2011.79 Snohomish County
accepted this study in making a completeness determination, but the forthcoming analysis that will
accompany the EIS will supersede the 2011 traffic study.
SCC 30.66B.030 Identification of Other Agencies with Jurisdiction
The developer is responsible for identifying all agencies that may have jurisdiction and all permits
or approvals required for the proposed development. To the extent known by Snohomish County,
the following other transportation related permits and approvals are necessary:
1. City of Shoreline: Mitigation agreements for impacts to city roads;
2. Town of Woodway: Agreements for access to, and mitigation of impacts on, town roads;
3. State of Washington: Mitigation agreements for impacts to state highways;
4. Sound Transit: Agreements relating to the proposed Sounder Platform shown in the
Urban Center application;
5. Burlington Northern Sante Fe: Permits/licenses for at least two revised railroad crossings
and the proposed Sounder Platform which would be in the rail right-of-way;80
6. King County Wastewater Treatment Division: Approval for proposed revisions to the
easement providing access to, and parking for, the Brightwater outfall; and
7. King County Metro or other provider TBD: Agreement on contract terms for the
provision of supplemental bus service to Point Wells.
SCC 30.66B.040 Traffic Study – Author’s Qualifications
This section requires that authors of traffic studies have proper qualifications. The author of the
2011 traffic study was Victor Salemann, a licensed Professional Engineer (PE). The author of the
traffic analysis for the EIS is Kirk Harris, PE. Both engineers are properly qualified.
SCC 30.66B.045 Review of Traffic Study
79

This 2011 Point Wells Expanded Traffic Impact Analysis is available at:
http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/8531
80
These approvals from BNSF would reflect the post-development state of the Point Wells site. A third type of
approval, temporary for during construction, may be for a spur-rail line that would used for loading and unloading
materials. Examples of materials might include contaminated soil during remediation and construction materials and
debris during build-out. Provisions for such alternative access are outside the scope of this supplemental review letter,
but it is likely that a spur rail line will be one of the mitigation measures identified in the EIS to reduce the amount of
truck traffic on Richmond Beach Road during construction. Snohomish County recommends that the applicant begin
discussion of a hypothetical spur line with BNSF at the same time as conversations about permits/licences from BNSF
for the post-development conditions begin. If such a spur line becomes part of the phasing proposal, then the

revised submittal must include it in the phasing plan.
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Snohomish County will review the EIS traffic study for accuracy and proper methodology and
may use the study’s conclusions in arriving at recommendations under SCC 30.66B.050.
Snohomish County may request additional information to verify the conclusions or analysis in the
study.
This section establishes the Director of Public Works as the authority for the review. The Public
Works Director delegates some authority to subordinates as well as to the department of Planning
and Development Services. As stated in an October 14, 2015, letter to Kirk Harris (DEA, Inc.)
from Ryan Countryman (PDS) regarding assumptions to be used in the traffic study for the EIS,
the
“Department of Public Works (DPW) reserves the right to make additional comments on
technical issues, likely on the next iteration of this assumptions memo (we expect
additional DPW comments to be in conjunction with the peer review comments from our
consultant.)”81
In other words, the review so far has been under the authority delegated to PDS rather than
reflective of final review by DPW. PDS’ review is for adequacy to begin work for the EIS traffic
study, not agreement with the assumptions or conclusions of the traffic analysis.
SCC 30.66B.050 Director of Public Works’ Recommendation on Approval of Development
This section describes the criteria that the Director of Public Works follows in making a
recommendation on proposed development. For Point Wells, this recommendation will be to the
Hearing Examiner. Subsection (1) describes the information necessary to make a recommendation,
which for Point Wells, includes completion of an EIS per SEPA. Since the EIS process is still
underway, it would be premature to make a recommendation.
SCC 30.66B.055 Imposition of Mitigation Requirements
This section has five subsections.
Subsection (1) reads that Snohomish County shall “impose mitigation required under this chapter
as a condition of approval of development.” Chapter 30.66B addresses impacts to both Snohomish
County-owned roads as well as road system elements owned by other agencies. Mitigation per
Chapter 30.66B is prescriptive with respect to Snohomish County roads and deferential to the
SEPA EIS process for impacts to other agencies and jurisdictions.
Subsection (2) Mitigation imposed as a condition of approval shall expire on the expiration date
of the concurrency determination for a development. Any building permit application submitted
after the concurrency expiration date shall be subject to full reinvestigation of traffic impacts under
this chapter before the building permit can be issued. Determination of new or additional impact
mitigation measures shall take into consideration, and may allow credit for, mitigation measures
fully accomplished in connection with the prior approval when those mitigation measures
addressed impacts of the current building permit application.
81

The October 14, 2015, letter is available at: http://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/33521
Files: 11-101457 LU / 11-101461 SM / 11-101464 RC / 11-101008 LDA / 11-101007 SP / 11-101457 VAR
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Subsection (3) The Public Works Director (or designee) shall inform the developer in writing of
mitigation required by this chapter. On less complex project, this would be in the form of a section
in the staff recommendation to the Hearing Examiner on the project. The staff recommendation
proposes conditions for mitigation. Staff will write its recommendation after publication of the
Final EIS. However, for Point Wells, much of the mitigation will involve neighboring jurisdictions
and agencies. Before the staff writes its recommendation, it may be necessary to use the Final EIS
as the basis for negotiations involving the developer and neighboring jurisdictions and agencies to
determine the required mitigation. The outcome of such negotiations would become the basis for
recommendations to the Hearing Examiner on mitigation.
Subsection (4) The applicant must provide a written proposal, or proposals, to Snohomish County
Public Works describing measures proposed to manage transportation demand or mitigate effects
of traffic on roads and facilities owned by other jurisdictions and agencies. Per this section, “If the
developer has not submitted a written proposal by the time the department of public works makes
its written recommendation on the case to the department [PDS], the director of public works will
recommend denial” (small caps in original). It is therefore necessary that the developer use the EIS
process to reach written agreement with neighboring jurisdictions or agencies on mitigation, or
else the recommendation from Snohomish County Public Works may be to deny the project.
Subsection (5) says that required mitigation measures shall be binding.
SCC 30.66B.057 Review of Duplex Residential Building Permit Applications
This section does not apply to Point Wells.
SCC 30.66B.060 Authority to Deny Development – Excessive Expenditure of Public Funds
If proposed mitigation measures do not adequately address necessary road improvements, then
Snohomish County may deny a permit application or require alteration of the application. The
developer would have the option of bearing all or more than the development’s proportionate share
of the required road improvement costs.
SCC 30.66B.065 Authority to Withhold or Condition Administrative Permits or Approvals
This section does not apply because Point Wells requires a Type 2 approval (administrative permits
are a Type 1 approval).
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School Impact Mitigation (Chapter 30.66C SCC)
The Snohomish County Council amended Chapter 30.66C SCC by Amended Ordinance 97-095,
adopted November 17, 1997, which became effective January 1, 1999, in accordance with
Amended Ordinance 98-126, to provide for collection of school impact mitigation fees at the time
of building permit issuance based upon certified amounts in effect at that time. The subject
application was determined to be complete after the effective date of amended Chapter 30.66C
SCC. Pursuant to Chapter 30.66C SCC, school impact mitigation fees will be determined
according to the Base Fee Schedule in effect for the Edmonds School District No. 15, at the time
of building permit submittal and collected at the time of building permit issuance for the proposed
units. Credit is to be given for the nine existing lots. PDS will include a recommended condition
of approval for inclusion within the project decision to comply with the requirements of Chapter
30.66C SCC.
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Shoreline Management Program (Located today in Chapter 30.67 SCC)
The Lower Bench of Point Wells is subject to the 2011 version of the Shoreline Management
Program or SMP (the full title is the Snohomish County’s Shoreline Management Master Program,
also the SMMP). Snohomish County uses this program to comply with Washington State’s
Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58). The 2011 SMP regulations were outside Title 30 of
Snohomish County Code. A major update to the SMP took place in 2012 and many of its
components moved to a new Chapter 30.67 SCC. This review is per the 2011 SMP regulations but
organizationally puts them at Chapter 30.67 rather than in a stand-alone section.
The components of the Shoreline Management Program apply to the review of Point Wells:
1. Maps showing shoreline environment designations, dated August 1984;
2. A document titled The Snohomish County Shorelime Management Master Program, the
effective version of which was amended by Ordinance 93-036 on June 19, 1993, and which
contains a shoreline environment compatability matrix as well as policies and regulations
controlling uses in each of the types of shoreline environments;
3. Critical area regulations and special flood hazard area regulations found in SCC Title 30
(see review of Chapter 30.62A [Wetlands and Fish & Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas]
page 143, Chapter 30.62B [Geologically Hazardous Areas] page 145, Chapter 30.62C
[Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas] and Chapter 30.65 SCC [Special Flood Hazard Areas]
page 155).
Shoreline Designation Map
Point Wells has vesting to the Shoreline Management Master Program Map Number 38, dated
August 1984.82 This map shows the Lower Bench of Point Wells has having an Urban
Environment designation and everything from the seawall westward as having a Conservancy
Environment designation. Figure 41 below shows the relevant portion of Map 38.
Figure 41 – Shoreline Designations for Point Wells
Shoreline Compatibility Matrix
The applicable Shoreline Management Master Program compatability matrix was unchanged from
1974 to 2012.83 This compatibility matrix has been reproduced below as Table 7 below, with the
relevant uses highligthed. Discussion of these uses begins on the next page.
[CHART]
Table 7 – SMMP Compatibility Matrix
(In effect from 1974 to 2012, relevant uses highlighted)
Beach Enhancement is a shoreline activity that includes stream enhancement and which in
permitted in both the Urban and Conservancy environments by the compatability matrix (Table 7
on the previous page). The proposed removal of the existing seawall with associated beach
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The full version of Map 38 is available at:
ftp://ftp.snoco.org/planning_and_Development_services/Shoreline%20Management%20Program%20Update/Pre20
12%20Adopted%20Maps/1502_sht38_2703.pdf
83
Available at: http://www.snohomishcountywa.gov/1382/SMMP-Compatibility-Matrix-Allowable-Uses
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reconstruction qualifies as beach enhancements. There are five policies, four regulations and three
general prohobitions that apply to both Urban and Conservancy environments.
Policy 1 requires ensurance that aquatic habitats, water quality, flood conveyance and flood storage
capacity are not degraded by the proposed actions. Impacts to flood conveyance dn storage
capacity will be negiligible. Habitat and water quality will both improve once the proposed actions
are complete. Natural systems will be restored compared to the present condition and a possible
point source of hydrocarbon-related pollution will be replaced. The most severe risks to habitat
and water quality would take place during construction. Risks during construction and postconstruction can be mitigated by conditions place on the project.
In a revised application, the applicant needs to provide greater detail on their plans for beach
reconstruction. This information is necessary for the Draft EIS so that the Final EIS may identify
mitigation measures that Snohomish County can recommend to the Hearing Examiner regarding
the protection of habitat and water quality. Examples of possible conditions include:
1. Pre-Construction
a. Incorporating material stockpiling and removal in the phasing plan
b. Explaining temporary measures to divert Chevron Creek during construction
c. Use of native plants in the landscaping plan
2. During construction
a. Using temporary erosion and sediment control measures
b. Having certified specialist onsite during construction, e.g. those with SPECIAL
DELIVERYknowledge of handling contaminants or erosion control specialists
c. Limitations on the stockpiling of materials during rainy periods (October to
April)
3. Post-Construction (to be included in covenants for the Homeowners Assocation)
a. Restrictions against using non-native plants in areas near the shoreline
environment
b. Prohibitions against use of fertilizers, pesticides or other chemicals in the
landscaping maintenance plan
Policy 2 requires, where possible, the use of “naturally regenerating systems for prevention and
control of beach erosion over bulkheads and other structures” to promote beach restoration and
enhancement. As proposed, Point Wells would significantly restore and enhance the beach
compared to current conditions.
The 2011 permit applications depicted several beach groins that were dropped from most of the
2017 revisions to the application materials. However, Sheet E-050 of the Urban Center Site Plan
still shows beach groins. The applicant must remove these from the next set of plans (and from
any other documents that still show beach groins).
RESPONSE #172:
The groins have been removed.
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Policy 3 relates to stream enhancement projects. The applicant has requested special allowance for
Innovative Develoment Design per SCC 30.62A.350 (2010); however, not enough information to
evaluate the prosal relative to Policy 3 is available from the applicant. This policy will be rereviewed when more information is available from the applicant.
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Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS)
Point Wells has vesting to the 2010 version of EDDS (or EDDS (2010)).84 The entirety of EDDS
2010 is available at http://snohomishcountywa.gov/2042/EDDS-Previous-Editions. This review of
EDDS 2010 is not exhaustive, rather, it focuses on those issues such as road widths and turning
radii that that affect the overall site plan. Detailed EDDS review will take place during construction
plan review.
Road Classification
Many of the EDDS (2010) standards for things such as lane and sidewalk widths depend on how
a road is classified. EDDS (2010) Section 3-02 gives general criteria for road classifications and
Section 3-05 discusses private roads and access ways.85 All of the roads are private non-arterial
roads or access ways in the March 4, 2011, Urban Center submittal.86 The submittal does not
include any discussion or identification of how roads and access ways are classified. However,
classifications are important because they identify what standards a road must meet, or if deviating
from those standards, then classification determines what types of deviations from EDDS 2010
standards are necessary. A resubmittal of the project must include a new sheet identifying proposed
classifications for roads and access ways. Each type of road or access way proposed must also
have a corresponding drawing of the typical road section (as begun, but not completed, on sheets
C-500 and C-501).
Per EDDS (2010) Section 3-02(B), there are three types of non-arterial roads: Collector,
Residential, and Local Access. This section describes these as:
1) Collector (Rural and Urban)
Collectors promote the flow of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians from arterial roads to
lower-order roads. Secondary functions are to serve abutting land uses and accommodate
public transit. Typical traffic volumes are usually greater than 2000 ADT and may exceed
10,000 ADT in some jurisdictions.
2) Subcollector (Rural) / Residential (Urban)
Subcollectors and Residentials convey traffic to collectors. Residentials provide primary
pedestrian and bicycle circulation within a neighborhood to residential lots and may carry
some through traffic. Typical traffic volumes are usually less than 2000 ADT.
3) Local Access Road (Rural and Urban)
84

See also the review of former SCC 30.34A.080 Circulation and Access.
“Access way” refers to alleys, fire lanes and the like. The March 4, 2011, Urban Center submittal includes some
access ways that do not fit any current classification in EDDS (e.g. the “service drive” for the Urban Plaza and the
85

“parking roads” in the Central and South Villages). See text for discussion.
86

As of this writing, there has been discussion of modifications to this submittal to show a second access road. The
connection between two public roads (i.e. Richmond Beach Drive and the hypothetical second access road) should be
public roads rather than private roads. If the modified submittal includes a private road between two public roads,

then a deviation must accompany the resubmittal requesting the change.
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Local access roads are designed to convey vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles between
individual land parcels and higher-order roads. Local access roads do not carry through
traffic. Traffic volumes of 250 ADT or less are typical. (EDDS (2010) page 33, emphasis
added)
The classification system relies partly on traffic volumes measures as Average Daily Trip (ADT)
and on other factors such as uses. ADT at Point Wells will vary depending on specific uses in
buildings. For example, typical condo units generate around 10 ADT per unit and senior only units
tend to generate only around 6 ADT.
The transportation study for Point Wells assumes that sizeable portions of trips at Point Wells will
be by transit or internally captured (e.g. people walking to restaurants onsite rather than driving
elsewhere).
Sidewalks
Sidewalks along roads shall be a minimum of 7 feet wide per Section 4-05(B)(2) of EDDS (2010),
unless a deviation is applied for and approved authorizing narrower sidewalks. Sidewalks greater
than 7 feet wide are authorized without needing a deviation.
List of Possible EDDS Deviations Required for the Proposed Plans
1. Use of private roads rather than public roads onsite
2. Tree planting details for trees above garages
3. Sidewalk width for sidewalks proposed to be less than 7-feet wide
4. Landscaping planter width between sidewalks and private roads (where the plans show
4-foot wide planters rather than the standard 5-foot minimum)
5. ADA exemption for the sidewalk on the second access road due to the proposed 15%
grade Trees on Parking Garages (see discussion on page 180).
6. Pavement materials and depth if the Boardwalk is to be used as a Fire Apparatus Access
Road (see Fire Code review starting on page 137).
7. Use of the shoulder of the Boulevard Bridge (the pedestrian/bicycle lane) as part of the
20-feet of required width for fire lanes (see Fire Code review starting on page 137).
8. Use of the “inbound” ramp to the site as an “outbound” fire lane, despite the obstruction
of oncoming traffic (see Fire Code review starting on page 137).
RESPONSE #173:
The plans have been revised to include typical a Non-Arterial Road Urban Section. The East
Access Road and North Village loop E do not include sidewalks on the non-development side
to reduce impacts to the critical areas.
The revised plans eliminate the need for the majority of EDDS deviations. For the aspects
that require a deviation, such deviations are being submitted concurrently herewith.
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MISCELLANEOUS ERRORS AND INCONSISTENCIES AND OTHER
ISSUES
Building SV-T1
South Village Tower 1 would be a residential tower with a restarant at the base. To have an
approvable site plan, the applicant must address several aspects of this building. Sheet A-103 gives
the overall floorplan. Sheet A-202 agrees with Sheet A-103 that the ground floor would have seven
residential units. The unlabeled lobby at the building entrance would be an eighth unit on the upper
floors per Sheet A-202. Note that Sheet A-202 does not indicate any square footage for where
Sheet A-103 depicts a restaurant extending beyond the building base. Both sheets fail to provide
the proposed square footage for the restaurant.
RESPONSE #174:
The proposed square footage for the restaurant has been included. See Sheet A-201.

Figure 42 below, illustrates some of the deisgn issues with this building. Where is the walkway to
the building entrance? Why does Sheet A-103 show the west part of the restaurant with diagonal
lines indicating that it is also part of the esplanade area? Why does part of the north end of the
restaurant cover steps down to the Aphitheater? Where is the restaurant entrance? Assuming the
restaurant entrance is where the space would be only 14’ 3” wide, where would the kitchen location
be? Ground floor units 3-5 would have no windows because the restaurant would block them.
Ground floor unit 6 would have no view of Puget Sound. Depending on the location of the kitchen
and type of vent system used, units above the restaurant may be subject to noise and fumes from
the restaurant. The sidewalk shown near the restaurant is 5’ wide when 7’ is the minimum required.
How would loading of restaurant supplies happen? The floor plan on Sheet A-103 would preclude
loading from the garage via elevator because there is no direct garage access. The nearest loading
area would be behind building SV-T5, more than 600’ for a delivery person to push a cart. Loading
from the roadway infront of the restaurant would block one lane of the only non-emergency access
to the entire phase.
RESPONSE #175:
Paved areas and entries have been identified on enlarged plans. See A-300 Series.

Figure 42 – Building SV-T1 from Sheet A-103
Building NV-T1
North Village Tower 1 is proposed to be either 16 or 17 stories (there is a discrepancy in the data
table on Sheet A-200 that makes this unclear). Snohomish County’s main concern with this
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building relates to the lower units and the proposed acoustical wall separating the building from
the nearby railroad tracks.
Figure 43, below, compares information from Sheets A-101 and C-301 with respect to building
NV-T1. It appears that the building would be approximately 5-feet from the acoustical wall.87 The
finished floor elevation for the building is proposed to be 28.6’. The top of the acoustical wall is
proposed to be 55’ next to the building. This means that unit 9 on floors 1 and 2 would be entirely
facing the the wall. Unit 1 on the levels would only have a small degree of view elsewhere. Units
1 and 9 on the third floor would have limited peak-a-boo views other than of the wall.
Snohomish County will need more information regarding landslide hazards and the proposed wall
design before determining whether this arrangement meets code. Is this the intended design for
these units?
RESPONSE #176:
Landslide area information is provided in April 20, 2018 geotechnical report. See also Sheet
A-051 and Response #150.

Figure 43 – Building NV-T1 Acoustical Wall Concern

Comments and errors on Sheets A-200 to A-202.
The data tables on Sheets A-200 to A-202 includes a number of errors and inconsistencies with
other plan sheets. See markups. The markups also identify some additional information that should
be included on these sheets (or at an alternate location) for the plans to demonstrate compliance
wither certain requirements identified on the markups.
RESPONSE #177:
The identified errors have been addressed. See Sheet A-200.

Consistency with EDDS
Snohomish County’s Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) establish the
design standards for transportation facilities, storm drainage infrastructure, utilities and similar
aspects of all new construction. Projects in the site-planning phase, such as Point Wells, must be
able to demonstrate that the project can comply with all EDDS requirements. Therefore, a general
review for EDDS consistency occurs during the review of the site plan and related applications.
Further detailed EDDS review will occur after site plan approval, i.e., during the review of
construction drawings. Point Wells has vesting to the 2010 version of EDDS.88 The process for
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The plans themselves do not give dimensions; the slight differences in Figure 43 – 4’ 10” vs 5’ 8” – come from a
scaling tool in Snohomish County’s software rather than from the plans themselves.
88
Links to the text and standard drawings for EDDS 2010 are available at
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obtaining approval to vary from EDDS is a “deviation.” Deviations are granted or denied by the
by County Engineer after review and recommendation by appropriate staff to the County Engineer.
Each deviation requires its own review process and Snohomish County assigns each deviation
request its own permit number for tracking purposes.
A typical large apartment project of say 300 units might include 2-4 deviations. At 10x that size,
the list of design features at Point Wells that would require deviations becomes quite large. For
this reason, and because County staff understands that the site plan will be adjusted in many small
ways that will affect the list, this review of the April 17, 2017, version of the project does not
attempt to identify all potential areas that may require deviations. Instead, our review identifies a
preliminary list and attempts to organize that list by themes. We recommend that the applicant
consider this list while working on revisions to the site plan. Before finalizing the next revisions
to the plans, we suggest meeting with County staff to discuss known areas where EDDS deviations
may be necessary.
An alternative to applying for many individual EDDS deviations might be to apply for deviations
in groups as is allowed under EDDS 1-05. You would still need to provide written documentation
supporting each deviation and pay for each deviation, but this would allow for a more efficient
processing of the deviations.
Consistency with EDDS is not by itself a SEPA-level issue. For example, the use of private rather
than public roads on site will require an approval from Snohomish County but would have no
discernable environmental impact. However, bringing the site design into compliance with EDDS
may have secondary environmental impacts, depending on the issue. To illustrate, EDDS requires
a sidewalk width of 7’ for mixed-use projects such as Point Wells (EDDS 2009 4- 05.B.2). Many
of the sidewalks shown on the site plan are 5’ and thus do not comply with EDDS. In areas likely
to have lower foot traffic volumes such as sidewalks near low-rise residential buildings,
Snohomish County would entertain a request to allow 5’ sidewalks. However, the 5’ sidewalks
shown on the site plan at the two restaurants under tower buildings CV-T7 and SV-T1 where the
site converges on the Amphitheater and pier access must be at least 7’ wide (Figure 44 illustrates
this below).89 Widening these sidewalks may have secondary SEPA effects such as altering the
amount of commercial space in the traffic model or requiring adjustment to drainage plans. While
the SEPA importance of each individual EDDS compliance issue is likely small, the cumulative
effect is difficult to anticipate and cannot be evaluated until the overall site plan is revised for these
(and other) issues.
Figure 44 – Illustration of Sidewalk Considerations

https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2042/EDDS-Previous-Editions.
89
The discussion here refers to building CV-T7 but the figure does not include the Central Village. Sheet A-102,
which depicts the Central Village, should include the relevant sidewalk details as Sheet A-103 does; however, no
sidewalks appear on Sheet A-102. The applicant must revise Sheet A-102 to include sidewalks. (Sidewalks for the

Central Village do appear on Sheet A-052, abeit at a larger scale.)
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Trees on Parking Garages
The project design would include many trees on the top of parking garages. Figure 45, below,
depicts this for the Central Village with a birds-eye view. All of the buildings and trees between
them would be on top of the parking garage below. Trees provide obvious visual amenities and:
1. Help meet landscaping requirements, including provision of the required street trees;
and
2. Assist with the functioning of bioretention planters (Figure 46, below)90 and water
conveyance runnels by intercepting and evaporating rain.
Figure 45 – Trees at the Central Village (from Sheet G-003)
Figure 46 – Bioretention Planter (Adapted from Sheet C-501)
Planting Depth: Trees need soil for roots. The cross sections for the garages were revised in the
2017 plans to show some depth for soil as illustrated in Figure 47 below. However, this figure and
Figure 46, previous page, do not include enough information for Snohomish County to determine
whether the proposed soil depth is adequate.
Figure 47 – Parking Section Showing Trees Above Garage (Adapted from Sheet A-311)
Guidance for soil depth appears in EDDS. However, the standard drawings in EDDS all presume
native soil below the planting medium (24” of Type B topsoil for street trees). Since there will be
no native soil below trees on top of garages, more planting medium will be required than is shown
in EDDS. The applicant must have their landscape designer provide a written recommendation for
suitable soil depth for the proposed configuration and plantings. Details on the plans must then be
revised to reflect this recommendation. Snohomish County will then re-review the issue for
conformance with landscaping, drainage, EDDS, and parking compliance when the plans are
revised and resubmitted.
Figure 48 – EDDS (2010) Standard Drawing 4-050
RESPONSE #178:
Planting over the garage roofs will have more or less a continuous horizontal layer of
designed horticultural soils on it that range in depth from 18" to 4.5'. For trees, provide 4’
depth and 1200 cf/tree volume of soil minimum. The 4’ of horticultural soil depth required
for tree planting areas is for soil only; this dimension does not include MEP corridors,
drainage, or insulation/waterproofing/protection slab. Additionally, there are a few locations
where trees will be planted in a suspended paving system that connects the root zones that
are below paving to the adjacent horticultural soil zones.

90

Note that Figure 46 is to illustrate bioretention planters. This detail from Sheet C-501 has several markups that do

not appear here, including a comment relating to the bioretention planter itself. See markups.
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