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1.0

Summary
PURPOSE OF PROPOSED ACTION

The City of Mountlake Terrace proposes updating its Town Center subarea plan, originally adopted in
2007. Since adoption of the original Town Center Subarea Plan, the City has updated its Comprehensive
Plan (2017) and adopted transportation and parks impact fees. The City also issued a SEPA addendum
to the original Planned Action EIS in 2013 that evaluated changes to the Town Center boundary and
growth capacity.
The Town Center Subarea Plan update will document current development trends and conditions, update
the Town Center Subarea Plan vision, goals, and policies and amend the Town Center boundary.
Associated code amendments would potentially allow increased building heights. A Planned Action
designation was adopted for the Town Center pursuant to RCW 43.21C.440, which facilitates
development when it meets the City’s Town Center Subarea Plan provisions and mitigation measures. The
Town Center Subarea Plan update will also amend the Planned Action Ordinance to reflect changes to
the plan, including updated development thresholds. As part of the legislative amendments, the City also
intends to update the Economic Vitality Element of its comprehensive plan.

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT PROCESS
1.2.1.

Purpose of SEPA

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires government officials to consider the environmental
consequences of actions they are about to take and whether there are better or less damaging ways to
accomplish those proposed actions. The adoption of comprehensive plans, subarea plans, or other longrange planning activities, are classified by SEPA as non-project (i.e., programmatic) actions. A non-project
action is defined as an action that is broader than a single site-specific project and involves decisions on
policies, plans, or programs.

1.2.2.

Prior SEPA Review

The City of Mountlake Terrace adopted the original Town Center Subarea Plan in 2007 and designated
the subarea as a Planned Action pursuant to SEPA (RCW 43.21c.440 and WAC 197-11-164 to 172).
The City issued a Draft Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for adoption of the Town
Center Subarea Plan in June 2007, followed by a Final EIS in August 2007. The City issued a SEPA
Addendum in 2013 that evaluated changes to the Town Center boundary and growth capacity. This
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) supplements the analysis contained in the 2007
Draft and Final EIS’s and the 2013 Addendum. Relevant information from the prior environmental
documents was used as part of the current analysis, and the SEIS presents updated information where
conditions have changed since the previous analyses.
The City of Mountlake Terrace issued a Draft SEIS for the Town Center Update on July 19, 2019,
presenting a description of two alternatives for the Town Center Subarea Plan Update and associated
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environmental analysis. This Final SEIS completes the programmatic environmental review process by
establishing a Preferred Alternative and responding to public comments submitted during the 30-day
Draft SEIS comment period.

1.2.3.

What is a Planned Action?

A planned action provides more detailed environmental analysis during an areawide planning stage
rather than at the project permit review stage. Designating a planned action streamlines environmental
review for development proposals consistent with EIS mitigation measures that are adopted in a planned
action ordinance. Planned actions would be allowed if they meet or exceed proposed land use and
environmental performance standards. This tool has been used elsewhere by local governments in
Washington State. As part of the Town Center Subarea Plan Update, the existing Planned Action would
be amended to include increased housing and employment growth thresholds and additional mitigation
measures to address any impacts identified in the SEIS.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT
The Final SEIS is organized in the following chapters:
▪

Chapter 1 – Summary presents an overview of the environmental analysis process, the alternatives
analyzed, and a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified as part of the EIS analysis.

▪

Chapter 2 – Preferred Alternative Description describes the Preferred Alternative and compares it
to the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives studied in the Draft SEIS.

▪

Chapter 3 – Analysis of the Preferred Alternative evaluates the environmental impacts of the
Preferred Alternative relative to the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives studied in the Draft
SEIS.

▪

Chapter 4 – Draft SEIS Clarifications and Corrections contains revisions to the Draft SEIS analysis
based on public comments or City staff review. Text that has been inserted, modified, or deleted
since publication of the Draft SEIS is shown in strikeout/underline format.

▪

Chapter 5 – Responses of Comments on the Draft SEIS documents all written and verbal comments
received during the 30-day Draft SEIS public comment period and provides associated responses.

The Final SEIS does not repeat the entire contents of the Draft EIS, and both documents should be
considered together.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
The City of Mountlake Terrace initiated a scoping period for the SEIS process from April 12 – May 9,
2019 and invited comment from agencies, tribes, and interested members of the public on the topics to
be studied by the SEIS. The City also hosted two scoping and Planned Action community meetings on April
22 and May 6, 2019. These meetings fulfill the requirement under RCW 43.21c.440 to hold a community
meeting related to designation of a planned action. The Scoping Notice and SEPA Checklist are included
in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively, of the Draft SEIS.
In addition to the scoping period, the Draft SEIS was issued with a 30-day public comment period, during
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which written comments were accepted from members of the public and interested agencies. During the
comment period, the Mountlake Terrace City Council and Planning Commission held a joint public hearing
on the Draft SEIS. Public comments offered at this hearing were recorded, and responses to all comments
received are presented in Chapter 5 of this Final SEIS.

PROPOSED ACTION, ALTERNATIVES, AND OBJECTIVES
1.5.1.

Objectives

The proposal is, in part, the consolidation of the vision established for the Town Center in the original
2007 Town Center Subarea Plan and a revised vision contained in the updated Plan. In addition to the
objectives of the original 2007 plan, the proposal would establish the following additional objectives:
▪

▪

▪

Livability


Guide and manage site development of new mixed-use buildings, open spaces and streetscapes
to create a comfortable, safe, and welcoming environment where residents, employees and
visitors can interact in vibrant and well-designed working, shopping and living neighborhoods.



The transformation of existing single family uses to higher density neighborhoods will occur with
well-designed buildings, landscaping, a multi-modal circulation network and urban features,
including public art that enhance Mountlake Terrace’s urban character and provide residents
with a sense of pride in their city.



Promote housing choices and a range of densities to accommodate the City’s diverse population
and an adequate supply of diverse housing to encourage employees to reside within proximity
to transportation and employment centers.

Circulation


Create multi-modal transportation options that connect living areas with employment, parks,
open spaces, shopping areas and transit hubs.



Plan pedestrian and bicycle networks that promote community interaction and provide healthy
options for pedestrian movements within and outside the Town Center.



Streetscapes will be designed for “people first” where a range of sidewalk widths with public
plazas and open spaces are strategically located with street side landscaping, where
appropriate.

Urban Design


Create design standards that incorporate flexible zoning provisions to enable design creativity
of buildings, streetscapes, landscaping and signage.



A range of building heights where the tallest buildings are located adjacent to I-5 and near the
transit station and transition to lower buildings within the core and edges of the Town Center
adjacent to existing single-family neighborhoods.



Building façades will have ample glazing and prominent pedestrian entries, especially at key
intersections.
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▪



Structure parking will service multi-storied residential and office buildings, and surface parking,
where permitted, will be located behind buildings and screened from the pedestrian realm. Onstreet parking, where appropriate, will be separated from pedestrian sidewalk zones with
street-side landscaping and low-impact stormwater facilities.



Collaborate with utility providers to locate transmission facilities underground and ensure that
infrastructure installation and placement is compatible with building architecture and pedestrian
circulation patterns.

Environmental Preservation and Economic Development


Promote the City’s strong environmental ethic in preserving prominent vegetative and forested
open spaces.



Promote building design that incorporates alternative energy systems, such as solar energy,
electric vehicular charging stations, and recycling facilities.



Promote Town Center development opportunities to the private sector and attract and retain a
diversity of local and regional retail establishments and employment opportunities in economic
sectors that will enhance the Mountlake Terrace local economy.

1.5.2.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

The table below summarizes the growth levels of the studied alternatives, as well as proposed policy and
code amendments.
Exhibit 1-1. Summary of Alternatives

Feature

No Action

Proposed Action

Preferred Alternative

Development Thresholds
New Dwelling Units
(multifamily)

1,126 units (2,477
residents)

3,000 units (6,600
residents)

New Commercial
Space (total sq. ft.)

478,499 (1,495 jobs)

625,000 (1,953 jobs)

Office

190,699 (596 jobs)

410,000 (1,367 jobs)

Retail

287,800 (899 jobs)

215,000 (586 jobs)

Same as Proposed Action
Alternative

Policies and Development Regulations
Town Center
Subarea Plan

No change

Update Town Center
Subarea Plan description
of existing conditions,
goals, policies, and plan
objectives.
Update Town Center
Boundary
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Feature

No Action

Proposed Action

Preferred Alternative

Comprehensive Plan

No change

Update Economic Vitality
Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Same as Proposed Action
Alternative

Planned Action
Ordinance

No change

Update development
thresholds and mitigation
measures based on SEPA
analysis.

Same as Proposed Action
Alternative

Development Code

No change

Amend development code
to allow a range of
building heights from 412 stories in the Town
Center core.
Establish streetscape and
block frontage standards,
building design standards,
and amend landscaping
and off-street parking
requirements to implement
the goals of the updated
Town Center Subarea
Plan.
Establish transition
standards between Town
Center districts and
adjacent lower-intensity
residential areas.

Amend development code
to allow a range of
building heights from 412 stories in the Town
Center core. (Same as
Proposed Action
Alternative.)
Remove RS-T transitional
zoning along the south
side of 237th Street SW
west of 56th Avenue W.
Expand RS-T zoning on
east side of the Town
Center to include three
properties at the corner
of 236th Street SW and
54th Avenue W.
In all other respects,
amendments to the
development code would
be the same as the
Proposed Action
Alternative.

MAJOR ISSUES, SIGNIFICANT AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND
UNCERTAINTY, AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
Key issues facing decision makers include:
▪

Approval of a Town Center Subarea Plan Update including updated vision, goals, and policies, as
well as an amended Town Center boundary.

▪

Approval of development code amendments allowing increased building heights and adoption of
new design standards for the Town Center.

▪

Approval of an amended Planned Action Ordinance to streamline future SEPA review and incentivize
development while mitigating the impacts of growth.

▪

Approval of editorial amendments to the Economic Vitality Element of the comprehensive plan.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
1.7.1.

Land Use Patterns and Policies

How did we analyze Land Use Patterns and Policies?
Chapter 3.1 of the Draft SEIS evaluates the amount, type, and pattern of land uses proposed under the
Proposed Action and No Action alternatives and also reviews the changes in current land use and land
use policies that have occurred since publication of the original 2007 Town Center Planned Action EIS.
Chapter 3.1 also evaluates the consistency of the alternatives with adopted planning and policy
frameworks, including the City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan, the Growth Management Act,
and Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policies. Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS evaluates impacts
associated with the Preferred Alternative.

What outcomes or impacts did we identify?
▪

Under all Alternatives, the Town Center would experience additional and more intensive growth
compared to current conditions. Changes would include the gradual conversion of existing lowdensity properties to higher-density uses, including multifamily residences and multi-story commercial
and mixed-use buildings. The types of uses allowed under all alternatives would be similar, but new
development in the Town Center would be at a greater intensity than either the No Action
Alternative or existing uses due to the greater heights allowed and the larger extent of the
amended Town Center boundary.

▪

Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would also
add approximately 166% more residents and 115% more office space to the Town Center than the
No Action Alternative.

▪

All Alternatives would be consistent with adopted land use plans and policies.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
▪

The updated Town Center Subarea Plan would direct the most intense development and tallest
building heights near the transit center and civic campus, with lower intensity and building height
areas arranged to create step-down transitions to the low-intensity residential areas surrounding the
Town Center.

▪

The Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative include amendments to the City’s zoning code,
including use and development standards that govern streetscape design, building design,
pedestrian amenities, and pedestrian-access corridors.

▪

The Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative include updated design standards that include sideand rear-yard setback requirements and special height transition provisions for sites abutting
residential zones.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?
Under all Alternatives, properties in the Town Center would gradually be redeveloped and converted
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from single-family residential and other low-intensity uses to higher density mixed-use development, in
keeping with the long-established vision for the Mountlake Terrace Town Center. With implementation of
mitigation measures, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to land use patterns or policies are
anticipated, though some property owners and residents, particularly in single-family areas, may
perceive these changes as adverse.

1.7.2.

Aesthetics

How did we analyze Aesthetics?
Chapter 3.2 of the Draft SEIS evaluates the scale and visual quality of development that would
potentially occur under the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives, including the effects of proposed
building height increases on community character, views, and shading conditions. Chapter 3 of the Final
SEIS evaluates impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative.

What outcomes or impacts did we identify?
▪

The Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would expand the Town Center boundary and
amend the City’s development code to allow greater building heights and an overall more intense
level of development than either existing conditions or the No Action Alternative. These height
increases would have the potential to introduce new building typologies that are taller and more
visually massive than what is currently developed or allowed by existing development regulations.
Introduction of these more intense typologies would gradually alter the architectural character and
scale of the Town Center.

▪

Intensification of development under the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would also have
the potential to affect areas outside the Town Center. The Town Center is surrounded by
predominantly single-family residential areas and development of higher-intensity multifamily,
commercial, and mixed-use development in close proximity could cause conflicts of scale that would
generate adverse effects on these surrounding areas.

▪

Under all Alternatives, new development would result in additional street lights and exterior building
illumination, increasing the overall level of ambient light and glare, both in daylight and evening
hours.

▪

Under the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative, additional building height would have the
potential to increase shading conditions in the analysis area, both within the Town Center and on
surrounding properties. The primary areas of potential shading are on the northern and eastern
boundaries of the Town Center Core, along 230th Street SW and 55th Avenue W. Some shading of
these streets could potentially occur in mid- to late-afternoon, and the effect would be most
pronounced in the late fall through early spring.

▪

Under the Preferred Alternative, the removal of Single-Household Residential – Transitional (RS-T)
zoning along the south side of 237th Street SW could increase potential for visual transition impacts
on properties adjacent to the Town Center, particularly west of 58th Avenue W.
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What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
The Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative include amendments to the City’s zoning code (Mountlake
Terrace Municipal Code Chapter 19.123), which establish design standards for the Town Center. These
new regulations would include provisions to minimize and mitigate potential aesthetic impacts, including:
▪

Special setback/building height standards for sites abutting residential zones: For sites abutting a
residential zone, the side- and rear-yard setback must be the same as the applicable residential
zoning district, up to the maximum height limit of the applicable residential zoning district, above
which the minimum side yard setback must increase at a 45-degree angle inward up to the maximum
height of the applicable Town Center (TC) zoning district.

▪

Light and air access and privacy near interior side and rear property lines: Buildings or portions
thereof containing multifamily dwelling units whose only solar access (windows) is from the applicable
side or rear of the building (facing towards the side or rear property line) must be set back from the
applicable side or rear property lines at least 15-feet.

▪

Façade articulation and maximum façade width: Buildings under eight stories in height must include
façade articulation features at regular intervals to create a human-scaled pattern along building
elevations facing streets, parks, access corridors, and residential zones. In addition, all façades
longer than 140 feet facing a lower-intensity zone must include features to break up the massing of
the building, such as vertical façade modulation, use of contrasting materials, or changes in material
and window configuration.

▪

Building frontage standards: The Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would establish a
system of block frontage designations along major streets in the Town Center. The updated design
standards contain requirements for each block frontage class, guiding the architectural character of
the Town Center.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?
Under all Alternatives, properties in the Town Center would gradually be redeveloped and converted
from single-family residential and other low-scale and low-intensity uses to higher density mixed-use
development, in keeping with the long-established vision for the Mountlake Terrace Town Center. All
Alternatives would represent a substantial increase in the intensity of development and height of
buildings over current conditions and some short-term incompatibilities may occur as new development
occurs in the Town Center adjacent to existing low-density properties. With implementation of mitigation
measures, no significant unavoidable adverse aesthetic impacts are anticipated, though some property
owners and residents, particularly in single-family areas, may perceive these changes as adverse.

1.7.3.

Public Services

How did we analyze Public Services?
Chapter 3.3 of the Draft SEIS evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives on the City’s level of service for fire protection, parks, and schools and updates the analyses
of each of these topics contained in the 2007 Town Center Planned Action EIS. The updated analyses
incorporate changes to existing facilities, level of service standards, and impact fee structures since
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publication of the original EIS. Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS evaluates impacts associated with the
Preferred Alternative.

What outcomes or impacts did we identify?
Under all alternatives, increased population and employment growth in the Town Center would generate
additional demand for public services, including fire protection, emergency medical services, parks and
recreation, and schools. Construction activities under both alternatives also have the potential to
temporarily affect emergency vehicle response times, as would any long-term increase in vehicular traffic
in the study area.
▪

Parks: Under all alternatives, projected population and employment growth would increase demand
for parks beyond the City’s current supply of Neighborhood Parks, Community Parks, Natural Areas,
and Special Use Areas. Growth under the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would also
create a need for additional Regional Park acreage.

▪

Fire: Growth under the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would increase demand for fire
and emergency medical services, and Station 19, which is located within the proposed Town Center
Core, would be the primary dispatch point for calls originating in the Town Center. South County Fire
(SCF) does not currently meet its goal of 8-minute responses on 90% of calls, and additional
development in the area could exacerbate this issue.

▪

Schools: Schools serving the Town Center have sufficient capacity to absorb new students from
proposed residential growth. No significant adverse impacts to schools were identified.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
▪

Chapter 18.30 of the Mountlake Terrace Municipal Code establishes impact fees for parks. The
City’s current impact fee schedule, effective January 1, 2019, charges a fee of $2,260 for each
multifamily residential dwelling unit and $1,162 for every 1,000 square feet of commercial space.

▪

The City should continue coordination with SCF on planning efforts for the Town Center. The SCF Fire
Marshal should be consulted regarding the design of streetscape improvements that could potentially
impede emergency vehicle access, as well as potential staffing and equipment needs at nearby fire
stations.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?
With the implementation of adopted codes and regulations and the application of proposed mitigation
measures, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to public services are anticipated.

1.7.4.

Transportation

How did we analyze Transportation?
Chapter 3.4 of the Draft SEIS presents a multimodal transportation analysis that documents existing
transportation conditions and models transportation outcomes under the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives, based on potential changes to land use and zoning provisions and modifications to the
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transportation network. The analysis identifies significant impacts that could occur for the following
modes: auto, freight, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle. Safety and parking impacts are also considered.
Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS evaluates impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative.

What outcomes or impacts did we identify?
The table below summarizes transportation impacts identified under the Draft SEIS alternatives. As
described in Chapter 3 of this Final SEIS, the Preferred Alternative falls within the range of the Draft SEIS
alternatives.
Type of Impact

No Action

Proposed Action Alternative

Auto and Freight

No intersection impacts; queuing impacts
along eastbound 220th Street SW and
southbound 66th Avenue W

2 intersection impacts; no queuing impacts

Transit

No intersection impacts; queuing impacts
along eastbound 220th Street SW

2 intersection impacts; no queuing impacts

Pedestrian

None

None

Bicycle

None

None

On-street Parking

New development could increase demand
for on-street parking.

New development could increase demand
for on-street parking.

Safety

None

None

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
▪

Implement capital improvements to increase vehicle capacity at impact intersections and along
impact roadways, such as the construction of roundabouts at the two intersections projected to
experience Level of Service (LOS) impacts under the Proposed Action Alternative.

▪

Implement Parking Management policies to moderate demand for the limited on-street parking
supply in the Town Center, such as time limits, paid on-street parking, or restricted parking zones.

▪

Pursue projects that increase the capacity of its existing infrastructure without building new
infrastructure through transportation systems management and operations (TSMO). TSMO refers to
operational improvements that can improve traffic flows without building new capacity, for example
traffic signal coordination, intelligent transportation systems such as adaptive signals or transit signal
priority, ramp management, and traffic incident management.

▪

Build upon existing Travel Demand Management (TDM) programs to explore additional demand
management programs that encourage non-single-occupancy-vehicle travel to and from the Town
Center. Examples include:


Requiring TDM programs for owners of newly constructed buildings to encourage tenants to
reduce traffic and parking impacts on city facilities.



Working with property owners and transit agencies to promote transit ridership, including use of
existing programs, such as regional transit pass subsidy programs.
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Amending the City’s parking code to provide more flexibility for residents who do not own a
vehicle.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?
With some combination of the potential mitigation measures identified in this SEIS, the magnitude of
intersection LOS impacts could be mitigated to meet City standards. Likewise, it is also expected that
parking impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of some
combination of identified mitigation measures. While short-term impacts may occur as individual
developments are completed, it is expected that over the long-term, no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts to parking would occur.

1.7.5.

Utilities

How did we analyze Utilities?
Chapter 3.5 of the Draft SEIS evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives on the level of service for utilities in the Town Center, including water, sewer, and
telecommunication service. Projected water and sewer demand are analyzed based on the land use,
population, and employment assumptions of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives, and impacts
were identified by comparing projected demand and system operating conditions to forecasted future
conditions in the City’s recently updated Comprehensive Water System Plan and Comprehensive Sewer
System Plan.
Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS evaluates impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and provides
supplemental analysis of impacts related to fire flow availability.

What outcomes or impacts did we identify?
▪

Development under the Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative would increase demand for
water service in the Town Center beyond the levels anticipated by the Comprehensive Water System
Plan, and increased building heights in the Town Center may increase fire flow requirements.
Hydraulic analysis of the City’s water distribution system indicates that the amount of growth and
building heights proposed under the Preferred Alternative would result in demand for fire flow
beyond system capacity in several locations in the Town Center, requiring upsizing of approximately
7,000 linear feet of water mains to ensure adequate fire flow under full development conditions.

▪

Development under all Alternatives would increase sewer flows from the Town Center and increase
demand for wastewater treatment at the Edmonds Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), which
processes sewer flows from Mountlake Terrace under an interlocal agreement. The interlocal
agreement currently allocates 2.108 million gallons of average annual daily flow to Mountlake
Terrace. Without reduction of inflow and infiltration in the sewer collection system, long-term growth
under both alternatives would generate flows greater than 85% of the City’s allocation, which
triggers a requirement for coordination with the City of Edmonds to evaluate the need for future
capacity improvements.

▪

Increased building heights in the Town Center would allow construction of new buildings that exceed
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the height of existing wireless transmission equipment located in the Town Center. Development at
this height could interfere with signals from these existing wireless facilities, necessitating the
relocation or redesign of affected infrastructure to maintain adequate service. This could include the
replacement of the existing tower with a taller structure or the installation of relay sites to extend
service coverage.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
▪

Chapter 13.50.020.C of the Mountlake Terrace Municipal Code requires assurance of performance
for public services associated with new construction. The code requires all applicants for building
permits to provide assurance to the City that all water mains, sanitary sewers, storm drain systems,
public roadways, and emergency vehicle access required by ordinance or development permit
conditions will be installed.

▪

The City is required under the terms of its interlocal agreement with the City of Edmonds to provide
written notice when anticipated sewer flows exceed 85% of their flow allotment to the Edmonds
WWTP and coordinate with the City of Edmonds for future capacity planning in accordance with the
City’s current agreement with Edmonds.

▪

Coordinate with wireless communication providers serving the Town Center on potential impacts to
existing and proposed wireless communication facilities, including relocation and/or modification of
existing facilities adversely affected by increased building heights in the Town Center. For example,
include telecommunications providers with facilities at the police station in public notice of planned
action projects to ascertain options for continuous service, such as the installation of relays or pole
relocation.

With mitigation, what is the ultimate outcome?
Increased development in the Town Center under both alternatives would increase demand for utility
services. With application of existing plans, policies, development regulations, and the mitigation
measures recommended in this SEIS, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated.
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2.0

Preferred Alternative Description

In response to the analysis contained in the Draft SEIS and public feedback received during the public
involvement process, the City has proposed a modified version of the Draft SEIS Proposed Action
Alternative as the Final SEIS Preferred Alternative. This chapter describes the Preferred Alternative and
highlights how it differs from the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative.

TOWN CENTER BOUNDARIES AND LEVEL OF GROWTH
Similar to the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would allow increased
growth to address Town Center Subarea Plan goals and regional population and employment trends.
The Preferred Alternative would allow the same levels of growth studied under the Draft SEIS Proposed
Action Alternative – 3,000 new multifamily housing units and 625,000 new square feet of commercial
space (215,000 square feet of retail and 410,000 square feet of office). This would result in
approximately 6,600 new residents and 1,953 new jobs in the Town Center.
Under the Preferred Alternative, the overall boundaries of the Town Center Core and Town Center
Reserve areas would match those of the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, as shown in Exhibit 2-1.

TOWN CENTER ZONING AND DESIGN STANDARDS
Similar to the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would reduce the number
of development districts in the Town Center from six to three, plus one Town Center Reserve district
covering areas outside the proposed Town Center boundary that were included in the 2007 boundary.
The boundaries of the Town Center zoning districts under the Preferred Alternative would match those of
the Proposed Action Alternative, as shown in Exhibit 2-1.
The Preferred Alternative would implement the same amendments to the City’s zoning regulations,
including design standards for the Town Center, as the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative. These
amendments are intended to address the following:
▪

Adoption of new zoning districts to implement the plan’s reorganized Town Center districts.

▪

Establishment of block frontage standards governing building access and façade design (see Exhibit
2-2). The Preferred Alternative includes a modified version of the Proposed Action block frontage
designations that includes additional corner storefront locations at the intersection of 232nd Street
SW and 57th Avenue W.

▪

Amendment of design standards for building setbacks, on-site open space, and pedestrian access.

▪

Addition of dimensional standards to govern building height transitions between Town Center sites
and lower-density residential zones outside the Town Center.

▪

Establishment of streetscape standards, including amenity and landscaping requirements and
prototype cross-sections.

▪

Establishment of streetscape design standards for planned mid-block access corridors intended to
promote circulation of pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles while breaking up building massing on large
blocks.
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▪

Amendment of off-street parking requirements for both the Town Center Core and Town Center
Reserve areas.

TOWN CENTER TRANSITIONAL ZONING AMENDMENTS
As described in the Draft SEIS (Chapter 3.1 – Land Use Patterns and Policies), portions of the existing
Town Center boundary are bordered by Single-Household Residential – Transitional (RS-T) zoning. This
zoning district is intended to provide a buffer area between the Town Center and surrounding lowdensity residential zones by allowing for uses such as townhomes and commercial parking areas and
applying transitional design standards.
The Preferred Alternative would modify the pattern of RS-T zoning surrounding the Town Center by
rezoning selected properties as follows:
▪

Properties adjacent to the south side of 237th Street SW currently zoned RS-T would be rezoned to
Single-Household Residential (RS 4800).

▪

Three properties located at the southwest corner of 236th Street and 54th Avenue W currently zoned
RS 7200 and RS 4800 would be rezoned to RS-T.

Zoning modifications under the Preferred Alternative are shown in Exhibit 2-3.

AMENDMENTS TO THE ECONOMIC VITALITY ELEMENT
Similar to the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative makes the following
amendments to the Economic Vitality Element of the Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan:
▪

Updated information on the economic climate in Mountlake Terrace, including updated employment
and business statistics, information on trends in retail sales, updated descriptions of the City’s
commercial centers, and an updated discussion of the Town Center’s role in the Mountlake Terrace
economy.

▪

Editorial changes to the goals and policies of the element and deletion of duplicative policy
language.

FINAL | September 2019

2-2

Town Center Subarea Plan Update Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement | Preferred Alternative Description

Exhibit 2-1. Town Center Districts – Preferred Alternative

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Exhibit 2-2. Block Frontage Designations – Preferred Alternative

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, 2019
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Exhibit 2-3. Transition Zoning Modifications – Preferred Alternative

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, 2019
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3.0

Analysis of the Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, is a modified version of the Draft SEIS Proposed
Action Alternative. This chapter describes the potential effects of the Preferred Alternative on each of the
environmental topics covered by the Draft SEIS, relative to the Draft SEIS alternatives.

LAND USE PATTERNS AND POLICIES
As described in Chapter 2, the boundaries of the Town Center zoning districts under the Preferred
Alternative would match those of the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, and the anticipated level of
growth and mix of land uses would also be the same as the Proposed Action Alternative. Land use
impacts associated with implementation of the Preferred Alternative would therefore be similar to the
Proposed Action Alternative.

AESTHETICS
As described in Chapter 2, the Town Center district boundaries and height limits under the Preferred
Alternative match those of the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative. As a result, overall development
intensity under the Preferred Alternative would be the same, and impacts related to visual character and
adverse shading effects would also be similar to those of the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative would also eliminate Single-Household Residential – Transitional (RS-T) zoning
adjacent to the south side of the Town Center, as shown in Exhibit 2-3. The RS-T zone is intended to
provide a transition zone between higher intensity development and single-family residential areas by
allowing uses such as townhomes. Removal of this zoning along the south side of the Town Center could
increase the potential for height transition impacts relative to the Proposed Action Alternative, though the
Preferred Alternative would implement the same development regulations and height transition standards
as the Proposed Action Alternative.

PUBLIC SERVICES
As described in Chapter 2, population and employment growth levels under the Preferred Alternative
would be the same as under the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative. As such, the projected increase in
demand for public services, including fire protection, parks, and schools, would be the same as under the
Proposed Action Alternative. Impacts to public services under the Preferred Alternative would therefore
be within the range of impacts studied in the Draft SEIS.

TRANSPORTATION
Under the Preferred Alternative, the overall level of growth in the Town Center would be the same as
under the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative, and the Preferred Alternative would include the same
mix of residential types and employment uses as the Proposed Action Alternative. Overall, traffic
patterns would be similar to the Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative and would therefore be within
the range of impacts studied by the Draft SEIS.
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UTILITIES
As described in Chapter 2, the overall level of population and employment growth in the Town Center
under the Preferred Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action Alternative. As a result,
overall demand for water supply and storage and for sewer treatment would be the same as under the
Draft SEIS Proposed Action Alternative.
Similar to the Proposed Action Alternative, development under the Preferred Alternative would generate
increased demand for fire flow in portions of the Town Center. Hydraulic analysis of the City’s water
distribution system indicates that the amount of growth and building heights proposed under the
Preferred Alternative would result in demand for fire flow beyond system capacity in several locations in
the Town Center. Exhibit 3-1 below lists the locations projected to experience fire flow deficiencies under
the Preferred Alternative, accounting for future capacity increases associated with currently planned
Capital Improvement Plan projects. The locations of these analysis nodes are shown in Exhibit 3-3.
To provide adequate fire flow under full development of the Preferred Alternative, upsizing of existing
water mains in the Town Center would be necessary. Exhibit 3-4 shows the locations of 13 water main
improvements necessary to address projected fire flow deficiencies, totaling approximately 6,088 linear
feet of pipe. Detailed hydraulic modeling results, including fire flow requirement assumptions, are
presented in Appendix B.
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Exhibit 3-1. Projected Water System Fire Flow Deficiencies – Preferred Alternative

Node
Number

Pressure
Zone

Fire Flow Requirement
(gpm)

Available Fire Flow (gpm) with 2018 Water
System Plan CIP Improvements

187

649

4,500

3,040

200

570

4,000

2,270

203

570

4,500

1,800

204

649

4,500

2,080

225

530

4,000

3,710

226

530

4,500

2,860

292

570

3,000

2,310

505

649

4,500

2,220

533

649

4,500

2,160

534

649

4,500

2,550

535

649

4,500

1,920

536

649

4,500

1,920

537

649

3,000

2,890

J22

530

4,500

1,100

J32

649

4,500

1,920

Source: Murraysmith, 2019
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Exhibit 3-2. Additional Water System Capital Improvements – Preferred Alternative

Map ID

Description

Linear
Feet

WM1

8” water main in 61st Avenue W

640

WM2

12” water main in 61st Avenue W from 230th Street SW to 232nd Street SW

666

WM3

12” water main in 232nd Street SW from 61st Avenue W to 60th Avenue W

254

WM4

16” water main in 60th Avenue W south of 232nd Street SW

474

WM5

12” water main in 60th Avenue W from 230th Street SW to 232nd Street SW

613

WM6

12” water main in 59th Avenue W from 230th Street SW to 232nd Street SW

637

WM7

12” water main in 232nd Street SW from 60th Avenue W to 59th Avenue W

302

WM8

12” water main in 237th Street SW west of 58th Avenue W

565

WM9

12” water main in 58th Avenue W from 237th Street SW to 238th Street SW

272

WM10

12” water main in 237th Street SW from 58th Avenue W to 56th Avenue W

643

WM11

16” water main in 56th Avenue W from 236th Street SW to 237th Street SW

260

WM12

12” water main in 238th Street SW from 56th Avenue W to 55th Avenue W

362

WM13

12” water main in 55th Avenue W from 237th Street SW to 238th Street SW

400

PRV1

8” Pressure Reducing Valve in 63rd Avenue W

-

Source: Murraysmith, 2019
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Exhibit 3-3. Available Fire Flow with 2018 Water System Plan CIP Improvements – Preferred Alternative

Source: Murraysmith, 2019
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Exhibit 3-4. Projected Fire Flow and Proposed Mitigation Improvements – Preferred Alternative

Source: Murraysmith, 2019
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4.0

Draft SEIS Clarifications and Corrections

This chapter provides clarifications and corrections to the Draft SEIS. Changes are presented by Draft
SEIS chapter, and text that has been added, modified, or deleted is shown in strikeout/underline format.
Clarifications and corrections are based on new information and/or in response to comments received on
the Draft SEIS.

CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 2 – PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES
Amend the discussion of the Planning Commission Recommendation on page 2-10 to include a description
of recommended modifications to block frontage standards.

Additional Alternatives Considered
In addition to the alternatives described above, the Mountlake Terrace Planning Commission has,
as of July 16, 2019, recommended a modified version of the Proposed Action Alternative. The
Planning Commission Recommendation would differ from the Proposed Action in the following
ways:
▪

Expand the Town Center Core boundary to include an area adjacent to the southeastern
corner of the Town Center Core, as shown in Exhibit 2-4, and designate this area as part of
Town Center District 3 (TC-3).

▪

Remove the transition zone along the southern boundary of the Town Center Core between
60th Avenue W and 56th Avenue W, as shown in Exhibit 2-4.

▪

Modify the proposed block frontage designation map to include two additional corner store
frontage locations at the intersection of 232nd Street SW and 57th Avenue W, as shown in
Exhibit 2-5.

The Planning Commission Recommendation would maintain the growth levels considered under the
Proposed Action Alternative. While the DSEIS does not analyze this Planning Commission
Recommendation as a distinct alternative, a conceptual review of environmental impacts is
presented in Appendix F.
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Add new Exhibit 2-5 to illustrate the block frontage designations for the July 16 Planning Commission
Recommendation.
Exhibit 2-5. Block Frontage Designations – Planning Commission Recommendation

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, 2019.
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CORRECTIONS TO CHAPTER 3.4 - TRANSPORTATION
Amend the Impacts discussion for the No Action Alternative on pages 3-32 to correct intersection level of
service (LOS) projections based on updated traffic modeling data provided by the City of Mountlake
Terrace Department of Public Works.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative (2013 Addendum)
The No Action Alternative serves as the baseline for the impact analysis of the Proposed Action
Alternative. It represents the operation of the transportation system if no zoning or network
changes were made in the Town Center. However, growth would continue to occur under the No
Action Alternative consistent with the existing Planned Action ordinance.
This section summarizes analysis results and environmental impacts of the No Action Alternative.
Specifically, the following definitions are used to identify auto, freight, and transit1 impacts under
the No Action Alternative:
▪

Vehicle level of service below the LOS standard at a study intersection;

▪

Queues from a downstream intersection expected to spill back to a study intersection.

Pedestrian, bicycle, parking, and safety impacts are discussed qualitatively. As defined above,
this EIS identifies impacts if future transportation operations are not expected to meet the City’s
adopted level of service standards.
Exhibit 3-56 and Exhibit 3-57 summarize the average vehicle delay for each study intersection
compared to its LOS standard. By 2035, traffic volumes would increase due to the land use
growth that would occur within the Town Center and other parts of the city as well as regional
growth not associated with Mountlake Terrace. Therefore, delay at most intersections is expected
to increase to some degree. However, all study intersections are expected to meet their LOS
standards under the No Action Alternative.
Of the 29 study intersections2, ten eight are expected to drop by one LOS grade compared to
existing conditions. Two intersections would operate better than the existing condition because of
planned improvements:
▪

220th Street SW/58th Avenue W which will be converted from an all-way stop to a
roundabout; and

▪

236th Street SW/58th Avenue W which will be converted from a side street stop to a signal.
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Amend Exhibit 3-56 on page 3-33 with corrected LOS and delay values based on updated traffic
modeling data provided by the City of Mountlake Terrace Department of Public Works.
Exhibit 3-56. 2035 No Action Alternative - PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service and Delay

ID

Intersection

Traffic Control

2035 LOS
Standard

Existing

2035 No
Action

1

216th St SW / 66th Ave W

Signal

D

A/8

A/9

2

220th St SW / 66th Ave W

Signal

E

C/24

D/4447

3

220th St SW / I-5 SB Ramps

Signal

E

B/12

C/2031

4

220th St SW / I-5 NB Ramps

Signal

E

C/21

C/3031

5

220th St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop in
existing/
Roundabout in
2035

E

B/14

A/6

6

220th St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

B/12

B/12

7

220th St SW / 52nd Ave W

All-way stop

E

C/20

C/2122

8

212th St SW / 52nd Ave W

Signal

E

C/30

D/4654

9

212th St SW / 48th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

C/24

D/3435

10

212th St SW / 44th Ave W

Signal

E

C/23

C/32D/40

11

228th St SW / 66th Ave W

All-way stop

E

B/11

B/11

12

230th St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop

E

A/9

A/9

13

230th St SW / 56th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

C/19

C/23

14

232nd St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop

E

A/9

A/9

15

232nd St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

A/10

A/10

16

234th St SW / 58th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

A/10

A/10

17

234th St SW / 56th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

C/16

C/17

18

236th St SW / 65th Place W

Signal

D

A/6

B/12

19

236th St SW / I-5 SB On-Ramp

None

E

A/8

A/9

20

236th St SW / I-5 NB Off-Ramp

Signal

D

A/7

B/17

21

236th St SW / 58th Ave W

Side-street stop in
existing/ Signal in
2035

D

E/35

A/6

22

236th St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

C/24

C/2627

23

236th St SW / 48th Ave W

All-way stop

E

C/20

C/24

24

236th St SW / Cedar Way

Signal

D

C/21

C/2831

25

228th St SW / 44th Ave W

Signal

D

C/22

C/33D/40
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ID

Intersection

Traffic Control

2035 LOS
Standard

Existing

2035 No
Action

26

244th St SW / 56th Ave W / 19th
Ave NE

Signal

E

B/19

B/1920

27

15th Avenue NE / Ballinger Way /
244th Street SW

Signal

D

C/33

D/36

28

19th Avenue NE / Ballinger Way

Signal

D

C/24

D/42

29

236th St SW / Gateway Boulevard
(future only)

Signal

D

--

A/7

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Replace Exhibit 3-57 with the following map to reflect updated LOS and delay values, based on
updated traffic modeling data provided by the City of Mountlake Terrace Department of Public Works.
Exhibit 3-57. Intersection Level of Service – No Action Alternative.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Amend Exhibit 3-58 on page 3-38 with corrected LOS and delay values based on updated traffic
modeling data provided by the City of Mountlake Terrace Department of Public Works.
Exhibit 3-58. 2035 Proposed Action Alternative - PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service and
Delay.

ID

Intersection

Traffic Control

2035 LOS
Standard

2035 No
Action

2035
Action Alt

1

216th St SW / 66th Ave W

Signal

D

A/9

A/9

2

220th St SW / 66th Ave W

Signal

E

D/4447

D/4649

3

220th St SW / I-5 SB Ramps

Signal

E

C/2031

C/26D/39

4

220th St SW / I-5 NB Ramps

Signal

E

C/3031

C/3233

5

220th St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop in
existing/
Roundabout in
2035

E

A/6

A/810

6

220th St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

B/12

D/4855

7

220th St SW / 52nd Ave W

All-way stop

E

C/2122

D/3233

8

212th St SW / 52nd Ave W

Signal

E

D/4654

D/50E/58

9

212th St SW / 48th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

D/3435

E/3637

10

212th St SW / 44th Ave W

Signal

E

C/32D/40

C/33D/42

11

228th St SW / 66th Ave W

All-way stop

E

B/11

B/13

12

230th St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop

E

A/9

B/11

13

230th St SW / 56th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

C/23

F/5961

14

232nd St SW / 58th Ave W

All-way stop

E

A/9

B/12

15

232nd St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

A/10

B/12

16

234th St SW / 58th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

A/10

B/11

17

234th St SW / 56th Ave W

Side-street stop

E

C/17

F/8791

18

236th St SW / 65th Place W

Signal

D

B/12

B/13

19

236th St SW / I-5 SB OnRamp

None

E

A/9

A/9

20

236th St SW / I-5 NB OffRamp

Signal

D

B/17

B/17

21

236th St SW / 58th Ave W

Side-street stop in
existing/ Signal in
2035

D

A/6

A/7

22

236th St SW / 56th Ave W

Signal

D

C/2627

D/3538

23

236th St SW / 48th Ave W

All-way stop

E

C/24

E/3840
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ID

Intersection

Traffic Control

2035 LOS
Standard

2035 No
Action

2035
Action Alt

24

236th St SW / Cedar Way

Signal

D

C/2831

C/3134

25

228th St SW / 44th Ave W

Signal

D

C/33D/40

C/34D/42

26

244th St SW / 56th Ave W /
19th Ave NE

Signal

E

B/1920

C/2324

27

15th Avenue NE / Ballinger
Way / 244th Street SW

Signal

D

D/36

D/37

28

19th Avenue NE / Ballinger
Way

Signal

D

D/42

D/43

29

236th St SW / Gateway
Boulevard (future only)

Signal

D

A/7

A/7

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
Notes: Bold indicates an impact.
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Replace Exhibit 3-59 with the following map to reflect updated LOS and delay values, based on
updated traffic modeling data provided by the City of Mountlake Terrace Department of Public Works.
Exhibit 3-59. Intersection Level of Service – Proposed Action Alternative

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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Amend the discussion of Other Proposed Mitigation Measures on pages 3-47 and 3-48 as follows:

Other Proposed Mitigation Measures
The City could implement policy changes related to LOS standards or make capital improvements
to increase the capacity of impacted intersections and roadways in the Transportation Study
Area. LOS policy can be set to align with the specific context and community objectives of an
area. Given the City’s vision for Town Center to be an urban and transit-oriented neighborhood,
the City could consider revising the LOS policy to allow LOS F operations within the Town Center.
This policy revision would mitigate the significant impact at the 230th Street SW/56th Avenue W
and 234th Street SW/56th Avenue W intersections.
Alternatively, the City could pursue capital improvements at the impacted intersections, both of
which are currently side street stop controlled. Those side street approaches are expected to
experience high delays as traffic along 56th Avenue W increases. To allow those movements to
proceed with less delay, several options were considered at each location: all-way stop control,
signals, and roundabouts.
A Synchro evaluation found that all-way stop control would not fully mitigate the impact. Signals
would mitigate the impact at both locations; however, a signal warrant analysis indicates a
warrant would not be met with the forecasted volumes and signals are not typically installed until
a signal warrant is met. Roundabouts are expected to manage the traffic well – bringing the
intersections’ LOS from F to A as shown in Exhibit 3-65 – and provide safety benefits but would
require some right-of-way acquisition. Implementation could occur through the Planned Action
ordinance such that new development contributes its share of the cost for these projects. This
evaluation considers only the traffic operations outcome; further study of intersection design
would need to be completed to select the appropriate roundabout design for each intersection.
Implementation of these potential improvements is subject to ongoing monitoring of traffic
operations as buildout of the Town Center occurs. Right-of-way should be dedicated by adjacent
development to accommodate these improvements.
Exhibit 3-65. Proposed Mitigation Measures

Intersection

No Action

Proposed Action
Alternative

Proposed Action
Alternative
MITIGATED

C/23

F/5961

A/3

C/17

F/8791

A/3

230th Street SW / 56th Avenue W
Construct roundabout
234th Street SW / 56th Avenue W
Construct roundabout
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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5.0

Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS
COMMENTS RECEIVED

During the Draft SEIS comment period, the City received 16 written comment letters or emails. In addition
to written comments, the City Council and Planning Commission accepted verbal comments at a joint
public hearing on the Draft SEIS on August 5, 2019. One member of the public offered verbal testimony.
A list of commenters is provided below in Exhibit 5-1.
Exhibit 5-1. Comments Received During Draft SEIS Comment Period

Letter/Speaker
Number

Author

Date

Written Comments
1

Civic Leadership Educating Achieving Revitalizing (CLEAR)

July 16, 2019

2

Red, Tracy

July 20, 2019

3

Enochs, Dan

July 23, 2019

4

Friend, Phillip

July 29, 2019

5

AFCO & Sons, LLC

August 1, 2019

6

Gregerson, Anne & Costumbrado, Alex

August 1, 2019

7

McKeever, Billy

August 2, 2019

8

Skinner, Ron

August 3, 2019

9

Stillman, Brian

August 3, 2019

10

Minkel, Kris

August 4, 2019

11

Carreiro, Gretchen

August 5, 2019

12

Nelson, Claudia

August 5, 2019

13

Civic Leadership Educating Achieving Revitalizing (CLEAR)

August 13, 2019

14

Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (MBA)

August 13, 2019

15

Eskenazi, Victor

August 18, 2019

16

Landsverk, Duane

August 20, 2019

Verbal Comments
1

Landsverk, Duane
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Letter/Speaker
Number

Author

Date

2

Stone, Steve

August 1, 2019

3

Goldman, Sean

August 1, 2019

4

Stewart, Caleb

August 1, 2019

5

Eskenazi, Victor

August 1, 2019

6

Heyer, Wade

August 1, 2019

7

Rogerson, Zac

August 1, 2019

8

Jeremiah, Dale

August 5, 2019

Written comments are provided at the end of this chapter in the order listed above. Unique comments are
marked and numbered, and responses are provided in Chapter 5.2. Public hearing speaker comments
are summarized, and responses are provided.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to each of the comments received during the Draft SEIS comment period.
Copies of letters/emails are included at the end of this chapter; individual comments are numbered in the
margin. Comments that state an opinion, support/opposition for a particular SEIS alternative, or suggest
a course of action are acknowledged with a statement that the comment is noted. Comments that ask
questions or request revisions to the Draft SEIS are provided with a response that either explains the
approach of the Draft SEIS analysis or offers clarifications/corrections.

5.2.1.

Written Comments

Letter 1 – Civic Leadership Educating Achieving Revitalizing (CLEAR)
COMMENT 1-1
Thank you for your comment stating support for the Town Center planning process. Comment noted and
forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 2 – Red, Tracy
COMMENT 2-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to increased height limits in the Town Center. Comment
noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
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Letter 3 – Enochs, Dan
COMMENT 3-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to 12-story height limits in the Town Center. Comment
noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 4 – Friend, Phillip
COMMENT 4-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to inclusion of the property at 23605 54th Avenue W
within the Town Center boundary. The Planning Commission has modified their recommendation, and, as
described in Chapter 2 of this EIS, the Preferred Alternative would not include this property within the
Town Center.

Letter 5 – AFCO & Sons, LLC
COMMENT 5-1
Thank you for your comment. The planning process for the Town Center Subarea Plan Update has been
underway since 2018, during which time inclusion of the Cedar Park School property in the Town Center
was not part of any considered planning alternative. The Planning Commission first recommended
inclusion of the Cedar Park School property in Town Center District 3 at their special meeting on July 16,
2019.
The Planning Commission has modified their recommendation, and, as described in Chapter 2 of this EIS,
the Preferred Alternative would not include this property within the Town Center.
COMMENT 5-2
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to rezoning the Cedar Park School property to Town
Center 3. The Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives analyzed in the Draft SEIS were established in
late Spring 2019, prior to the Planning Commission’s recommendation to rezone the Cedar Park School
property to TC-3 at their special meeting on July 16, 2019. Rezoning the Cedar Park School to TC-3 had
not been previously considered in the Town Center Subarea Plan Update. The Conceptual Review of the
Planning Commission Recommendation contained in Appendix F of the Draft SEIS was developed
between July 16 and publication of the Draft SEIS on July 19 to provide a high-level review of the
Planning Commission’s recommended changes to the Proposed Action Alternative. As SEPA lead agency,
the City has a responsibility to evaluate a range of alternatives to inform City decision makers.
Environmental analysis of the Planning Commission Recommendation was presented as an appendix and
restricted to high-level, conceptual review due to the compressed timeframe between the
recommendation and planned publication of the Draft SEIS.
COMMENT 5-3
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to rezoning the Cedar Park School property to Town
Center 3. The Planning Commission has modified their recommendation, and, as described in Chapter 2 of
this Final SEIS, the Preferred Alternative would not include this property within the Town Center.
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Letter 6 – Gregerson, Anne & Costumbrado, Alex
COMMENT 6-1
Thank you for your comment stating support for inclusion of your property at 5406 236th Street SW in
the Town Center. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 7 – McKeever, Billy
COMMENT 7-1
Thank you for your comment stating support for lower minimum parking standards in the Town Center.
Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 8 – Skinner, Ron
COMMENT 8-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to the Planning Commission’s recommended expansion of
Town Center District 3. The Planning Commission has modified their recommendation, and, as described in
Chapter 2 of this EIS, the Preferred Alternative would not include this property within the Town Center.

Letter 9 – Stillman, Brian
COMMENT 9-1
Thank you for your comment regarding greater communication and outreach from the Planning
Commission and City Council regarding the Town Center Subarea Plan Update. Comment noted and
forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 10 – Minkel, Kris
COMMENT 10-1
Thank you for your comment requesting more information on the Town Center Subarea Plan Update.
Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the City Council has scheduled additional public meetings for
additional public review of the plan and to provide additional public comment opportunities.

Letter 11 – Carreiro, Gretchen
COMMENT 11-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to 12-story height limits in the northwestern portion the
TC-1 zone. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 12 – Nelson, Claudia
COMMENT 12-1
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to 12-story height limits along 236th Street SW. Comment
noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
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Letter 13 – Civic Leadership Educating Achieving Revitalizing (CLEAR)
COMMENT 13-1
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-2
Thank you for your comment regarding residential parking requirements. Comment noted and forwarded
to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-3
Thank you for your comment suggesting that parking requirements focus on uses that drive traffic, such as
large-scale commercial development. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-4
Thank you for your comment regarding building height limit transitions along 237th Street SW. Comment
noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-5
Thank you for your comment suggesting the City further evaluate a greater variety of housing options to
meet projected growth requirements. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-6
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to further changes to the City’s townhome design
standards. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 13-7
Thank you for your comment in support of ongoing communication with the City Council and your
suggestion of a building tour with Council members. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the City Council
conducted a walking tour of the Town Center that was open to the public.

Letter 14 – Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (MBA)
COMMENT 14-1
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 14-2
Thank you for your comment regarding residential parking requirements. Comment noted and forwarded
to City decision makers.
COMMENT 14-3
Thank you for your comment suggesting that parking requirements focus on uses that drive traffic, such as
large-scale commercial development. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 14-4
Thank you for your comment regarding building height limit transitions along 237th Street SW. Comment
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noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 14-5
Thank you for your comment regarding consistency and predictability of development standards.
Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
COMMENT 14-6
Thank you for your comment suggesting the use of mybuildingpermit.com as part of the City’s
development permitting system. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 15 – Eskenazi, Victor
COMMENT 15-1
Thank you for your comment regarding the building massing models presented at the public meetings in
early August 2019. These massing models are also presented in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft SEIS. Because
the Town Center Subarea Plan Update is a non-project action, and no specific development project is
proposed, the massing models illustrate maximum buildable envelope under the design standards
associated with the Proposed Action Alternative. While it is true that these simulations do not represent a
ground-level vantage point, they are intended to illustrate overall massing and height of future
development compared with surrounding areas, as well as potential shading effects, consistent with a
subarea-level planning effort.
Given the variation inherent in piecemeal, private development, including possible consolidation and
reconfiguration of existing lots, modeling individual buildings to provide a street-level view of future
development would be speculative and may not accurately reflect future conditions.
COMMENT 15-2
Thank you for your comment requesting the construction of a physical model of the Town Center study
area. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Letter 16 – Landsverk, Duane
COMMENT 16-1
Thank you for your comment expressing support for the Town Center Subarea Plan Update and the
potential benefits of additional growth in the Town Center. Comment noted and forwarded to City
decision makers.

5.2.2.

Verbal Comments

Speaker 1 – Landsverk, Duane
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Landsverk offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Landsverk praised the current City staff and stated that the proposed plan, while not perfect,
is a good foundation for the future that provides certainty and confidence to the development community,

FINAL | September 2019

5-6

Town Center Subarea Plan Update Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement | Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS

who need predictability and leadership from the City Council. Mr. Landsverk indicated the only negative
aspect of the process was that the Planning Commission recommended changes to the plan after the
public hearing without further public input.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Since publication
of the Draft SEIS, the City Council has scheduled additional public meetings to allow for further public
review of the plan and to provide additional public comment opportunities.

Speaker 2 – Stone, Steve
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Stone offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1, 2019
and echoed Mr. Landsverk’s comments, expressing concern about the last-minute changes recommended
by the Planning Commission. Mr. Stone also expressed that it would be a challenge to get commercial
spaces to develop on 55th Avenue W and supported transitions to prevent shading on single-family
homes. Mr. Stone also recommended that the Council carefully consider allowing 12-story development;
while it could make sense near the transit center, concrete construction often is not cost effective until
reaching 15 stories. Mr. Stone also expressed concerns about parking standards (including adequacy of
bicycle parking) and stated that national tenants will not come to Mountlake Terrace with the current
parking requirements.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Speaker 3 – Goldman, Sean
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Goldman offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Goldman stated that he lives next door to some of the new development in the area and that
parking will be an ongoing, worsening issue. He stated that parking standards are grossly understated,
and no street or visitor parking is currently available. Mr. Goldman stated that local businesses also need
parking for their employees, and additional infrastructure is necessary to allow people to bike to work.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Speaker 4 – Stewart, Caleb
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Stewart offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Stewart is an attorney representing the Cedar Park School and indicated that the last-minute
recommendation by the Planning Commission to include the Cedar Park School site in the Town Center
presents legal challenges. Mr. Stewart desired to raise the issue before the process continued any further.
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COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. The Planning Commission has modified their recommendation, and, as
described in Chapter 2 of this Final SEIS, the Preferred Alternative would not include the Cedar Park
School property within the Town Center.

Speaker 5 – Eskenazi, Victor
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Eskenazi offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Eskenazi stated that the electrical grid in the Town Center would need to be upgraded, in
addition to telecommunications upgrades. He stated that tall buildings affect emergency communications
and services. Mr. Eskenazi stated that he served on the Task Force and did not favor 12-story buildings
anywhere; he also questioned the stability of the hillside between the Town Center and I-5. Mr. Eskenazi
also pointed out that parking will continue to be an issue because people will not always be able to
reach the transit center by bus.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Please note that
power was addressed in the SEPA Checklist that was available at the time of scoping and included in the
Draft SEIS.

Speaker 6 – Heyer, Wade
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Heyer offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Heyer expressed support for the plan and is happy to see that the process is not as
contentious as the 2006-07 plan process. Mr. Heyer stated that he is concerned by the Planning
Commission’s July 16, 2019 recommendation. The previous recommendation was vetted through the public
process and a public hearing, and last-minute changes have a negative effect on the development
community.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Speaker 7 – Rogerson, Zac
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Rogerson offered comment at the City Council/Planning Commission joint study session on August 1,
2019. Mr. Rogerson stated that he has canvassed his neighborhood, and most of his neighbors are
unaware of the Town Center planning process. Mr. Rogerson asked if more could be done to inform the
public.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Since publication of the Draft SEIS, the City Council has scheduled
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additional public meetings to allow for further public review of the plan and to provide additional public
comment opportunities.

Speaker 8 – Jeremiah, Dale
COMMENT SUMMARY
Mr. Jeremiah offered verbal testimony at the City Council/Planning Commission joint public hearing on
August 5, 2019. Mr. Jeremiah spoke about elevations in two places in the city and compared them to the
height of the Washington Monument (555 feet), suggesting a 555-foot height limit above sea level. Mr.
Jeremiah said this limit would still allow for a six-story building in the TC-1 zone. Mr. Jeremiah referred
to the Height of Building Act of 1910 that regulates the height of buildings in Washington, D.C. He spoke
about heights being limited to the width of streets in commercial corridors and he inquired about the
width of 236th Street SW and the possibility of enacting building height standards based on street
width.
Mr. Jeremiah provided a printed fact sheet with information local elevations and background information
on the Height of Buildings Act of 1910. This fact sheet is included with the comment letters at the end of
this chapter.
COMMENT RESPONSE
Thank you for your comment. Comment noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
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From: Philip Friend [mailto:philip.friend@coldwellbanker.com]
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 5:01 PM
To: Edith Duttlinger <EDuttlinger@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Cc: Bob Fredrickson <bfredrickson@cbcworldwide.com>
Subject: Zoning changes being considered for 23606 54th Ave W

Greetings Edith Duttlinger,
My name is Philip Friend of Coldwell Banker Commercial real estate. I represent Cedar Park
Assembly of God, owners of the property at 23606 54th Ave W in Mountlake Terrace.
It has come to our attention that a change of zoning is contemplated for this property.
As you know, we have entered into a purchase and sale contract with Afco and Sons LLC as
buyers. They are intending to build approx. 50 townhomes on this site, They have been working
with the city of Mountlake Terrace for many months on this project. They have spent hundreds of
thousands of dollars on professionals preparing this project for the city's approval. They have had
no indication from the city that there was any problems completing their project as planned. They
also have at risk thousands of dollars in the purchase and sale contract.
The owners have invested large sums of money planning their move from this site to a new site for
their school. They have informed the families of their school community of the move, many
hundreds of people have made plans because of this move.
The idea of changing the zoning at this late date would be very costly to both parties.
We urge you to reconsider this change of zoning.
Philip Friend
Coldwell Banker Commercial
206-713-4125
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August l, 2019
City of Mountlake Terrace
6100 2191h Street SW #200
Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043
Dear council members of Mountlake Terrace
We at AFCO&Sons are confused and concerned at finding out the city is considering rezoning the
Cedar Park School to downtown core TC-3 zoning. AFCO&Sons had pre-application meetings, email
exchanges and has been in constant contact since March 2019 with the Planning Department
regarding the development of the Cedar Park Site. At no time has rezoning or repurposing this
property been mentioned.
With Arbor Village completed and now Atlas 236 under construction, AFCO&Sons was looking
forward to further growth of Mountlake Terrace with the Cedar Park project and now at a special
session of a Planning Commission in the last hour of the last meeting before recommendations to
City Council, the Planning commission recommended to change the economic development board
proposal as they saw fit, renege on zoning they approved March 2018 and propose TC-3 zoning for
the Cedar Park site. City staff continued to say they had no idea of this recommendation; however,
we found that Supplemental EIS has been included to an analysis of the Planning Commission
recommendation which tells us the city knew that this recommendation was likely coming while
the city also knew of our project and was well underway, and commenting on our plan as if no
change may come. Many thousand dollars spent and not a word from staff.
In March 2018, the city approved and adopted Transitional Use zoning which allowed for Fee
Simple Townhomes on the Cedar Park site. The purpose was to create shadowing from mixed use
mid-rise to single family dwellings with a zone of townhomes and lower height requirements.
Understand that a mixed-use building goes against exactly the idea and what this Transition Use
zoning was meant for. Consequently, we entered into a purchase agreement with North Sound
Christian Schools and have subsequently spent a substantial amount of money and time for
feasibility.
What we find this beyond frustrating is that we were forced by the city to change our plans on the
Atlas 236 site which is currently under construction in downtown Mountlake Terrace. With the
zoning in place at that time; the original plan called for approximately 60-unit mixed-use
apartment with 14 town homes on the east side of the property. When the zoning had changed
well after we conducted multiple meetings with city, with no mention of possible rezoning at all,
we were forced to forego building townhomes, expand the development and forced us to reengineer and re-plan for the project. This added huge costs and time to the project not to mention
additional work to city staff and made us abandon our original plan for the property.
Now a similar situation arises on the Cedar Park site. Within days of removing our feasibility and
agreeing to close on the property, the city once again is considering changing the use on a project
in process. We are not requesting any special considerations about the project we have completed
or are completing currently in the downtown core and surrounding areas. We only ask the city to
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honor representations and the zoning they've already approved so far via preapp meetings and
continued communications.
Our first investment in this city goes back to 2003 when we decided to move our fishing business
office we had since 1991 from downtown Edmonds. Since then, we not only kept our investment
within the city, but also continue with our new investments that help revitalize the city landscape
with new projects. When we moved to Mountlake Terrace, we were not looking at only that
moment or that office location, we had a long-term vision to grow within this community and
hope our current work would help with reviving this city to attract more people and benefit our
future residents of this city for current and future generations. Once you are outside of this city,
you would be surprised how City of Mountlake Terrace is still unrecognized by surrounding area
residents and businesses. Considering our efforts, it's extremely disappointing to be the recipient
of this lack of communications and this kind of service from city. We believe we've shown our
commitment to date.
Seller and we agreed on the price based on the current zoning however if the proposed rezoning
were approved, the market value of this land would be devalued to about half based on Arbor
village, Atlas 236 sites and current market. There will be no financial institution who supports the
proforma of multi-family project with the current agreed land cost not to mention the project
itself doesn't make economic sense. Further having town homes between single-family homes and
multi-family homes would be more practical transition mostly to single-family home owners rather
than having 6 to 8-story building adjacent to single family homes.
One of very important concern is the impact rezoning this property would have on Cedar Park
Assembly of God Church. Not only would the rezone devalue their property, the costs and
expenses they've incurred moving the school and financial stress placed on them should this
transaction not close would be hard to bear. Seller and we've been proceeding this transaction
very carefully so we can protect children and their families with their remaining school year and
new school year.
This recommendation by Planning Commission seems last minute, hurried and does not seem well
thought out. We request city and city council members to reconsider the recommendation of
rezoning.

President
AFCO&Sons, LLC
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From: Billy McKeever <bmckeever@reidmiddleton.com>
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Christy Osborn <COsborn@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: Town Center Update comment
In response to required parking minimums: Can those go lower? Can we get less parking spaces
required? If people are already angry about the parking “situation”, we’re just inviting more
frustrated, aggressive drivers into town with more required parking. Frustrated drivers make our
streets less safe.
Billy McKeever
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From: Ron Skinner <rvsmt2003@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 3, 2019 11:26 AM
To: Lisa Plancich <LPlancich@ci.mlt.wa.us>; steve@westridgelandcorp.com; Adam Bettcher
<bettcher@gmail.com>; Rvsmt2003@yahoo.com; Sarah.bayle@gmail.com; Josborn@oaips.com;
lindarogers5706 <lindarogers5706@comcast.net>; Atallshipsailor@gmail.com; Joe@tmb-homes.com;
Wcheyer1@comcast.net; Landsverkm@hswc.com; Michaellavigne@hotmail.com;
Jean.carr@scjalliance.com; Brett.bures@scjalliance.com; Bill Trimm (Comcast) <bgtrimm@comcast.net>
Subject: Re: Letter from AFCO & Son, LLC

While I'm not 100% clear on the procedures involved, i believe they should remove that border
expansion. If not I would, myself recommend the city council not pass it and send it back. I think it
was Linda who mentioned the damage to developer trust.
Through my work, I talk to developers daily and whenever the conversation wanders to jurisdictions
i take the opportunity to ask if they have any experience with MLT. Of those who have, they don't
have much good to say and even those who haven't have often heard rumors. There is a large
contingent of active developers who avoid our jurisdiction.
The best case scenario for this community and it's development is to have a buildable plan and
provide a path for successful development. I'm waiting and hoping for the day I can tell my clients
that there are good opportunities in MLT.
I think there is time to adjust the current course and honor the financial commitment of one of our
biggest investors. AFCO & Sons have been one of the large contributors to our community and to
cause them damage would be a disaster.
There has been no damage done yet, but the next steps will be very important. I do believe that
those people with the power to affect this necessary change will do so... I see a lot of good intention
across the board.
Ron Skinner, PE
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From: EMAIL CITYHALL
Sent: Monday, August 05, 2019 8:37 AM
To: Scott Hugill <SHugill@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: FW: Door-To-Door Communication / Town Center Subarea Plan
From: Brian Stillman [mailto:bcstillman102@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 03, 2019 8:35 AM
To: EMAIL CITYHALL <ECITYHALL@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: Door-To-Door Communication / Town Center Subarea Plan

Dear Councilmembers,
During the 8/1/19 City Council Work/Study Session, mention was made of a potential
'walking tour' through the proposed Town Center Subarea. It seemed the idea was for the
Planning Commission and the Council to put boots on the ground to better visualize
proposed changes and their impacts.
In a recent email exchange with longtime Mountlake Terrace resident Dustin DeKoekkoek
(NextMLT, Mountlake Terrace Community, etc), Mr. DeKoekkoek shared the following
thought with me: that early in this entire 2018/2019 process, the City could have gone doorto-door to potentially impacted properties (ie, TC-1 through TC-3).
I'd suggest that it is not too late to put this idea into action.
The notion of the entire City Council going door-to-door is ludicrous, but small, nimble
groups composed of a single Councilmember and 1 or 2 already informed TC-1/TC-2/TC-3
residents could provide sufficient coverage. The boon to the canvassing effort would be
making certain everyone potentially impacted by the proposed zoning changes does
understand what is in the offing, and that their voice/participation does matter, even this late
into the process.
Given the sparse public attendance at both the 7/22 Special Meeting and the 8/1 City
Council Work/Study Session, something smells a little off.
Trusted modes of communication - newsletters, websites, archived meetings, email alerts might be coming up short of sufficiently spreading word. Speaking for myself and my wife,
it wasn't until a concerned resident came to our door that we really took the Town Center
Subarea Plan Update seriously.
Face-to-face communication - actual human outreach - imparts immediacy and import. It
would be time well spent -- an expenditure just as important and necessary as the 'walking
tour' proposed at the 8/1 meeting.
Thank you very much for your time,
Brian Stillman
6007 232nd St SW
MLT
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From: Kris Minkel <KrisMin4@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 4, 2019 10:25 AM
To: Christy Osborn <COsborn@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: 23206 55th Ave West

Hi Christy,
I hope all is well! I received the City Happenings Letter and was looking at the zoning for the new
town center plan and I live right on the edge of the proposed TC-3 zone. I have a few questions in
regards to the timing of this zone and what the proposed plan looks like. I am unable to attend
the town meeting tomorrow but I wanted to see if you had any time this week for me to call you
so I can get more information? Any help you can provide would be appreciated. We have lived in
this residence for the past 7 years and have started a family here and want to know what the
overall plan is.
Thanks so much and I look forward to hearing from you!
Kris Minkel
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Letter 14
August 13, 2019
To: City of Mountlake Terrace City Council
Re: Town Center Subarea Plan
From: Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (MBA)
These comments are provided by the MBA in response to the proposed revisions to the Town Center
Subarea Plan. First, we would like to thank you for your time and consideration of our comments.
We feel that the City has made significant strides in recent years in recognizing the local and unique
demands and characteristics of Mountlake Terrace and we applaud your efforts. We also want to
express our support in the Council continuing to examine development regulations and listening to our
voice.
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The key issues we see now are most related to parking requirements and maximum building heights
along the 237th corridor. We would like to echo the statements made by the Civic Leadership Educating
Achieving Revitalizing (CLEAR) group as follows:
•

•

•

Residential Parking Requirements: The number of parking spaces should be proportionate and
directly related to use and number of residents. The solution is not to assign more parking
spaces to proposed residential development, but to allocate or assign it to the appropriate
areas. Before adopting additional and more restrictive requirements, please consider
immediately available alternatives. For example, adopt a time limit for Sound Transit riders
allowed to park within the town center. Additional feeder-parking (possibly metered) along bus
routes could also be introduced.
Large-Scale Commercial Parking Requirements: In addition to the suggestions noted above,
doubling the minimum parking requirements from four per 1,000 sq. ft. to eight per 1,000 sq. ft.
will also alleviate parking availability for residents. Increasing the requirements for
apartments/townhomes will not solve the overall parking issue; it will only limit the ability to
maximize the unit count on a given piece of property. Putting the parking onus on the uses that
will drive the most traffic (i.e. large-scale retail and national chain restaurants) will be more
beneficial to the City.
237th Building Heights: Transition from 12 stories to single stories along 237th independent of
finished building height. Proximity to the freeway access, location of the transit center, as well
as existing topography serving as a natural visual buffer, the multi-story buildings are most
appropriate at that location. In other words, maximize density at the appropriate location and
provide for a transitional area of desirable units while also maintaining the existing sunlight and
view corridors.

We would also like to emphasize how critical it is to maintain predictability and consistency with respect
to future development of the community. Whether commercial or residential, proposed projects are
long-term investments for all involved and uncertainty clearly impedes affordability. In other words, the
development standards that are in place now are relatively new and provide for some level of
predictability desperately needed. As such, we would caution the Council from making any significant
changes at this point and would request to continue in the public process.
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A final suggestion would be for the City to incorporate mybuildingpermit.com into their permit system.
This is widely used by many local jurisdictions and has proven to be a cost-effective and time-saving
system for both the public and the respective agencies.
Thank you for your time and consideration we would look forward to our continued relationship
working within the City of Mountlake Terrace.

Mike Pattison
Senior Snohomish County Manager
Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties
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Letter 15
Emails Regarding Town Center Concerns
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From: Victor Eskenazi <atallshipsailor@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 18, 2019 11:59 AM
To: Stephen Clifton <SClifton@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: 3-D modeling

Stephen,
Please forward this to all on the (now defunct) Task Force,
the city council members, members of the Planning
Committee including Alice, Bill Trimm, Duane Landverk,
local residents that have spoken to council and anyone else
that may be interested. (that's quite a bit, thank you! v)
While I appreciate all the work that went into the slides/pics
presented at the Thursday, October 15, 2019 meeting...
I am very disappointed; they give a view from, at least
several hundred feet in the air, very few residents will have
that view.
I still want a real, physical 3-d model, based on the
maximum heights - a bit of velcro can be used to allow for
variation if desired.
I hope the council will agree and ask that it be done in time
for council and public comments.
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From: Duane Landsverk [mailto:duane@lqh-inc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 2:24 PM
To: EMAIL CITYHALL <ECITYHALL@ci.mlt.wa.us>
Subject: Additional Town Center subarea comments
Dear Council Members:
I wanted to provide you with some follow-up comments from last night’s meeting. First, I’d like to
stress the unique situation the City of Mountlake Terrace has with respect to nearby
communities. We have something that they (i.e. Lynnwood, Bothell, Brier, etc.) don’t and I tried to
demonstrate the existing and available views from Mountlake Terrace extending from the Sound,
the Olympics and Mt. Rainier with the drone video. I also wanted to put in perspective the potential
heights of 8 – 12 story buildings in relation to the existing trees; as you saw, they would not extend
above them. With the proposed heights currently being considered, we could further expand a
commercial and residential market that would bring the much needed revenue to the city and
alleviate the tax short-fall we’re currently experiencing, also while providing some relief to the
residents. The Town Center Subarea itself represents less than 2% of the entire city limits, so why
are we not maximizing the potential gains in that area? Further, the impacts to existing properties
will lessen as more development takes place as the Town Center takes shape of the step-down that
has been carefully planned for and will provide for a very pleasing and defined downtown core. I
urge you not to shy away from the short term change in place of the long term goal. It’s the perfect
spot for development and was planned for accordingly. In summary, while some neighbors will be
impacted by future development, as is true with anywhere you look, the positive opportunities we
have for the community as a whole should not be ignored.
Thank you,
Duane Landsverk
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References

In addition to the Draft SEIS references, the Final SEIS provides the following references:
Murraysmith, 2019. City of Mountlake Terrace Water System Hydraulic Modeling. Provided via personal
communication with Marshall Meyer. September 17, 2019.

FINAL | September 2019
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Distribution List

In addition to the following agencies, the Final SEIS will be distributed to all interested parties who
submitted written public comments on the Draft SEIS.
▪

Alderwood Water District

▪

City of Brier

▪

City of Edmonds

▪

City of Lake Forest Park

▪

City of Lynnwood

▪

City of Mill Creek

▪

City of Shoreline

▪

Comcast

▪

Community Transit

▪

Edmonds School District

▪

Everett Herald

▪

Frontier Communications

▪

King County Metro

▪

Puget Sound Action Team

▪

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

▪

Puget Sound Energy

▪

Puget Sound Regional Council

▪

Puget Soundkeepers

▪

Snohomish County Health District

▪

Snohomish County Planning Department

▪

Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1

▪

Snohomish County Surface Water Management

▪

Sound Transit

▪

South Snohomish County Fire and Rescue

▪

T-Mobile

▪

U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service

▪

Washington Environmental Council

FINAL | September 2019
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▪

Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP)

▪

Washington State Department of Commerce

▪

Washington State Department of Ecology

▪

Washington State Department of Natural Resources

▪

Washington State Department of Transportation

FINAL | September 2019
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DRAFT – September 18, 2019
CITY OF MOUNTLAKE TERRACE
ORDINANCE NO._________
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MOUNTLAKE TERRACE MODIFYING
THE TOWN CENTER PLANNED ACTION AREA TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND TOWN CENTER SUBAREA PLAN, AND
MAKING ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PLANNED ACTION DEVELOPMENT
THRESHOLDS AND MITIGATION MEASURES PURSUANT TO
THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT, AND REPEALING
ORDINANCE NO. 2616 AND CHAPTER 19.90 OF TITLE 19 OF THE
MOUNTLAKE TERRACE MUNICIPAL CODE AND REPLACING THIS
CHAPTER WITH A NEW CHAPTER 19.90
“TOWN CENTER PLANNED ACTION”
WHEREAS, the State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) and implementing
rules provide for the integration of environmental review with land use planning and
project review through designation of “Planned Actions” by jurisdictions planning under
the Growth Management Act (“GMA”); and
WHEREAS, the City has adopted a Comprehensive Plan complying with the
GMA, and previously designated the Town Center as a planned action in in 2007, and
amended the planned action area boundaries and development thresholds in 2013,
consisten with changes adopted in the Comprehensive Plan and Town Center subarea
plan; and
WHEREAS, in September 2019, the City adopted a revised subarea plan for the
Town Center which contemplated revising the designated “Planned Action” for the Town
Center; and
WHEREAS, designation of a Planned Action expedites the permitting process for
subsequent, implementing projects whose impacts have been previously addressed in a
Planned Action environmental impact statement (“EIS”), and thereby encourages desired
growth and economic development; and
WHEREAS, the City issued a Final Supplemental EIS for the Town Center
Subarea Plan Update in September, 2019, which builds on the previously issued EIS and
EIS Addendum for the Town Center subarea, and identifies impacts and mitigation
measures associated with planned development in the Town Center; and
WHEREAS, the City has adopted development regulations which will help
protect the environment, and has adopted zoning regulations specific to the Town Center
which will guide the location, form, and quality of desired development.
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WHEREAS, as part of the public process, community meetings were held on April
22, 2019 at 6:00 pm and May 6, 2019 at 6:00 pm, following notice to the state agencies
with jurisdiction and the affected federally recognized tribal governments; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after public notice as required, held a
public hearing on the Town Center Planned Action Ordinance on August 5, 2019, at 7:00
pm, reviewed the public record, and made a recommendation to the City Council; and
WHEREAS, the City Council, after public notice as required, held a public hearing
on the Town Center Planned Action Ordinance on August 5, 2019, reviewed the Planning
Commission’s recommendation and other items of public record, and found that the
proposed ordinance meets the criteria of MTMC 19.110.240.C for a zoning code text
amendment and is consistent with state law;
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MOUNTLAKE
TERRACE, WASHINGTON, DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Chapter 19.90 of the Mountlake Terrace Municipal Code and Ordinance
Number 2616 are hereby repealed and a new chapter 19.90, “Town Center Planned
Action,” is hereby added to Title 19, which shall read as follows:
Chapter 19.90
TOWN CENTER PLANNED ACTION
Sections:
19.90.010
19.90.020
19.90.030
actions
19.90.040

Purpose
Definitions
Procedures and criteria for evaluation and determining projects as planned
Monitoring and review

Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is to:
A. Combine analysis of environmental impacts with the City’s development of
plans and regulations;
B. Designate the Mountlake Terrace Town Center as a Planned Action for
purposes of environmental review of subsequent, implementing projects pursuant to the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 43.21C.440;
C. Establish criteria and procedures, consistent with state law, that will determine
whether subsequent projects qualify as Planned Actions;
D. Provide the public with information about Planned Actions and how the City
will process implementing projects;
E. Streamline and expedite the land use review and approval process by relying
on the environmental impact statement (EIS) and EIS Addendum completed for the
planned action; and
2
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F. Apply the City’s development regulations together with the mitigation
measures described in the EIS and this ordinance to address the impacts of future
development contemplated by the Planned Action.
19.90.020 Definitions
“Comprehensive Plan” means the Comprehensive Plan, as identified in
MTMC18.10.010.
“SEPA Responsible Official” means the Planning and Community Development
Director or his or her designee.
“Town Center Subarea Plan” means the Town Center Subarea Plan, as identified
in MTMC 19.90.030.
“Traffic Engineer” mens the City’s Traffic Engineer, as designated by the City’s
Engineering Services Director or his/her designee.
19.90.030 Procedures and criteria for evaluating and determining projects as
planned actions
A. Planned Action Area. The Planned Action designation shall apply to the
approximately 98-acre Town Center subarea, which is generally bounded by 230th Street
SW on the north, 55th Avenue W on the east, 237th Street SW on the south, and Interstate
Highway 5 on the west, and that is specifically shown in Exhibit A, “Planned Action
Area,” which is attached hereto and adopted by reference as though fully set forth herein
and which shall be available from the department.
B. Environmental document. A Planned Action determination for a sitespecific implementing project application shall be based on the environmental analysis
contained in the Town Center Planned Action Supplemental EIS issued by the City on
July 19, 2019, the EIS Addendum published on April 10, 2013, and the Final Town
Center Planned Action EIS published on August 10, 2007. The mitigation measures
contained in Exhibit B, which are attached hereto and adopted by reference as though
fully set forth herein and which shall be available from the department, are based upon
the findings of the Town Center EIS, the EIS Addendum, and the Town Center Plan
Update Supplemental EIS, and shall, along with adopted City regulations, provide the
framework that the City will use to review and to impose appropriate conditions on
qualifying Planned Action projects.
C. Planned Action designated. Land uses and activities described in the Town
Center Plan Update Supplemental EIS, subject to the thresholds described in subsection
D of this section and the mitigation measures contained in Exhibit B, are designated
Planned Actions or Planned Action Projects pursuant to RCW 43.21C.440 and WAC
197-11-172. A development application for a site-specific Planned Action project
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located within the Town Center Planned Action area shall be designated a Planned
Action if it meets the criteria set forth in subsection D of this section and applicable laws,
codes, development regulations and standards of the City.
D. Planned Action qualifications. The following thresholds shall be used to
determine if a site-specific development proposed within the Town Center Planned
Action area is contemplated by the Planned Action and has had its environmental impacts
evaluated in the Town Center Plan Update Supplemental EIS, the Planned Action EIS
and/or the EIS Addendum:
(1) Land Use. The following primary land uses and levels of development
described in the Town Center Plan Update Supplemental EIS, along with conditional and
accessory uses permitted in the Community Business Downtown District, are considered
Planned Actions:
(a) Commercial services;
(b) Commercial retail;
(c) Medical/health care, excluding hospitals and ambulance services;
(d) Recreation/entertainment/cultural, excluding parks and plazas that are
not part of an approved site plan for a permitted or conditional use;
(e) Eating/drinking establishments;
(f) Transportation facilities, limited to bus shelters;
(g) Residential, including: motels/hotels, live-work units, attached single
family, and multi-family units;
(j) Manufacture, processing or assembly of items that are sold from or
displayed in a show/sales room directly fronting the street;
(2) Development Thresholds.
(a) The following amount of various land uses are contemplated by the
Planned Action:
Land Use
Commercial:
- Office & Services
- Retail
Residential

Development Amount
625,000 sq. ft.
410,000 sq. ft.
215,000 sq. ft.
3,000 units

(b) If future development proposals in the Town Center Planned Action area
exceed the development thresholds specified in this chapter, further environmental
review may be required pursuant to WAC 197-11-172. Further, if proposed development
would alter the assumptions and analysis in the Town Center Plan Update Supplemental
EIS, further environmental review may be required. Provided, that shifting the total build
out between categories of uses may be permitted so long as the total build-out does not
exceed the aggregate amount of development, trip generation and parking thresholds
reviewed in the Supplemental EIS, and so long as the impacts of that development have
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been identified in the Town Center Plan EIS, EIS Addendum or Supplemental EIS and
are mitigated consistent with Exhibit B.
(3) Building Heights. Building heights shall be as identified in the applicable
Town Center zoning designation(s).
(4) Transportation.
(a) The maximum net new PM peak hour weekday vehicle trips analyzed in the
Town Center Plan Update Supplemental EIS was 930.
Vehicle Trips Generated by Proposed Action
PM Peak Hour
Current Town Center Planned Action Trip Generation
Increase in Vehicle Trips Generated by Proposed
Action
Proposed Action Trip Generation

2,475
930
3,405

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, 2013; Fehr & Peers, 2019.

(b) Trip Threshold. Uses or activities that would exceed the maximum trip levels
shown above would not qualify as Planned Actions and would require additional
environmental review.
(c) City Engineer Discretion. The City Engineer or his/her designee shall have
discretion to determine incremental and total trip generation, consistent with the Institute
of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (latest edition) or an alternative
manual accepted by the City Engineer at his sole discretion, for each project permit
application proposed under this Planned Action.
(d) Traffic Impact Mitigation. All Planned Action projects shall pay, as a
condition of approval, their proportionate share of Town Center street and other
transportation improvements that have been determined to be necessary to support
planned development within the Town Center. Impact fees applicable to each Planned
Action project are identified in the schedule, and will be determined according to the
methodology contained in the ordinance adopting such impact fees. The City may adjust
such fees from time to time.
(5) Elements of the Environment and Degree of Impacts. A proposed project that
would result in a significant change in the type or degree of impacts to any of the
elements of the environment analyzed in the Town Center Plan Planned Action EIS, EIS
Addendum and/or Supplemental EIS, would not qualify as a Planned Action.
(6) Changed Conditions. Should environmental conditions change significantly
from those analyzed in the Planned Action EIS and EIS Addendum, the City’s SEPA
5
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Responsible Official may determine that the Planned Action designation is no longer
applicable until supplemental environmental review is conducted.
(7) Additional Mitigation Fees. The City may adopt and apply such other fees as
may be deemed necessary and appropriate to mitigate impacts to other capital facilities in
the Town Center and to accommodate planned growth. Such fees, if adopted, shall be in
addition to the fee required in item (4)(d) of this subsection, and shall apply only to
required improvements that are not addressed in this subsection.
E. Planned Action review criteria.
(1) The City’s SEPA Responsible Official may designate as “planned actions”,
pursuant to RCW 43.21C.030, applications that meet all of the following conditions:
(a) the proposal is located within the planned action area identified in Exhibit A,
pursuant to subsection A of this section;
(b) the proposed uses and activities are consistent with those described in the
Planned Action EIS and EIS Addendum, and subsection D of this section;
(c) the proposal is within the Planned Action thresholds and other criteria of
subsection D of this section of this ordinance;
(d) the proposal is consistent with the City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive
Plan and the Town Center Subarea Plan;
(e) the proposal’s significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified
in the Planned Action EIS, EIS Addendum and/or Supplemental EIS;
(f) the proposal’s significant impacts of the proposal have been mitigated by
application of the measures identified in Exhibits B and C, and other applicable city
regulations, together with any modifications or variances or special permits that may be
required;
(g) the proposal complies with all applicable local, state and/or federal laws and
regulations, and the Responsible Official determines that these constitute adequate
mitigation; and
(h) the proposal is not an essential public facility as defined by RCW 36.70A.200,
unless the essential public facility is part of or accessory to a a residential, office, school,
commercial, recreational, service or industrial development that is esignated as a planne
action.
(2) The City shall base its decision on designation on review of a SEPA checklist,
or an alternative form developed consistent with applicable provisions of RCW 43.21C,
and review of the application and supporting documentation.
(3) A proposal that meets the criteria of this section shall be considered to qualify
and be designated as a planned action, consistent with the requirements or RCW
43.21C.440, WAC 197-11-164 et seq, and this ordinance.
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F. Effect of Planned Action
(1) Designation as a planned action project means that a qualifying proposal has
been reviewed in accordance with this ordinance and found to be consistent with its
development parameters and thresholds, and with the environmental analysis contained in
the Planned Action EIS, EIS Addendum and Supplemental EIS.
(2) Upon determination by the City’s SEPA Responsible Official that the proposal
meets the criteria of Section 3.D and qualifies as a planned action, the proposal shall not
require a SEPA threshold determination, preparation of an EIS, or be subject to further
review pursuant to SEPA.
G. Planned Action permit process. Applications for planned actions shall be
reviewed pursuant to the following process.
(1) Development applications shall meet the applicable requirements of
Mountlake Terrace Municipal Code (MTMC) Titles 12 through 19. Applications for
planned actions shall be made on forms provided by the City and shall include a SEPA
checklist, or a Planned Action SEPA checklist.
(2) The City’s Planning and Community Development Director shall determine
whether the application is complete as provided in MTMC 19.110.030.
(3) If the application is for a project within the Planned Action Area defined in
Exhibit A, the application will be reviewed to determine if it is consistent with the criteria
of this ordinance and thereby qualifies as a Planned Action project. The SEPA
Responsible Official shall notify the applicant of his/her decision. If the project is
determined to qualify as a Planned Action, it shall proceed in accordance with the
applicable permit review procedures specified in MTMC 19.110.090, except that no
SEPA threshold determination, EIS or additional SEPA review shall be required. The
decision of the SEPA Responsible Official regarding qualification as a Planned Action
shall be final.
(4) Public notice and review for projects that qualify as Planned Actions shall be
provided pursuant to RCW 43.21C.440(3)(b) and MTMC 19.110.080 and 19.110.090.
(5) Development Agreement. To provide additional certainty, the City or an
applicant may request consideration and execution of a development agreement for a
qualifying Planned Action project. The development agreement may address review
procedures applicable to a planned action project, permitted uses, mitigation measures,
payment of impact fees, design standards, phasing, vesting of development rights, and
any other topic that may properly be considered in a development agreement consistent
with RCW 36.70B.170 et seq.
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(6) If a project is determined to not qualify as a Planned Action, the SEPA
Responsible Official shall so notify the applicant and prescribe a SEPA review procedure
consistent with the City’s SEPA regulations and the requirements of state law. The
notice shall describe the elements of the application that result in failure to qualify as a
Planned Action.
(7) Projects that fail to qualify as Planned Actions may incorporate or otherwise
use relevant elements of the Town Center Plan Update Supplemental EIS, as well as
other relevant SEPA documents, to meet their SEPA requirements. The SEPA
Responsible Official may limit the scope of SEPA review for the non-qualifying project
to those issues and environmental impacts not previously addressed in the EIS, EIS
Addendum and Supplemental EIS prepared for the Town Center Plan and Planned
Action.
19.90.040 Monitoring and review
A. The City shall monitor the progress of development in the designated Planned
Action area to ensure that it is consistent with the assumptions of this ordinance and the
Planned Action EIS and EIS Addendum regarding the type and amount of development
and associated impacts, and with the mitigation measures and improvements planned for
the Town Center.
B. This Planned Action chapter and its underlying ordinance shall be reviewed no
later than December 1, 2024 by the SEPA Responsible Official to determine the
continuing relevance of its assumptions and findings with respect to environmental
conditions in the Planned Action area, the impacts of development, and required
mitigation measures. Based upon this review, the City may propose amendments to this
ordinance and/or may supplement or revise the Town Center Supplemental EIS.
Section 2. Conflict. In the event of a conflict between this Ordinance or any mitigation
measure imposed thereto, and any ordinance or regulation of the City, the provisions of
this Ordinance shall control.
Section 3. Severability. Should any term or provision of this ordinance be found to be
invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or
unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other term or
provision of this Ordinance.
Section 4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall take effect five days after its adoption
and publication as required by law.
Section 5. Expiration. This Ordinance shall expire ten (10) years from the date of
adoption unless it is extended by the City Council following a report from the SEPA
Responsible Official and a public hearing.
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Section 6. Publication. This Ordinance or a summary thereof consisting of the title
shall be published in the official newspaper of the City.
PASSED by the City Council of the City of Mountlake Terrace this _____day of
__________and signed into authentication of its passage this _____day of
_____________.
________________________
MAYOR KYOKO MATSUMOTO WRIGHT
ATTEST: ____________________________
CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM: Gregory G. Schrag, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
PLANNED ACTION AREA
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EXHIBIT B
TOWN CENTER PLAN UPDATE
PLANNED ACTION MITIGATION MEASURES

The Planned Action EIS has identified significant beneficial and adverse impacts that are
anticipated to occur with the future development of the Planned Action Area, together
with a number of possible measures to mitigate those significant adverse impacts. Please
see Final EIS Chapter 1 Summary for a description of impacts, mitigation measures, and
significant unavoidable adverse impacts.
A Mitigation Document is provided in this Exhibit B to establish specific mitigation
measures based upon significant adverse impacts identified in the Planned Action EIS.
The mitigation measures in this Exhibit B shall apply to Planned Action Project
applications that are consistent with the Proposed Action Alternative reviewed in the
Planned Action EIS and which are located within the Planned Action Area (see Exhibit
A). These mitigation measures are in addition to the application of City development
regulations and requirements of City, state, and federal agencies.
Where a mitigation measure includes the words “shall” or “will,” inclusion of that
measure in Planned Action Project application plans is mandatory in order to qualify as a
Planned Action Project. Where “should” or “would” appear, the mitigation measure may
be considered by the project applicant as a source of additional mitigation, as feasible or
necessary, to ensure that a project qualifies as a Planned Action Project. Unless stated
specifically otherwise, the mitigation measures that require preparation of plans, conduct
of studies, construction of improvements, conduct of maintenance activities, etc., are the
responsibility of the applicant or designee to fund and/or perform.
Any and all references to decisions to be made or actions to be taken by the City’s SEPA
Responsible Official may also be performed by the City’s SEPA Responsible Official’s
authorized designee.
Air Quality
Short Term
Construction activities related to development approved under the Planned Action could
generate fugitive dust, which would be subject to Puget Sound Clean Air Authority
(PSCAA) Regulation I. Applicants shall follow best management practices (BMPs) to
control fugitive dust. These include, but are not limited to:
▪

Use water sprays or other non-toxic dust control methods on unpaved roadways.

▪

Minimize vehicle speed while traveling on unpaved surfaces.

▪

Prevent track out of mud onto public streets.
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▪

Cover soil piles when practical.

▪

Minimize work during periods of high winds when practical.

Burning of slash or demolition debris shall not be permitted without express approval
from PSCAA. No slash burning is anticipated for any construction projects in the City.
Mobile construction equipment and portable stationary engines would emit air pollutants
including NOx, CO, and diesel particulate matter. These emissions would be temporary
and localized. It is highly unlikely that the temporary emissions would cause ambient
concenrations at adjoining parcels to approach the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) limits. However, applicants shall use the following measures to
minimize air quality and odor issues caused by tailpipe emissions:
▪

Maintain the engines of construction equipment according to manufacturers’
specifications.

▪

Minimize idling of equipment while the equipment is not in use.

Long Term
Where applicable, all project-specific SEPA and NEPA documentation for individual
new roadway improvement projects, are required to conduct CO hot spot modeling (as
required under WAC 173-420) to demonstrate that the projects would not cause localized
impacts related to increased CO emissions from vehicle tailpipes at congested
intersections.
All stationary emission sources associated with new commercial facilities shall be
required to register with PSCAA (Regulation I and Regulation II).
Land Use Patterns and Policies
No mitigation measures beyond compliance with Comprehensive Plan, Town Center
Plan, and Zoning Code.
Aesthethics
No mitigation measures beyond compliance with Comprehensive Plan, Town Center
Plan, Zoning Code, and development regulations.
Public Services
The City will construct a plaza in the Town Center of approximately 20,000 square feet.
This is needed in part to provide a gathering space for the entire community an in part to
meet recreational needs of additional residents and workers in the Planned Action area,
thereby reducing impacts on existing parks. Park impact fees for the plaza, pursuant to
Chapter 18.35 MTMC, shall be collected. Development of the plaza may be funded
through a combination of grants, city funds, impact fees, and developer contributions.
All Planned Action Project Applications shall be distributed for comment by the City to
the South Snohomish County Fire & Rescue Fire Marshall. Project applications shall be
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conditioned to meet Fire Marshall recommendations and any associated mitigation
agreements. Conditions may include, but are not limited to:
▪

Mandatory installation of fire sprinklers, water system improvements, or building
access requirements that would provide improved access for emergency vehicles.

▪

Design of frontage streetscape improvements to avoid impeding emergency vehicle
access

▪

Mitigation agreement addressing potential staffing and equipment needs at nearby
fire stations.

Transportation
Consistent with 19.90.030 (D)(4) Planned Action Project Applications shall pay a fair
share mititgation fee for capital improvements not otherwise addressed by the City’s
transportation impact fee based on the share of PM peak hour trips generated and
distributed to the following intersections:
▪

230th Street SW / 56th Avenue W

▪

234th Street SW / 56th Avenue W

Utilities
▪

Water: The City may require Planned Action Project Applications to extend,
replace, upgrade, or relocate water mains to serve proposals to meet adopted
standards of service consistent with the Town Center Plan Update Final SEIS and
City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Water System Plan.

▪

Sewer: The City will prepare plans for use of its remaining sewer treatment capacity,
as per the agreement with the City of Edmonds, when the 85% utilization rate is
reached.

▪

Power and Natural Gas: Mitigation requirements for power and natural gas
services will be determined by service providers in consultation with the City on a
case-by-case basis as the Planned Action is implemented.

▪

Telecommunications: All Planned Action Project Applications shall be distributed
for comment by the City to the provider of telecommunication facilities that have
existing wireless communication facilities in the Planned Action Area in Exhibit A.
The City may condition Planned Action Project Applications that exceed 60 feet to
provide for continuous telecommunication service, such as through relays or pole
relocation.
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Appendix B: Water System Modeling

FINAL | September 2019

B-1

BERK Consulting
Mountlake Terrace Town Center Water System Analysis

DRAFT

Model Setup

Demand Increase Due to
Development

Count

Water
Consumption
(gpd)

Total Water Consumption
(gpd)

No Action
Proposed New Residents
Proposed New Jobs

Proposed New Residents
Proposed New Jobs

2,477
1,495

183,298
22,425
205,723

74
15
SUM
Town Center Development
6,600
74
1,953
15
SUM

488,400
29,295
517,695

Demand Increase Ratio

Construction
Fire Flow Increase Due to
Predicted
Building Type
Development
Building Size
Definition
Town Center Development
District 1
6-12 Stories Type 1-A
District 2
4-8 Stories
Type 1-A
District 3
4-6 Stories
Type 1-B

Fire Flow
Calculation
Area (SF)
165,000
165,000
30,000

2.52

Fire Flow
Requirement
(gpm)
4,500
4,500
3,000

Type 1-A Building: Fire Resistive Non-combustible (commonly high rise buildings and Group I occupancy )
Type 1-B Building: Fire Resistive Non-combustible (commonly mid-rise office and Group R buildings)
Data Sources: Table B105.1(2) of the 2015 International Fire Code, City of Mountlake Terrace Town Center Plan,
Table 19.50.050.B of the Town Center Plan

Not included in submittal to client (for review/clarity purposes): Fire flow calculation area
esimated using the FAR(floor area ratio) provided in town codes. FAR = useable floor area/lot
area; lot area and FAR provided by town codes. Minimum lot size used, but all nodes in area
assigned higher fire flow to be conservative. For more info please see "Model Setup"
spreadsheet.
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BERK Consulting
Mountlake Terrace Town Center Water System Analysis

DRAFT

Modeling Results
No Action Scenario
Node
Number

Pressure Zone

1295
173
174
175
176
181
187
188
199
200
203
204
225
226
290
291
292
3006
3012
3034
3101
3134
3137
481
482
483
493
494
496
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
520
521
522
523
524
526
527
528
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
J22
J32

649
570
570
570
570
570
649
649
530
570
570
649
530
530
530
570
570
570
570
649
530
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
570
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
649
530
649

Fire Flow
Requirement
(gpm)
1,500
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
1,500
1,500
1,500
4,000
4,000
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
4,000
4,000
3,000
4,000
4,000
3,000
5,250
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
1,500
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
1,500
4,000
1,500
1,500
1,500
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
6,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
4,000
7,000
4,000
4,000
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
1,500
4,500

Increased Town Center Development

Availabe Fire
Flow (gpm)

Available
Pressure at PHD
(psi)

Fire Flow
Requirement
(gpm)

Available Fire
Flow (gpm) with
2018 WSP CIP
Improvements

5,070
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
3,080
4,880
4,520
2,280
1,810
2,100
3,720
2,870
5,010
>7,000
2,310
>7,000
>7,000
5,430
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
6,430
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,300
>7,000
2,230
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,930
6,030
5,510
2,190
2,590
1,940
1,940
2,930
>7,000
5,130
4,870
4,960
5,020
1,100
1,940

71
52
61
58
51
50
71
71
43
50
56
71
48
35
44
66
50
46
57
78
45
50
48
67
66
59
50
49
43
38
45
74
79
74
75
71
78
79
79
83
43
46
47
58
49
47
58
53
61
46
50
51
55
55
58
58
73
71
70
66
66
66
75
71
71
68
68
34
70

3,000
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
3,000
4,500
3,000
4,500
4,000
4,500
4,500
4,000
4,500
4,000
4,500
3,000
4,500
4,500
3,000
5,250
4,500
4,500
4,000
4,500
4,000
4,000
4,000
3,000
4,000
4,500
4,000
4,500
4,000
3,000
4,000
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
6,000
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
7,000
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
4,500
4,500

5,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
3,040
4,740
4,500
2,270
1,800
2,080
3,710
2,860
5,000
>7,000
2,310
>7,000
>7,000
5,370
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
6,360
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,220
>7,000
2,220
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,880
5,980
5,380
2,160
2,550
1,920
1,920
2,890
>7,000
5,070
4,820
4,890
4,950
1,100
1,920

Available Fire
Available
Flow (gpm) with
Pressure at PHD
Additional
(psi)
Improvements
5,140
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
4,900
5,010
>7,000
5,080
5,260
4,900
6,170
5,880
>7,000
>7,000
5,310
>7,000
>7,000
5,380
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
6,360
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,170
>7,000
5,010
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
>7,000
5,880
5,980
5,380
4,860
4,830
4,620
4,620
4,950
>7,000
5,120
4,840
5,060
5,080
1,150
4,740

71
52
60
57
50
50
71
71
63
70
55
71
68
55
64
66
70
45
57
78
65
50
48
67
66
59
50
49
42
38
44
74
79
74
75
71
78
79
79
83
43
46
47
57
49
47
57
53
60
46
50
50
55
55
57
58
72
71
70
66
66
66
75
71
71
68
68
55
70

*J22 served by 530 Zone Water Main along 57th Ave W between 236th St SW and 237th St SW. Area to be provided fire service by 570 Zone water main, reflected with results from Junction 524.
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DRAFT

CIP

CIP ID
WM1
WM2
WM3
WM4
WM5
WM6
WM7
WM8
WM9
WM10
WM11
WM12
WM13
PRV1

Description
8" in 61st Ave W
12" in 61st Ave W from 230th St SW to 232nd St SW
12" in 232n St SW from 61st Ave W to 60th Ave W
16" in 60th Ave W south of 23nd St SW
12" in 60th Ave W from 230th St SW to 232nd St SW
12" in 59th Ave W from 230th St SW to 232nd St SW
12" in 232nd St SW from 60th Ave W to 59th Ave W
12" in 237th St SW west of 58th Ave W
12" in 58th Ave W from 237th St SW to 238th St SW
12" in 237th St SW from 58th Ave W to 56th Ave W
16" in 56th Ave W from 236th St SW to 237th St SW
12" in 238th St SW from 56th Ave W to 55th Ave W
12" in 55th Ave W from 237th St SW to 238th St SW
8" Pressure Reducing Valve in 63rd Ave W
Total

Linear
Feet
640
666
254
474
613
637
302
565
272
643
260
362
400
6,088

Planning Level
Project Cost ($)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

617,586
692,712
263,534
527,628
636,860
661,891
313,461
587,733
282,557
716,509
289,764
376,808
416,174
175,000
6,558,219

The opinion of construction cost was prepared on the basis of available project information, and using cost information from recently bid projects and
quotes from equipment and material suppliers. The costs are expected to change in the future as the project evolves from planning to design to
construction. Factors beyond the control of Murraysmith that may affect the final construction cost includes, but is not limited to, project scope
modifications, project schedule modifications, actual project site conditions, economic conditions, market conditions, regulatory factors, competitive
bidding, and variances in the cost of labor, materials and equipment.

