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Chapter 1. Proposal Summary
1.1. Proposal
Snohomish County is considering proposed amendments to its Growth Management Act (GMA)
Comprehensive Plan General Policy Plan (GPP) under Final Docket XX. This Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) provides a summary of information, analysis, and mitigating
measures relevant to one site-specific Final Docket XX proposal, Winde (SW6). This analysis includes an
evaluation of two alternatives proposed by the applicant under the Proposed Action and a third alternative
under the No Action. The proposed amendments, if approved, would result in a revision to the GPP Future
Land Use (FLU) map designation and the zoning for the proposal site.
The Winde SW6 docket application includes two proposed alternatives that would change the subject
property’s FLU map designation to either Urban High Density Residential (UHDR) or Urban Medium
Density Residential (UMDR), and the subject property’s zoning to either Multiple Residential (MR) or Low
Density Multiple Residential (LDMR). The current FLU map designation of the subject property is Urban
Low Density Residential (ULDR), and the current zoning is Residential 7,200 (R-7,200).
Consistent with the requirements of the GMA, the county considers non-county initiated (docket)
amendments to its GMA Comprehensive Plan no more than once every two years (Snohomish County Code
(SCC) 30.74.015(2)). Through this process, the county accepts and evaluates applications from interested
persons and outside agencies for amendments to the GMA Comprehensive Plan and associated
implementing development regulations.

1.2 Environmental Review
The county’s consideration of this docket proposal is classified under the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) as a non-project action. Consistent with SEPA, the county issued a Determination of Significance
(DS) for this docket proposal on December 21, 2020, with a request for comments on the scope of the
SEIS.
Snohomish County Department of Planning and Development Services determined that the scope of the
SEIS would be limited to a qualitative analysis of potential transportation impacts of the Winde SW6 docket
proposal. Future development proposed in all three alternatives would result in increases of vehicle trips
on the county and state transportation systems which will result in level of service problems and
transportation improvement needs. Transit operations and facilities will also be impacted by the increase in
travel demand created by any of the alternatives.
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A Draft SEIS was circulated for a 30-day public review period to invite written comments from the general
public, Tribes, permitting agencies, and agencies with jurisdiction over the area where the Proposed Action
has potential environmental impacts. A Snohomish County Planning Commission public hearing was held
on June 22, 2021, to receive verbal and written comments on the Proposed Action, No Action, and
environmental review presented in the Winde (SW6) Draft SEIS.
The analysis in the Draft SEIS was not intended to satisfy individual project action SEPA requirements,
such as the review required for future land use or building permit applications. Additional detailed
environmental review of development proposals will occur as specific projects are proposed.
This Final SEIS provides responses to comments received during the Draft SEIS comment period and
prepared following the close of the 30-day Draft SEIS comment period. A Snohomish County Council
public hearing will provide additional opportunities for public comment on the Winde (SW6) Final Docket
XX proposal. The Snohomish County Council will make its decision on the Winde (SW6) Final Docket
XX proposal no sooner than seven days following the issuance of this Final SEIS.

1.3 Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, and Scope of
Environmental Review
This SEIS addresses a site-specific docket proposal to amend the GMA Comprehensive Plan General
Policy Plan Future Land Use(FLU) map and the zoning map.

Table 1–1. Proposed Action and Scope of Environmental Review
Docket
Proposal
Docket XXWinde (SW6)

Location

Proposed Action

North of Cathcart Way and
Glacier Peak High School,
east of 70th Dr. SE, and west
of 134th St. SE

Amend the GMA Comprehensive Plan FLUM
from Urban Low Density Residential (ULDR)
to Urban High Density Residential (UHDR)
and rezone from R-7,200 to Multiple
Residential (MR)

Transportation

North of Cathcart Way and
Glacier Peak High School,
east of 70th Dr. SE, and west
of 134th St. SE

Amend the GMA Comprehensive Plan FLUM
from Urban Low Density Residential (ULDR)
to Urban Medium Density Residential (UMDR)
and rezone from R-7,200 to Low Density
Multiple Residential (LDMR)

Transportation

Alternative 1

Docket XXWinde (SW6)
Alternative 2
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The Draft SEIS identified and analyzed three alternatives: Proposed Action - Alternatives 1 and 2, and No
Action- Alternative 3. The No Action Alternative assumes that the individual docket proposal is not
adopted and that the existing FLU map and zoning designation continues under existing county plans and
regulations.
To assess the impacts of the docket request, the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative land use and
zoning designations were translated into land use assumptions as shown in Table 1–2. The Proposed
Actions would amend the FLU map for the project site from the existing ULDR to UHDR or UMDR. The
Draft SEIS reviewed the impacts of existing and proposed maximum planned urban residential densities
based on the GPP FLU map designations and implementing zones, rather than on a project level site
development plan. As part of a phased SEPA review, site-specific concept plans may be reviewed in the
future at the time other permits are sought.

Table 1-2. Winde (SW6) Proposed Action and No Action Assumptions
Gross Acres

19.96

Area based on docket proposal site.

Alternative 1

527

Alternative 2

263

Assumes maximum planned density based of 22 du/acre
under the MR zone plus a planned residential development
(PRD) density bonus of 20%

No Action

144

Residential Dwelling Units (du)

Note: The maximum planned density is
a gross density calculation of the site
and there are no reductions for critical
areas, open space requirements or site
development standards.
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Assumes maximum planned density based of 11 du/acre
under the LDMR zone plus a PRD density bonus of 20%
Assumes maximum planned density based on 6 du/acre plus
a PRD density bonus of 20%
Note: Planned densities for multifamily development could be
achieved, for example, through the use of multi-story
structures and/or the clustering of attached dwelling units
such as townhouses.
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Figure 1–1 Future Land Use Map – Alternative 1
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Figure 1-2 Future Land Use Map – Alternative 2
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Chapter 2. Summary of Significant Impacts and
Mitigation Measures
2.1 - Summary of the Transportation Impacts Analysis
Three alternatives were analyzed in the Draft SEIS for the transportation impacts analysis of the SW6
proposals based on a 2035 horizon year. The No Action alternative looked at traffic conditions as they
would exist if the Winde site were built out according to its current ULDR land use designation in the FLU
map and current zoning. Alternative 1, the first action alternative, looked at traffic conditions that would
exist if the Winde site were built-out according to a proposed UHDR land use designation and implementing
zoning for the site. Alternative 2, the second action alternative, looked at traffic conditions that would exist
if the Winde site were built-out according to the proposed UMDR land use designation and implementing
zoning for the site. The projected effects of the proposed actions on traffic are summarized as follows:
1. The analysis, summarized in Table 2-1, found significant traffic impacts to 70th Dr. SE and both
segments 134th St SE under all three alternatives. As discussed in the Draft SEIS, these roads have the
design and functional characteristics of non-arterial “residential” roads as described in the Engineering
Design and Development Standards (EDDS). The management of traffic on residential roads is
designed to improve safety, provide a greater sense of security, and increase neighborhood livability.
The EDDS states that the appropriate average daily trips (ADT) threshold for residential roadways of
this type is a maximum of 2,000 ADT.

Table 2-1. Summary of Impacts to 70th Dr SE and 134th St SE
Total ADT
Comparison to EDDS Guidance
Map
ID

Road

Percentage
Change from
No Action

Percentage of Total
ADT from the Winde
Site

EDDS
Guidance

No
Action

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 1

Alt 2

No
Action

Alt 1

Alt 2

3

70th Dr. SE

2,000

5,100

6,873

5,561

34.8%

9.0%

22%

42%

29%

4

134th St. SE (west)

2,000

4,350

6,123

4,811

40.8%

10.6%

26%

47%

33%

5

134th St SE (east)

2,000

3,580

3,957

3,688

10.5%

3.0%

6%

15%

9%

2. The analysis found that the volumes and operations for the other study roadway segments to be within
an appropriate range for the No Action and both proposed action Alternatives 1 and 2.
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3. The analysis found that the operations for all the study intersections to be within an appropriate range
for the No Action and both proposed action Alternatives 1 and 2.
4. The analysis found that local fixed route transit service is not located to provide service to the Winde
site. The western edge of the site is approximately ¾ mile walking distance from the nearest existing
local fixed-route bus stop, outside of the approximate ¼ mile walking distance considered effective for
local fixed route transit service.
5. The analysis found that future Swift bus rapid transit (BRT) service may be located to provide service
to a portion of the Winde site. Community Transit (CT) has plans for the eventual implementation of
Swift BRT service on Cathcart Way. Currently, the BRT start date and station locations are
undetermined. However bus service is planned within the year 2035 time span of this analysis. If a
Swift station is located at 69th Dr SE and Cathcart Way, it would be approximately ½ mile walking
distance from the nearest edge of the Winde site. This is the farthest distance considered effective for
high capacity transit (HCT) service like Swift and means only a small portion of the site could be served.
All other likely station location possibilities on Cathcart Way would be farther than the ½ mile effective
walking distance.

2.2 Potential Transportation Mitigation Measures
As stated above, the transportation impacts analysis of the Winde proposals found that the volumes
generated by the No Action and both action Alternatives 1 and 2 are greater than the EDDS thresholds for
the roadway design of 70th Dr SE and the two 134th St SE segments. Mitigation should be recommended at
any location at which a significant impact is identified:
1. The analysis found that traditional mitigation measures such as changes in traffic controls, improving
intersections, or widening a roadway would be difficult under these proposals due to the built-out,
residential nature of the roads and the surrounding single-family residential land uses making it unlikely
that substantial changes to the road system could be accomplished without significant degradation of
the quality of life for those who live on these residential streets.
2. The future conditions analysis assumes that there will be access points to the Winde site from the east
connecting to 134th St SE through the Greenleaf neighborhood creating significant pass-through traffic.
The transportation analysis done for the SEIS explored two alternative access scenarios to determine if
mitigation for these adversely impacted roads could be provided by limiting pass-through traffic. It is
important to understand that each of these mitigation scenarios would require that roadway access
limitations be placed on the Winde site.
3. The first alternative access scenario analyzed the traffic conditions on 70th Dr. SE and both segments
of 134th St SE without a connection to the 134th St stub road in the Greenleaf neighborhood creating a
situation where all Winde traffic would go through the Glacier View subdivision and future Cathcart
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West developments. Table 2-2 shows the results of the analysis for Mitigation Scenario 1. The analysis
found that while this mitigation measure provided some relief to all three roadways, only the east 134th
St SE segment resulted in traffic volumes under the 2,000 ADT threshold. For the other segments, the
volumes were over the threshold for all three alternatives showing that even with the pass-through
traffic from the east eliminated, there is too much volume for these road segments. Thus, Scenario 1
does not result in adequate mitigation.

Table 2-2. Mitigation Scenario 1: Do Not Connect Winde Site to the East
Total ADT Comparison to EDDS Guidance
Map ID

Road

EDDS Threshold

No Action

Alt 1

Alt 2

3

70th Dr. SE

2,000

3,670

5,260

3,970

4

134th St. SE (West)

2,000

2,690

4,290

2,990

5

134th St. SE (East)

2,000

70

70

70

4. The second alternative access scenario analyzed the traffic conditions on 70th Dr. SE and both segments
of 134th St SE without a connection to the 134th St stub road in the Glacier View development creating
a situation where all Winde traffic would go through the Greenleaf neighborhood and the future
Cathcart West development. Table 2-3 shows the results of the analysis for Mitigation Scenario 2.
Under this scenario, only traffic on 70th Dr SE remains over the 2,000 ADT threshold, none of which
is coming from the Winde site. The analysis shows that volumes for the east segment of 134th St SE,
which are predominantly from the Winde site, are well under the 2,000 ADT threshold for all three
alternatives.

Table 2-3. Mitigation Scenario 2: Do Not Connect Winde Site to the West
Total ADT Comparison to EDDS Guidance
Map ID

Road

EDDS Threshold

No Action

Alt 1

Alt 2

3

70th Dr. SE

2,000

2,470

2,470

2,470

4

134th St. SE (West)

2,000

1,490

1,490

1,490

5

134th St. SE (East)

2,000

350

850

430

In Mitigation Scenario 2, approximately 25% of the traffic from the Winde site is using the east access
point of 134th St SE and the remaining 75% of the traffic is using a south access point through the
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planned but not yet developed Cathcart West site. Under Mitigation Scenario 2A, summarized in Table
2-4, developing the Winde site before a Cathcart West road system providing access to the south is in
place would greatly impact the east segment of 134th St SE accessing the Greenleaf neighborhood.

Table 2-4. Mitigation Scenario 2A: Do Not Connect Winde Site to the West or to the South
Total ADT Comparison to EDDS Guidance
Map ID
5

Road
134th St. SE (East)

EDDS Threshold

No Action

Alt 1

Alt 2

2,000

1,368

3,504

1,923

5. The mitigation scenario analysis conclusion is that traffic volumes can be kept under the 2,000 EDDS
ADT threshold if access connections to the Winde site are limited to points from the east and from the
south and that the Winde site is not developed until after the Cathcart West internal road network is
completed and accessible to the Winde site.

2.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Adoption of either the proposed Urban High Density Residential (Alternative 1) or the proposed Urban
Medium Density Residential (Alternative 2) future land use designations with corresponding implementing
zoning would be expected to result in increased traffic within the vicinity of the proposal site. Although the
effects of additional vehicles on traffic congestion can be mitigated to varying degrees as suggested in
Mitigation Scenario 2, the actual increase in traffic is considered a significant unavoidable adverse impact.
The unavoidable adverse impacts are considerably less under Alternative 2 than under Alternative 1.
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Chapter 3. Draft SEIS Comments and Responses
3.1 Overview
Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS contains responses to the written comments on the Draft SEIS provided during
the public comment period. The public comment period for the Draft SEIS extended from June 7, 2021,
through July 7, 2021. The comment period included a public hearing before the Snohomish County
Planning Commission on the Winde SW6 Final Docket XX proposal as well as an opportunity for written
and oral comments on the Draft SEIS. All comments received from the public during this period on the
Draft SEIS are included in this chapter.

3.2 Public Comments
There was one comment letter received during the public comment period. The comment letter was
submitted by David K. Toyer, Toyer Strategic Advisors, Inc., and received on June 18, 2021. The following
are responses to specific comments in the letter on the Draft SEIS.
Comments from the letter and responses by PDS are listed below in the order the comments appeared in
the letter. Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a response that indicates
the comment is noted. Comments related to the Draft SEIS that ask questions, request clarifications, or
propose corrections are provided a response that explains the approach, offers corrections or provides other
appropriate replies.

Comment
In the Draft SEIS, Section 1.2 states “this Draft SEIS is not intended to satisfy individual project action
SEPA requirements such as the review required for future land use or building permit application.”
This is true. However, we believe the County should mention that the non-project EIS is among several
considerations a larger decision-making process on Applicant’s proposal.
More specifically, we request that the County include a summary of WAC 197-11-448(1) in this section.
For reference:
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements and essential
considerations of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in
making final decisions. However, the environmental impact statement is not required to evaluate and
document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgements that must ultimately be made by the decision makers. Rather, an environmental impact
statement analyzes environmental impacts and must be used by agency decision makers, along with
other relevant considerations or documents, in making final decisions on a proposal. The EIS provides
a basis upon which the responsible agency and officials can make the balancing judgment mandated
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by SEPA, because it provides information on the environmental costs and impacts. SEPA does not
require that an EIS be an agency's only decision making document. “

Response
The comment is noted. As stated in the Draft SEIS, the document was prepared in compliance with
applicable sections of the SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11) and that the purpose of the SEIS is to assist the public
and county council in making decisions that consider future land uses and zoning that differ from present
plans and regulations.
Please see additional references to the purpose and scope of environmental review of non-project
comprehensive plan amendment proposals according to SEPA in the 2015 EIS, which this document
supplements.

Comment
Like our request for changes to Section 1.2, we request Section 2.1.3 include a summary of WAC 197-11448(1).

Response
The comment is noted. Please see the response to the previous comment above.

Comment
In the Draft SEIS, the County indicates that road segments 8 (144th Place to new Cathcart road) and 9
(Puget Park North to New Cathcart road) will be non-arterial collectors1. This type of road on page 20 is
described as “typically wider and have fewer driveways and other access points allowing them to
accommodate higher traffic volumes.” It would be reasonable to assume that a future spine road will run
the length of the Cathcart West property from Applicant’s site to Cathcart Way. This type of roadway should
attract a greater volume of traffic than the average daily trips (ADT) indicated by the County for each
alternative. As such, we believe the average daily trips distributed in that direction are lower than practical.
The Draft SEIS includes the following distributions2 for the two segments under each Alternative:
Road Segment
#8 (114th PL)
#9 (Puget Park)

No Action
Alternative
14
14

Alternative
1 UHDR
35
35

Net
Difference
+21
+21

% of
Total
0.99%
0.99%

Alternative
2 UMDR
19
19

Net
Difference
+5
+5

% of
Total
0.98%
0.98%

It seems unrealistic that less than 1% of the average daily trips from this development would utilize a future
non-arterial collector in lieu of a non-arterial residential road to travel a similar distance to Cathcart Way.
Applicant believes that the assumptions above grossly overestimate the traffic to adjacent non-arterial
residential roads by underestimating the significance of the future road’s relationship to how traffic will
disperse not only from Applicant’s site, but also from adjacent neighborhoods.
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Response
The DSEIS analysis assumed that there would be a possible future roadway the length of the Cathcart West
property connecting the Winde property to Cathcart Way at either segment #8 (114 th Pl) or segment #9
(Puget Park North). This new roadway was assumed to be constructed at standards typical for a non-arterial
collector. The traffic demand model estimates the origin of trips, the destination of trips, and distributes
these trips to individual roadway segments based on the shortest and fastest routes between origins and
destinations. The analysis found that 80% of trips originating within the Winde development would be
destined for I-5 and from there to origins south or to the Southwest Everett Industrial Center. The travel
route to I-5 on a possible non-arterial collector through the future Cathcart West development would add
almost a mile to the trip compared to a route using 134th St/70th Dr SE/69th Dr SE. Our transportation
analysis showed that very few of these trips would opt to take the longer route if the shorter route were
available.

Comment
Approving one of Applicant’s comprehensive plan amendment and rezone alternatives does not approve a
project. Further, at such future time as a project were to be proposed, the project would be reviewed
under SEPA for its specific impacts. Such review would conclude with either a Determination of NonSignificance (DNS), Mitigated Determination of Non- Significance (MDNS), or Determination of
Significance (DS). A project with either a DNS or MDNS is straight-forward to approve. However, if the
project’s impacts were to trigger a DS, the project would have to go through a project specific EIS
process. Builders and developers are not inclined to go through an EIS, meaning that any future project
is highly likely to be proposed with a density and mitigation that allow it to process as either a DNS or
MDNS.
The Final SEIS should incorporate language that more clearly explains that a project-level SEPA would
be required for any future project proposal resulting from approval of one of Applicant’s Alternatives.

Response
The comment is noted. The Draft SEIS clearly states that the document provides a qualitative non-project
environmental analysis and is not intended to satisfy individual project action SEPA requirements such as
the review required for future land use or building permit applications. The Draft SEIS further states that
this is a phased review which is appropriate when the sequence of a proposal may move from a
programmatic review of the most intensive potential development scenarios allowed under the proposed
plan and zoning amendments to a later site-specific project-level review.

Comment
In limiting the study to only nine (9) road segments in the immediate vicinity of Applicant’s proposal, the
Draft SEIS has identified probable significant environmental impacts to transportation in that very
localized area, but it does not identify or discuss the broader and more complex range of issues the
county (Planning Commission and Council) must balance. For example, the probable significant
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environmental transportation impacts to this area may be outweighed by Applicant’s proposal preventing
probable significant environmental impacts (traffic, clear cutting, etc.) that could result from the County
having to accommodate future higher densities less beneficial locations further from transit corridors and
urban cores. In accordance with RCW 43.21C.031, the County should add at a minimum a description of
these other considerations that the County must resolve to address the broader benefits GMA seeks by
encouraging higher densities closer to the types of transportation and transit facilities as what exist
within ½ mile of Applicant’s site versus locations in more distant urban growth areas that are a greater
distance from such facilities, as well as further from the County’s job centers.

Response
The comment is noted. The scope of the Draft SEIS was limited to a qualitative analysis of potential
transportation impacts on the existing and planned future transportation network that would result from the
proposed land use changes. Please see the 2015 EIS for discussions regarding the 2015 Comprehensive
Plan serving as a planning and policy guidance tool to balance the impacts between urban and rural land
uses, overall land use patterns, and public capital investments.
The DSEIS transportation analysis determined that the location of this property is not near enough to a
transit corridor to make higher densities on this property beneficial to higher transit ridership and the
associated other benefits mentioned in the comment. The transportation analysis found that local fixed route
transit service is not located to provide effective service to the Winde site. The western edge of the site is
approximately ¾ mile walking distance from the nearest existing local fixed-route bus stop, outside of the
approximate ¼ mile walking distance considered effective for local fixed route transit service.
The transportation analysis found that a possible future Community Transit Swift bus rapid transit (BRT)
route would not be located to provide effective service to the Winde site. The western edge of the Winde
site is approximately ½ mile walking distance from the nearest possible future Swift BRT station. Onehalf mile is considered the farthest distance for effective high capacity transit (HCT) service such as Swift.
This means that very little or none of the site could effectively be served by HCT. Given this parameter,
the broader benefits that the comment lists that are derived from encouraging higher densities near transit
facilities would not pertain to this development proposal.
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