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The City of Mountlake Terrace invites you to comment on the Town Center Planned Action Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental impacts of a
Proposal to designate the Downtown Community Business District zone as a Planned Action area. If
so designated, further environmental review on future development within the designated Planned
Action area would not be necessary if the proposed development is consistent with the development
levels of the adopted Planned Action ordinance. In addition, the Proposal includes adoption of zoning
code amendments implementing the Town Center Plan adopted in February 2007 by the City of
Mountlake Terrace.
The Proposal action area is located in the town center subarea of the City of Mountlake Terrace,
corresponding to the existing Downtown Community Business District zone. This area is roughly
bounded by 228th Street SW on the north, 55th Avenue W to the east, 244th Street SW, and 58th
Avenue W to the west.
The Town Center Plan envisions a lively, walker-friendly downtown that will include more shops,
restaurants, services, outdoor areas, and a variety of residences including townhomes and flats. The
purpose of this Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS is to provide more detailed environmental
analysis during this planning stage, rather than at the project permit review stage. This Draft EIS
identifies specific environmental impacts and ways to mitigate impacts in advance of development.
Environmental issues evaluated in this Draft EIS include impacts on land use patterns, housing, and
employment, aesthetics, transportation, air quality, public services (police, fire/emergency medical
services, parks and recreation, and schools) and utilities (stormwater, water, sewer, power and
telecommunications).
In the Draft EIS, the Proposal and a No Action Alternative are reviewed. The Proposal would
implement the Town Center Plan by providing new zoning, parking, and design standards promoting
mixed retail, office and residential uses, along with wider sidewalks, street trees, and a public plaza
with an interactive water fountain. Within a central one-block area, buildings could be up to seven
stories tall if they meet design standards, with upper stories that tier back from the street. In most
other areas buildings could be only three to four stories. Mixed use that combines commercial space
on the ground floor and living space above would be encouraged. Redevelopment over an 18-year
period would add about 1,416 jobs housed in about 197,299 square feet of retail space and 267,700
square feet of office space, including restaurants and coffee shops. In addition, approximately 737
housing units would be added in the 57-acre Downtown Community Business District zone.
Developers would be required to help pay the cost of public improvements connected with the
growth.
The No Action Alternative would add approximately 240 homes and 256 jobs (in roughly 84,000
square feet of retail and office space). With the No Action Alternative, future development would not
be facilitated with a Planned Action ordinance. Current zoning regulations and interim design
standards would remain, as would current parking standards.
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Public and agency comment is invited regarding the Proposal and the Draft EIS. Copies of the Draft
EIS can be obtained from the City of Mountlake Terrace, 23204 58th Avenue West at a cost of
$18.28. The document will also be posted on the City’s website: www.cityofmlt.com/towncenter
available at the City Hall front counter as well as the City library.
Comments are due no later than 5 p.m. on July 17, 2007 and should be addressed to:

Shane Hope, Planning and Development Director
City of Mountlake Terrace
23204 58th Avenue West
Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043-4629
shope@ci.mlt.wa.us
A public open house will be held to receive comment regarding the Proposal and Draft EIS on:
July 10, 2007
7:00 - 8:30 p.m.
City Hall
23204 58th Avenue W
Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043
The City will also be holding a Planning Commission meeting to consider the Planned Action
ordinance on Monday, July 9, 2007. Public comments taken during either meeting will be addressed
in the Final EIS expected later in the Summer.
Your interest in the City of Mountlake Terrace is greatly appreciated. If you would like more
information about this proposal, please contact me at 425-744-6281.

Sincerely,

Shane Hope
Planning and Development Director
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Fact Sheet
Proposal Title
Town Center Planned Action and Zoning Code Regulations

Proposal and Alternative
Proposal
The City of Mountlake Terrace (City) proposes the following two related actions:
1. Adoption of an ordinance designating the Community Business Downtown
District as a Planned Action for the purposes of State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) compliance, pursuant to Revised Code of Washington (RCW)
43.21C.031(2)(a) and Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-164.
2. Adoption of zoning code amendments addressing form-based zoning, parking
standards, and permanent design standards implementing the Town Center Plan
adopted in February 2007 by the City.
Under this proposal, redevelopment in the 57-acre Community Business Downtown
District is expected to add about 1,416 jobs and approximately 737 housing units
over the next 18 years.
A Planned Action designation by a jurisdiction reflects a decision that environmental
review is completed early in the planning stages for an area and/or specific type of
project. Further environmental review under SEPA, for each specific development
proposal or phase, will not be necessary if it is determined that each proposal or
phase is consistent with the development levels specified in a Planned Action
ordinance.

No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative assumes that the Town Center Plan would not be
implemented with new zoning regulations, and that future development would not be
facilitated with a Planned Action ordinance. Interim design standards would remain,
as would current parking standards. Under the No Action Alternative, redevelopment
over the next 18 years would add about 256 new jobs and 240 new housing units.
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Location
The Proposal analysis area is roughly bounded by 228th Street SW on the north, 55th
Avenue W to the east, 244th Street SW to the south, and 58th Avenue W to the west.
The Proposal analysis area is equal to the Community Business Downtown District
boundaries.

Proponent
City of Mountlake Terrace

Lead Agency
City of Mountlake Terrace

Responsible Official
Shane Hope, Director, Community Development Department

Contact Person
Shane Hope, Director, Community Development Department
23204 58th Avenue West
Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043-4629

Required Approvals
Recommendations by the Planning Commission and approval by the City Council of
the following:
Planned Action Designation and Ordinance Adoption.
Adoption of zoning code amendments implementing the Town Center Plan
adopted in February 2007 by the City of Mountlake Terrace, including new formbased zoning for the Community Business Downtown District zone, parking
standards, and permanent design standards.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Authors and Principal Contributors
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared under the
direction of the City of Mountlake Terrace.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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Principal Authors:
Jones & Stokes
11820 Northup Way, Suite E300
Bellevue, WA 98005-1946
425.822.1077
Contributing Authors:
KPFF
1501 5th Avenue, Suite 1600
Seattle, WA 98101
206.622.5822
(Utilities)
PTV America, Inc.
P.O. Box 1850
Vashon, WA 98070-1850
206.463.3768
(Transportation model)
Weinman Consulting, LLC
9350 S.E. 68th Street
Mercer Island, WA 98040
206.295.0783
(Planned Action Ordinance)
Berk & Associates
120 Lakeside Avenue, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98122
206.324.8760
(Impact Fees)

Date of Draft Environmental Impact Statement Issuance
June 15, 2007

Date Comments Due
No later than 5 p.m. on July 17, 2007
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Public Comment
Affected agencies, tribes, and members of the public are invited to comment on this
Draft EIS. Comments may be provided in writing or verbally. Written comments
should be directed to the contact person at the address identified above or may be
submitted electronically to towncenterplan@ci.mlt.wa.us no later than 5 p.m., July
17, 2007.
During the comment period, a public open house regarding the Proposal and Draft
EIS will be held on July 10, 2007. An additional public comment opportunity will
occur at the July 9, 2007 Planning Commission Study Session when the Planned
Action ordinance will be considered.

Date of Implementation
August 2007, with phased development following necessary permit approvals.

Comprehensive Plan SEPA Review
Prior environmental review was conducted for the 2003 Comprehensive Plan and
subsequent amendments such as the Melody Hill Subarea Plan and Town Center
Plan. SEPA environmental checklists were completed for these nonproject actions
and determinations of nonsignificance were prepared. A full list of previous
environmental documents is provided below.

Previous Environmental Documents
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Proposed Mountlake Terrace
Comprehensive Plan, issued September 1, 1982
Final Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Mountlake Terrace
Comprehensive Plan (written comments and responses), issued November 15, 1982
Environmental Checklist for Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan update,
prepared November 1994 (Determination of Nonsignificance [DNS], issued
November 18, 1994)
Addendum to update the 1995 Comprehensive Plan, dated September 10, 1996
Environmental Checklist, prepared March 27, 2003 (DNS issued April 11, 2003), to
adopt amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, August 2003
Environmental Checklist, prepared December 2004 (DNS issued December 6, 2004)
to adopt amendments to the 2003 Comprehensive Plan
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Environmental Checklist, prepared October 28, 2005 (DNS issued October 28, 2005)
to adopt minor amendments to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan, Comprehensive Plan
Map and (concurrently) Zoning Map
Environmental Checklist, prepared November 6, 2006 (DNS issued November 9,
2006) for “Official Comprehensive Plan Map” Amendments and “Official Zoning
Map” Amendments
Addendum to DNS issued November 9, 2006, dated November 20, 2006 to include
replacement of TIP and CIP tables in the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan
Environmental Checklist, prepared March 2, 2007 (DS issued March 2, 2007) to
adopt zoning code amendments to implement the City-adopted Mountlake Terrace
Town Center Subarea Plan.

Location of Background Information
City of Mountlake Terrace Community Development Department. See Lead Agency
and Responsible Official Address listed above.

Draft EIS Purchase Price
The purchase price of a copy of the Draft EIS will be based on printing costs. The
document also will be posted on the City’s website.
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Chapter 1. Environmental Summary
1.1. Introduction
This chapter summarizes significant impacts, mitigation measures, and significant
avoidable adverse impacts evaluated in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the Proposal and No Action Alternative described below in Section 1.3 and
in Chapter 2. This summary is intentionally brief; the reader should consult
individual sections in Chapter 3 for detailed information concerning the affected
environment, impacts, and mitigation measures.

1.2. Proposal and Location
1.2.1. Proposal
The Proposal consists of two related actions:
1. Adoption of an ordinance designating the Community Business Downtown
District as a Planned Action for the purposes of State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) compliance, pursuant to the Revised Code of Washington (RCW)
43.21C.031(2)(a) and Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-164.
2. Adoption of zoning code amendments addressing form-based zoning, parking
standards and permanent design standards, implementing the Town Center Plan
adopted in February 2007 by the City of Mountlake Terrace (City).

1-1
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1.2.2. Location
The Proposal analysis area is roughly bounded by 228th Street SW on the north, 55th
Avenue W to the east, 244th Street SW to the south, and 58th Avenue W to the west.
The Proposal analysis area is equal to the Community Business Downtown District
zone, and is contiguous with the analysis area for each element of the environment.
The Town Center neighborhood is bounded by Interstate 5 to the west, 220th Street
to the north, Lyon Creek to the east, and 236th Street to the south. This neighborhood
includes the Town Square central business district, which is a mixed-use district
located between 56th and 58th Avenue W, and 232nd and 234th Street SW) (also
known as the superblock site).

1.3. Alternatives
1.3.1. Proposal
The Proposal would (1) designate the Community Business Downtown District as a
Planned Action pursuant to SEPA, and (2) would adopt zoning code amendments
(form-based zoning, parking standards, and permanent design standards) that
implement the Town Center Plan adopted in February 2007 by the City. The
combination of these two actions would encourage redevelopment in the City’s Town
Center neighborhood, encourage walking, and create a community gathering place.
Under this Proposal, redevelopment over the next 18 years would add about 1,416
new jobs and approximately 737 new housing units in the 57-acre Community
Business Downtown District zone.

1.3.2. No Action
The No Action Alternative assumes that the Town Center Plan would not be
implemented with new zoning regulations and that future development would not be
facilitated with a Planned Action ordinance. Interim design standards would remain,
as would current parking standards. The City’s Comprehensive Plan (Town Center
Plan portion) and development regulations would be inconsistent with each other and
therefore, out of compliance with the Growth Management Act. The No Action
Alternative would result in little or no focus on redevelopment. In this alternative,
redevelopment would be minimal because land and construction costs, combined
with the type of development that would be allowed, would be greater than the return
on investment for developing most parcels. Under the No Action Alternative,
redevelopment over the next 18 years would add about 256 new jobs and 240 new
housing units.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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Environmental Summary

1.4. Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation
Measures
1.4.1. Introduction
Table 1.4-1 summarizes the environmental impacts for each element of the
environment evaluated in Chapter 3.
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Proposal

Summary of Potential Impacts of Proposal and No Action Alternative
No Action Alternative

No Action Alternative would result in nonattainment of Growth Management Act (GMA) growth
targets (22% below housing goal and 7% below employment goal)

City of Mountlake Terrace

Increased building heights would result in greater shading within the Town Square.

Increase in the amount of retail and entertainment uses would increase levels of ambient light and
glare from site lighting and automobile traffic.

Proposal would increase allowable building height and lot coverage, which could be taller than
some adjacent residential uses.

1-4

Both alternatives support growth, including introduction of mixed used development, which will alter aesthetic conditions.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Aesthetics

Proposal would allow the City to potentially exceed housing and employment goals under GMA.

Proposal would confirm Interim Design Standards, which include provisions for compatibility with adjacent residential uses; most current development was not subject to such standards at the time of
construction.

Town Center Plan includes Building Type Districts, which limit building height and form. Heights are tallest in the more commercial areas of the Analysis area and decrease in scale in areas where
detached residential uses are more common.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

130% increase in retail/office space in the analysis area; 440% increase in employment.

Town Square would draw increased volumes of pedestrian and vehicular traffic to the area.

Redevelopment of the Town Square as the commercial nucleus of the analysis area would
increase intensity over current conditions.

Analysis area will experience growth, including introduction of multi-story mixed use development. Location and intensity of development differ by alternative.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives:

Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment

Table 1.4-1.

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

No Action Alternative

Parking: under the No Action Alternative, additional on-site parking would be required
compared to the Proposal. Additional land area would be taken up with on-site parking required
by code.

Parking: in support of the Town Center Plan’s “park once” concept, the Proposal would result in a
substantial reduction in required parking and loss of land area to parking.

Access and Circulation: the Town Center Plan proposes the construction of circulator streets
within the Town Square that will align with the City’s surrounding street system to improve vehicle
and pedestrian access to offices and retail businesses in the core of the Town Center. The
circulator streets would be designed to encourage shoppers to walk from one facility to another
rather than drive from parking lot to adjacent parking lot.
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Access and Circulation: circulator roadways would not be constructed in the Town Square.
This would make it more difficult for vehicles and pedestrians to access businesses in the
interior of this large block.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility: higher density and more mixed uses under the Proposal
Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility: lower density and less mixed use under the No Action
generally support pedestrian and bicycle mobility and support the City’s nonmotorized policies.
Alternative would be less conducive to pedestrian and bicycle mobility, and less supportive of
Under the Proposal, existing sidewalks would be widened to 10 feet, and 5-foot-wide planter strips nonmotorized policies.
would be installed. The additional sidewalk width would increase pedestrian capacity and
accommodate additional pedestrian traffic anticipated with the Proposal.

Roadway level of service: under the No Action Alternative, seven locations are projected to
exceed the City’s adopted LOS standards under 2025 No Action conditions. One location, the
intersection of 212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W, is deficient under existing conditions.

Roadway level of service (LOS): analysis indicates that eight locations are projected to exceed
the City’s adopted LOS standards under the 2025 Proposal conditions. One location, the
intersection of 212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W, is deficient under existing conditions.

None.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Transportation

Proposal would confirm Interim Design Standards, which contain requirements for screening and shielding of site lighting to minimize glare.

Proposed zoning code includes requirements for buffers and upper-story setbacks to reduce shading.

Building Type Districts concentrate tallest buildings in the Town Square, away from single-family residences, and dictate shorter maximum heights in areas closest to non-commercially zoned
residences.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

Proposal

Environmental Summary

No Action Alternative
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Emissions from commercial activity: similar to the Proposal, new and existing commercial
facilities could use stationary equipment that emits air pollutants. These facilities could be built
in the city limits, or elsewhere within the airshed, and facilities would be required to list their
equipment with the PSCAA (Regulation I and Regulation II).

Emissions from commercial activity: both new and existing commercial facilities could use
stationary equipment that emits air pollutants. These facilities could be built in the city limits or
elsewhere in the airshed. The facilities would be required to list their pollutant-emitting equipment
with the PSCAA (Regulation I and Regulation II).

City of Mountlake Terrace

Transportation emissions: transportation-related emissions would not cause significant air
quality impacts.

Transportation emissions: transportation-related emissions generated by the Proposal would not
cause significant air quality impacts.

Construction: dust from excavation and grading could cause temporary, localized increases in the Construction: less development activity is anticipated under the No Action Alternative, and
therefore, construction-related emissions would be correspondingly lower.
ambient concentrations of fugitive dust and suspended particulate matter. Construction activity
must comply with Puget Sound Clean Air Authority (PSCAA) regulations.

Under both the Proposal and the No Action Alternative, the analysis area is expected to experience gradual growth, including the introduction of mixed-use development. Development under either
alternative would generate localized air pollutant emissions during construction activities, and would increase regional vehicle travel and tailpipe emissions.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Air Quality

Transportation Demand Management: the City can promote Transportation Demand Management (TDM) through policy and/or investments that may include, but are not limited to parking
management, trip reduction ordinances, restricted access to facilities and activity centers, and transit-oriented and pedestrian-friendly design.

Transit Compatibility: regulatory and nonregulatory actions would support transit and land development coordination, particularly in and around the analysis area.

Parking: regular monitoring of parking supply is recommended. If available parking supply is not adequate to meet typical demand, additional mitigation measures could include metered parking,
permit-restricted parking, and/or additional parking capacity.

Transportation improvements are proposed to mitigate for identified LOS deficiencies at eight intersections under the Proposal, and seven intersections under the No Action Alternative. The total
cost estimate for Proposal projects is $6,852,000 in current dollars, while the total for No Action Alternative projects is $6,218,000. Funding for proposed improvements would come from a variety of
sources such as City funds, transportation grants, adjacent jurisdictions, impact fees, and developer improvement contributions.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

Proposal

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

No Action Alternative

Police services: no change is anticipated.
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Fire services: it is unlikely that Fire District 1 would need additional personnel or equipment as a Fire services: same as the Proposal, though demand for services would likely be less than
under the Proposal.
result of the Proposal because new development would have fire sprinklers. New fire-resistant
construction techniques provide additional time for firefighters to extinguish a fire before it spreads
to adjacent properties. Potential increased need for medical services under the Proposal would
be covered by the City’s emergency medical services (EMS) levy.

Police services: an additional 0.5 to 1.0 full time equivalent position for police services would be
needed for the second half of the 20-year build-out to respond to the incremental increase in calls
for emergency services resulting from the Proposal.

Additional growth under both alternatives could increase the demand for additional parkland and school facilities.

Construction activity and future traffic growth under both alternatives could potentially impact emergency vehicle response time.

Impacts Common to all Alternatives

Public Services

Air quality permitting for proposed new commercial facilities: all stationary emissions sources associated with new commercial facilities would be required to register with the PSCAA (Regulation I
and Regulation II).

Project-level transportation conformity analyses for future roadway and intersection improvements: as part of future project-specific State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation for individual new roadway improvement projects, the City would be required to conduct CO hot-spot modeling to demonstrate that projects would
not cause localized impacts related to increased CO emissions from vehicle tailpipes at congested intersections.

Emissions during construction: PSCAA Regulation I best management practices (BMPs) would be used to control fugitive dust generated from construction activity. Burning of slash or demolition
debris would not be permitted without express approval from PSCAA. No slash burning is anticipated for any construction projects within the City. Mobile construction equipment and portable
stationary engines would emit air pollutants including nitrogen oxide (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), and diesel particulate matter that would be temporary and localized. It is highly unlikely that these
emissions would cause ambient concentrations at adjoining parcels to approach the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) limits.

Incorporated plan features: the Proposal design focuses growth in a part of the City served by public transit and park-and-ride facilities. As a result, business and residential travel in the analysis
area could decline, and tailpipe emissions could be reduced.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

Proposal

Environmental Summary

Parks and recreation: incremental increases in parks and recreation facilities use is expected
as a result of residential and employment growth. However, the growth is not expected to result
in additional personnel, facilities, or services.

Schools: the Edmonds School District projects 15.3% increase in students over existing
enrollment levels. The Edmonds School District projects 25,306 students enrolled schools
serving the communities of Edmonds, Lynnwood, Brier, Mountlake Terrace, and Woodway by
2026.

Parks and recreation: increased use of nearby parks and recreation facilities could be partially
absorbed by the new Town Square Plaza. In addition, increases in population and employment
are expected to result in more maintenance of public areas in the Town Center neighborhood,
resulting in an increased expense of at least $5,000 per year. An additional 0.75 full time
employee would be needed to respond to the increase in parks and recreation responsibilities
near the second half of the 20-year build-out. The Proposal is expected to result in an increase of
approximately 490-810 new analysis area residents participating in City fee-based recreation
programs.

Schools: the Proposal is expected to result in an increase of about 80 students over the No
Action Alternative spread across all grades.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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In the event that new school capacity is needed, several sources of funding for school facilities are available, including General Obligation Bonds, State Match Funds and developer contributions
(including development impact fees authorized by GMA or contributions under SEPA and state subdivision laws).

Edmonds School District plans to seek voter approval for capital construction funds to rebuild and remodel schools to meet forecasted enrollment by the end of the twenty-year period.

Existing recreational programs may see an increase in enrollment and increased revenue as people living in the analysis area come to the Recreation Pavilion to enroll in more fee-based programs.
This increased enrollment could help offset costs.

Some of the additional costs, particularly those associated with the common areas of Town Center, can be covered through development of a Business Improvement Area, which charges
businesses for maintenance costs.

The City and Fire District 1 should work together to plan for pedestrian improvements to ensure that the opportunity for emergency vehicle maneuvering is maintained.

Current City regulations require development projects of ten or more multi-family units to provide recreational facilities equaling at least 3% of the building’s value. These facilities can be provided
partly on-site with the remaining funds contributed to the City to pay for other parks and recreation facilities.

The inventory of City parklands would be increased by the addition of a 20,000-square-foot plaza under the Proposal. Funding for this plaza would be from a variety of sources such as City funds,
grants, impact fees, and developer contributions or improvements.

Development under the Proposal would generate a net fiscal benefit for services such as police, fire, EMS, parks and recreation, and street maintenance because the incremental cost of public
services would be less than the revenues generated.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

No Action Alternative

Proposal
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No Action Alternative

Stormwater drainage system: no change is anticipated.

Developer will construct detention and water quality systems when property is developed.
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Installation of systems involving the use of trees, tree grates, and specialized curb inlets for use in highly developed areas.

Infiltration to soil via pervious planter strips or decorative porous pavers. This application is only feasible where the underlying soils will drain.

Possible streetscape water quality alternatives include:

Stormwater system: Addition of street trees, as required by the Interim Design Standards, will help absorb stormwater

Sewer system: Evaluate WWTP capacity needs when the 85% capacity is reached

If water conservation goals are not achieved, 110,000 gallons of additional reservoir storage would be required

Water system: if fire suppression systems are not provided, 5,130 feet of new water main would be required; less if fire suppression systems are provided.

Mitigation Measures For Proposal

Stormwater drainage system: stormwater conveyance, detention, and water quality requirements
may be required as part of development.

June 2007

Sewer system: Edmonds wastewater treatment plant (WWTP)-allocated flow is above the 85%
Sewer system: no change is anticipated from the improvements shown in the Comprehensive
threshold, triggering capacity planning requirements. No capital improvements would be required. Sewer Plan.

If conservation goals are not realized and fire suppression systems in new construction are
inadequate, the reservoir capacity will not be sufficient to meet fire flow requirements under the
Proposal.

Water system: additional water main improvements above those noted in the 2001
Comprehensive Water System Plan would be required to meet fire flow requirements under the
Proposal.

Water system: according to the 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan, capital improvements will be required for either the Proposal or the No Action Alternative.

Impacts Common to all Alternatives

Utilities

Proposal

Environmental Summary

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

1.5. Major Issues to Be Resolved
Adoption of a Planned Action ordinance and concurrent zoning code amendments to
allow increased structure heights and shared and reduced parking ratios in the
Community Business Downtown District zone would support development and
redevelopment of the area to a more intensive mixed-use character consistent with
the vision of the City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan (City of Mountlake
Terrace 2006) and recently adopted Town Center Plan. The key environmental issue
facing decision-makers is the impact of additional traffic on area roadways and
mitigating measures to address such impacts.

1.6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
1.6.1. Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment
There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts associated with land use
patterns, housing, and employment.

1.6.2. Aesthetics
There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts associated with aesthetics.

1.6.3. Transportation
Implementation of either the Proposal or the No Action Alternative will result in
increased traffic in the City. Although the effects of additional vehicles on traffic
congestion can be mitigated to varying degrees through the recommended
transportation improvements, the actual increase in traffic is considered a significant
unavoidable adverse impact. The combination of recommended roadway
improvements that the City selects will reflect a balance between desired efficiency
improvement, policy decisions, and available revenue.

1.6.4. Air Quality
There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts associated with air quality. The
regulations and Proposal features described in the Air Quality section are adequate to
mitigate any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as result of population increases in
the analysis area and the City.

City of Mountlake Terrace

1-10

Environmental Summary

1.6.5. Public Services
There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to public services.

1.6.6. Utilities
There are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts associated with utilities.
Although demand for utilities would increase, the application of existing plans and
codes or other mitigation measures can reduce impacts associated with future growth
under either the Proposal or the No Action Alternative.
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Chapter 2. Description of the Alternatives
2.1. Introduction
2.1.1. Overview of the Proposal
The City proposes the following two related actions:
1. Adoption of an ordinance designating the Community Business Downtown
District as a Planned Action for the purposes of SEPA compliance, pursuant to
RCW 43.21C.031(2)(a) and WAC 197-11-164.
2. Adoption of zoning code amendments addressing form-based zoning, parking
standards, and permanent design standards implementing the Town Center Plan
that was adopted in February 2007 by the City.
The Town Center Plan envisions a lively, walker-friendly downtown that will include
more shops, restaurants, services, outdoor areas, and a variety of residences such as
townhomes and flats. The purpose of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is to provide a more detailed environmental analysis during this planning stage,
rather than at the project permit review stage. This Draft EIS identifies specific
environmental impacts and ways to mitigate impacts in advance of development.
Advanced review will facilitate development consistent with the vision of the Town
Center Plan by streamlining future environmental review and permitting.
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2.1.2. Objectives of the Proposal
In February 2007, the City Council adopted a new Town Center Plan to jumpstart
downtown revitalization, encourage walking within the downtown, and create a
community gathering area. As part of the planning process, the City prepared zoning
regulations to facilitate implementing the plan, which were reviewed during the
Town Center planning process and are now proposed for adoption. The plan and
regulations call for wider sidewalks, street trees, and a public plaza with an
interactive water fountain. Within a central one-block area, buildings meeting design
standards could be up to seven stories tall, with upper stories that tier back from the
street. Most other areas would have buildings with only 3 to 4 stories. Mixed use
that combines commercial space on the ground floor and living space above would be
encouraged. Redevelopment over an 18-year period would add about 197,299 square
feet of retail space; 267,700 square feet of office space, including restaurants and
coffee shops; and about 737 housing units in the 57-acre Community Business
Downtown District zone. Developers would be required to help pay the cost of
public improvements connected with the growth.
As part of describing the Proposal and alternatives, SEPA requires the description of
proposal objectives and features. Agencies are encouraged to describe a proposal in
terms of objectives, and to measure alternatives alongside the objectives. The City’s
objectives for the Proposal are described in the guiding principles of the Town Center
Plan, summarized below:

Livability
Encourage a mixture of land uses throughout the Town Center, including retail,
office, residential, and civic projects.
Promote businesses that offer goods and services targeted to current and future
City residents.
Create housing choices attractive to people from all walks of life.
Keep the City’s underlying character and identity.
Provide opportunities for medical services in proximity to the Town Center.

Transportation
Create a multi-modal Town Center that encourages pedestrians, bicycles,
automobiles, and public transportation.
Improve accessibility while planning for traffic growth and making traffic flow
more smoothly.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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Open Space and Environment
Design open spaces, walkways, and gathering spaces that promote community
interaction for people of all ages within the Town Center.
Create active uses outdoors in the Town Center, including a water feature.

Economy
Encourage a mix of different sizes and types of businesses in the Town Center.
Provide incentives for local businesses, as opposed to retail chains.
Attract additional, quality jobs to the City.

Urban Design
Design the Town Center so that height and density increase approaching the core
of the Town Center.
Locate the Town Center’s utilities underground.
Create sidewalks that are wide and encourage pedestrian- friendly shopping.
In addition, through this Draft EIS process, the City has identified the following
objectives for the Planned Action designation:

Planned Action Designation
Provide a streamlined SEPA review process for future site-specific development
proposals.
Provide an incentive for development proposals that are consistent with the
overall intent of the Town Center vision.
Provide greater certainty to potential developers, city decision-makers, and the
general public regarding the future development pattern and likely impacts of
future development in the Town Center area (i.e., Community Business
Downtown District zone).
The alternatives studied in this Draft EIS are the No Action Alternative (maintain
current zoning regulations for the Community Business Downtown District) and the
Proposal (implement the Vitality Alternative of the Town Center Plan through new
zoning code amendments and an adopted Planned Action ordinance). These
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alternatives will be reviewed in the context of the proposal objectives discussed
above.

2.2. Planning Process
2.2.1. Growth Management Act
The Growth Management Act (GMA), adopted by the 1990 Washington State
Legislature and amended periodically thereafter, contains a comprehensive
framework for managing growth and development within local jurisdictions. Many
of the provisions of the GMA apply to the State’s largest and fastest growing
jurisdictions, including Snohomish County and all cities within the county.
Additionally, some provisions, such as requirements to identify and regulate critical
areas, apply to all local jurisdictions.
Comprehensive plans for cities planning under GMA must include a land use element
(including a future land use map), housing element, transportation element, public
facilities element, parks and recreation element, economic development element, and
utilities element. Additional elements may be added at the option of the local
jurisdiction. The GMA plan must provide for adequate capacity to accommodate the
city’s share of projected regional growth. The plan must also ensure that planned and
financed infrastructure can support planned growth at a locally acceptable level of
service.
As required by the GMA, the City has prepared and adopted a local Comprehensive
Plan to guide future development and fulfill the City’s responsibilities under GMA.

2.2.2. City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan
The City adopted its Comprehensive Plan in conformance with the GMA in 2003.
The Comprehensive Plan contains general community information; goals and policies
about land use, community design, housing, economic development, transportation,
utilities, public services, and other topics; and a capital facilities plan. Since 2003,
the City has made annual amendments in the years 2004 to 2007, including the
adoption of a subarea plan for the Melody Hill Neighborhood in early 2006. In
February 2007, the City adopted the Town Center Plan as a subarea plan, which
under state law, is also part of the Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan contains several references to the Town Center, including
this passage from the Community Livability Chapter:

City of Mountlake Terrace
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Imagine the Future:
At the heart of this neighborhood—and the community—is the Town Center
(or “downtown”), a central, pedestrian-oriented business district. “Town
Center” is a thriving and vibrant area, where many businesses and combined
business/residential buildings are located. New development is compact and
walker-friendly, similar to a traditional downtown. Businesses include
restaurants, coffee shops, and local services, as well as retail and offices.
Parking is adequate but not visually dominant from the street. People can
easily hop on transit to connect to other destinations. Attractive landscaping
brings in greenery and helps absorb rainfall.
56th Avenue is the “Main Street” through the Town Center. It is lined with
wide sidewalks and trees, leading to a mix of businesses, residences, and
other uses. Banners and decorations announce holidays and community
events.
Around the Town Center itself, a variety of homes (attached and detached)
are located. They have small to medium-sized yards for open space and
plants. In this neighborhood, a lot of residents know each other and
participate in community events; they like being in the center of the city.
On the west side of the neighborhood, Veterans Park, the library, and public
plazas encourage community gathering. City Hall, a police station, and a fire
station also provide for civic needs. City Hall serves as an attractive focal
point that complements the downtown area. It features comfortable space for
the public, including community meeting rooms, information displays, and a
visitor center. A trail through Veterans Park connects the civic buildings to
the 236th Street park-and-ride lot.
On the east side, public gathering spaces include the Recreation Pavilion, an
elementary school, and Terrace Creek Park, with its tree-sheltered trail. At
the Recreation Pavilion, people of all ages enjoy the indoor swimming pool
and other sports facilities.

2.2.3. Development Regulations
Zoning Requirements
Community Business Downtown District zoning implements the Town Center
Comprehensive Plan designation. The purpose of the adopted zone is as follows:

2-5

June 2007

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The purpose and intent of the BC Downtown (Downtown Community
Business district) is to provide for the downtown area which offers retail and
service businesses for the surrounding and near area served by transit.
Currently the City has more than one BC district east of Interstate 5;
downtown is one of those areas. Multiple-household dwelling units are
permitted as long as commercial uses are located on the ground floor in order
to accommodate mixed-use development. The City will encourage new
construction or redevelopment of existing structures within this zoning
district to be architecturally and aesthetically compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. It is also the intent of the BC Downtown zoning
district to have commercial uses front on the streets designated as
commercial frontage on the Zoning Map. (Mountlake Terrace Municipal
Code 19.50.010)
The City Council took the following specific actions to preserve commercial
opportunities and ensure quality development while the Town Center Plan was being
formulated and as code amendments are being developed:
adopted Interim Town Center Design Standards to guide architectural and
pedestrian features for downtown redevelopment;
adopted a moratorium on 38 types of conditional uses, including private clubs,
religious facilities, and auto-oriented businesses in the Community Business
Downtown District zone;
adopted a moratorium on casinos in the Community Business Downtown District
zone; and
adopted a moratorium on new telecommunications facilities in the Community
Business Downtown District zone.
The moratoria cannot remain in place indefinitely. They will be removed once the
appropriate regulations have been adopted to implement the recently adopted Town
Center Plan. The proposed zoning code amendments are described in section 2.5.2.

Community Design Guidelines
Interim Town Center Design Standards were adopted in April 2006 and address site
design, building design, and sign design to guide architectural and pedestrian features
for downtown redevelopment. These regulations would become permanent under the
Proposal described in section 2.5.2.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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2.3. Planned Action Process
2.3.1. Planned Action Overview
According to WAC 197-11-164, a Planned Action is defined as a project that has the
following characteristics:
is designated a Planned Action by ordinance;
has had the significant environmental impacts addressed in an EIS;
has been prepared in conjunction with a comprehensive plan, subarea plan,
master planned development, a phased project, or with subsequent or
implementing projects of any of these categories;
is located within an urban growth area;
is not an essential public facility; and
is consistent with an adopted comprehensive plan.
The City proposes to designate the Community Business Downtown District as a
Planned Action, pursuant to SEPA and implementing rules. As shown in Figure
2.3-1, the intended analysis area is roughly bounded by 228th Street SW on the north,
55th Avenue W to the east, 244th Street SW to the south, and 58th Avenue W to the
west. The Planned Action analysis area is equal to the Community Business
Downtown District boundaries, and is considered the analysis area for purposes of
this Draft EIS.
The City will follow applicable procedures, described generally below, to review
proposed projects within the analysis area through the land use review process
associated with each project to determine their impacts and impose any appropriate
development conditions.

2.3.2. Planned Action EIS
The significant environmental impacts of projects designated as Planned Actions
must be identified and adequately analyzed in an EIS (WAC 197-11-164). Planned
Action projects should only be designated when a city can reasonably analyze the
site-specific impacts that would occur as a result of the types of projects designated.
The detailed form-based zoning proposed for the Community Business Downtown
District and the detailed Town Center Plan analysis provide a framework to complete
a Planned Action level of review.
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2.3.3. Planned Action Ordinance
WAC 197-11-168 requires the ordinance designating the Planned Action to include
the following:
a description of the type of project action being designated as a Planned Action;
a finding that the probable significant environmental impacts of the Planned
Action have been identified and adequately addressed in an EIS; and
the identification of mitigation measures that must be applied to a project for it to
qualify as a Planned Action.
Following the completion of the EIS process, the City would designate the Planned
Action by ordinance. The ordinance would identify mitigation, as described in this
Draft EIS, which would be applicable to future site-specific development actions.
Mitigation could include requirements that would apply to all development in the
analysis area as well as measures that may apply on a case-by-case basis.

2.4. Environmental Review
2.4.1. Prior Environmental Review
Prior environmental review was conducted for the 2003 Comprehensive Plan and
subsequent amendments such as the Melody Hill Subarea Plan and Town Center
Plan. SEPA environmental checklists were completed for these nonproject actions
and determinations of nonsignificance were prepared. A full list of previous
environmental documents is provided below.
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Proposed Mountlake Terrace
Comprehensive Plan, issued September 1, 1982.
Final Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Mountlake Terrace
Comprehensive Plan (written comments and responses), issued November 15,
1982.
Environmental Checklist for Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan update,
prepared November 1994 (DNS), issued November 18, 1994).
Addendum to update the 1995 Comprehensive Plan, dated September 10, 1996.
Environmental Checklist, prepared March 27, 2003 (DNS issued April 11, 2003),
to adopt amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, August 2003.
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Environmental Checklist, prepared December 2004 (DNS issued December 6,
2004) to adopt amendments to the 2003 Comprehensive Plan.
Environmental Checklist, prepared October 28, 2005 (DNS issued October 28,
2005) to adopt minor amendments to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan,
Comprehensive Plan Map and (concurrently) Zoning Map.
Environmental Checklist, prepared November 6, 2006 (DNS issued November 9,
2006) for “Official Comprehensive Plan Map” Amendments and “Official
Zoning Map” Amendments.
Addendum to DNS issued November 9, 2006, dated November 20, 2006 to
include replacement of Transportation Improvement Program and Capital
Improvement Program and tables in the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan
Environmental Checklist, prepared March 2, 2007 (DS issued March 2, 2007) to
adopt zoning code amendments to implement the City-adopted Mountlake
Terrace Town Center Subarea Plan.

2.4.2. Scope of Review and Public Comment
Scope of Review
Pursuant to SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-408 through 410), a Determination of
Significance was issued by the City on March 2, 2007 for the proposed zoning
regulations and the associated Planned Action level of review. Interested citizens,
agencies, organizations, and affected tribes were invited to submit comments on the
scope of the Draft EIS during the scoping period, which closed on March 26, 2007.
The Determination of Significance and Scoping notice are included in Appendix A.
The supporting SEPA Environmental Checklist is included in Appendix B. A total of
five scoping comments were received that are summarized by topic below.
Transportation
−

Provide specific focus on 244th Street SW/NE 205th Street corridor,
Ballinger Way, and other streets in the City of Lake Forest Park.

−

Consider potential traffic congestion on 58th, 56th, 52nd, 48th, 44th, 236th,
220th, and 212th streets.

Surface Water
−

Analyze the need for regional drainage facilities to protect the Lyon and
McAleer Creek drainage basins from existing drainage impacts.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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−

Address impacts including increased flow, rates of flow and water-borne
pollutants and measures to preserve and enhance Lyon and McAleer Creek
habitat.

−

Consider the 1983 Lyon Creek Basin Study in Draft EIS review.

Aesthetics and Building Height
−

Address opposition to seven-story building height.

−

Address change to small-town character.

Public Services
−

Consider potential impacts to Veterans Memorial Park, other park facilities,
and recreation program.

−

Consider potential impacts to local schools, police, fire protection and parks,
particularly cost of public safety.

Utilities
−

Address impacts of increased population and service demands on utilities.

−

Consider physical space requirements of undergrounding utilities.

This Draft EIS addresses the following elements of the environment:
Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment: The land use analysis includes an
evaluation of the amount, types, scale, and pattern of uses. The focus of the
analysis is on land use compatibility with existing and planned development
within and adjacent to the analysis area, mix of housing types, and range of
employment.
Aesthetics: The aesthetics analysis includes a narrative evaluation of the design
and character of existing buildings and the nature of change to the urban
character that may result from the Proposal and alternatives.
Transportation: The transportation analysis identifies and evaluates potential
impacts to evening peak hour traffic in and around the analysis area. A
transportation model addresses potential growth inside and around Mountlake
Terrace City limits. Level of service analysis focuses on roadways within the
City, but does address shared roadways with other jurisdictions such as
244th/205th.
Air Quality: The air quality analysis focuses on potential air quality impacts
resulting from increased traffic associated with the Proposal and alternatives.
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Public Services: The public services analysis reviews police, fire and emergency
medical services, parks and recreation, and schools. Existing levels of service,
estimated needs and demand for services, and measures needed, if any, to
respond to projected demand from the Proposal and alternatives are described.
Utilities: The utilities analysis focuses on stormwater, domestic water service,
sanitary sewer service, gas, power, telephone, and communication systems. For
water, sewer, power, and telecommunications, existing capacity, constraints, and
planned improvements are described and compared to future demand for utilities
resulting from the Proposal and alternatives. The stormwater analysis is
programmatic and addresses existing conditions and potential future stormwater
conditions based on a portion of the area redeveloping and complying with the
City’s stormwater regulations. An assessment of opportunities for streetscape to
mitigate stormwater runoff (e.g., as a filtration process) is included.

2.4.3. Open House
An open house was held at City Hall on April 24, 2007 to take public comment on
the Proposal and to provide information on public input in the environmental review
process. The open house included information stations for the Town Center Plan, the
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS, the Planned Action Process, Transportation,
and Impact Fees. Those who attended the meeting asked that impacts to natural
wooded areas, wildlife, parks, pedestrian facilities, and air quality be addressed in the
Draft EIS. Comments on the Proposal focused on types of uses and development,
building heights and setbacks, and public amenities. Transportation comments
focused on traffic, parking, street design, and transit. Detailed comments from the
public open house can be found in Appendix C.

2.5. Proposal and Alternatives
2.5.1. Overview
The alternatives studied in this Draft EIS are the No Action Alternative (maintain
current zoning regulations for the Community Business Downtown District) and the
Proposal (implement the Vitality Alternative of the Town Center Plan through a
Planned Action ordinance (Appendix D) and new zoning code amendments for land
uses, building heights, parking and design standards). Table 2.5-1 summarizes the
residential and employment outcomes and zoning requirements of the alternatives.
Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3 provide further information on the alternatives.

City of Mountlake Terrace

2-12

Description of the Alternatives

Table 2.5-1.

Alternatives Comparison

Features
New Dwellings by 2025
New Jobs by 2025
Employment Square footage

Zoning Code Approach

Proposal (1)

No Action (2)

737

240

1,416

256

Retail: 197,299 square feet

Retail: 35,600 square feet

Office: 267,700 square feet

Office: 48,400 square feet

Implement new form-based zoning
that focuses on the fit of the
development and encourages a
mix of uses.
Allow greater heights (4 to 7 stories)
in selected areas of analysis area
and lower heights along
periphery for compatibility with
neighboring districts.

Maintain current zoning
regulations.
Allow for local and regional uses
and greater auto-oriented
uses.
Allow structures up to 3 stories in
height.

Focus on traditional downtown land
uses and restriction on regional
and highway oriented uses.
Design Standards

Make permanent the interim design
standards.

Maintain interim design
standards same as in
Proposal.

Parking Approach

Encourage shared parking
strategies to create a vibrant,
mixed-use district, and ensure
the area is neither under or over
parked.

Maintain current parking ratios.

Reduce parking ratios for some
uses in conjunction with shared
strategies.
Planned Action

Designate the Community Business
Downtown District as a Planned
Action and streamlined
environmental review for
individual development proposals
that are consistent with the
Planned Action designation.
Facilitate future development
permit procedures with advance
environmental review by adopting
a Planned Action ordinance.

Maintain standard SEPA review
process for individual sitespecific development
proposals.

Notes: (1) In the Town Center Plan, approximately 790 housing units and 1,390 jobs were projected for the Town Center analysis
area for the Vitality Alternative. The scenario was developed for testing purposes and used a larger analysis area than is studied
in this Draft EIS. However, when accounting for the final action applicable to the Community Business Downtown District zone
only and a maximum 7-story height rather than 10 stories as once considered in the draft Town Center Plan, the development
projections indicate that at 50% of buildout, the number of housing units would equal 737 and the number of jobs would equal
1,416.
(2) Regarding the No Action Alternative, the Town Center Plan projected 240 housing units and 256 jobs. A financial analysis
projected 40,000 square feet of retail and 10,000 square feet of office space. The 35,600 square feet of retail and 48,400 square
feet of office reported above are based on the same employees per square feet assumptions used for the Proposal.

The Proposal and the No Action Alternative would add to the level of development
already found in the analysis area. At present, the 57-acre Community Business
Downtown District zone is characterized primarily by auto-oriented strip commercial
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development, with some office and residential uses intermingled. Presently, there are
268 housing units (127 single-family housing units, 61 apartments or condominiums,
and 80 retirement housing units). The area has about 200,000 square feet of retail or
office uses and 10,000 square feet of religious structures. The No Action Alternative
would add approximately 240 homes and 256 jobs (in roughly 35,600 square feet of
retail and 48,400 square feet of office space1), while the Proposal would add 737
homes and 1,416 jobs (in about 197,299 square feet of retail space, and 267,700
square feet of office space).

2.5.2. Proposal
Overview
The Proposal includes the two following related actions:
1. Adoption of an ordinance designating a portion of the Town Center subarea
(Community Business Downtown District zone) as a Planned Action for the
purposes of SEPA compliance, pursuant to RCW 43.21C.031(2)(a) and WAC
197-11-164.
2. Adoption of zoning code amendments addressing form-based zoning, parking
standards and permanent design standards, implementing the Town Center Plan
that was adopted in February 2007 by the City.

Planned Action Designation
The City proposes to designate the Community Business Downtown District zone as
a Planned Action, pursuant to SEPA and implementing rules. The City would follow
applicable procedures, described in Section 2.3.3 and below, to review proposed
projects within the analysis area through the land use review process associated with
each project to determine their impacts and impose any appropriate development
conditions.

Zoning Code Amendments
In February 2007, the City Council adopted a new Town Center Plan to stimulate
downtown revitalization, encourage walking in the downtown, and create a
community gathering area. The City also prepared implementing zoning standards,

Regarding the No Action Alternative, the Town Center Plan projected 240 housing units and 256 jobs. A financial
analysis projected 40,000 square feet of retail and 10,000 square feet of office space. The 35,600 square feet of
retail and 48,400 square feet of office reported above are based on the same employees per square feet
assumptions used for the Proposal.

1
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which were reviewed as part of the Town Center planning process and are now
proposed for adoption. The plan and regulations call for wider sidewalks, street
trees, and a public plaza with an interactive water fountain. Within a central
one-block area, buildings meeting design standards could be up to 7 stories tall, with
upper stories that tier back from the street. Buildings in most other areas could only
be 3 to 4 stories. Mixed use that combines commercial space on the ground floor and
living space above is encouraged. Redevelopment over an 18-year period is expected
to add about 1,416 jobs housed in about 197,299 square feet of retail space and
267,700 square feet of office space, including restaurants and coffee shops. In
addition, approximately 737 housing units would be added in the 57-acre Community
Business Downtown District zone. Developers would be required to help pay the
cost of public improvements connected with the growth.

Description of Sub-Districts in Town Center
The Town Center Plan adopted the Vitality Alternative as a Preferred Alternative to
meet the Town Center objectives and vision. The Vitality Alternative is described in
the Town Center Plan as:
…likely to have the most new restaurants and other commercial activities for
the Town Center area. In this vision, about 50 percent of the downtown
would be redeveloped by willing property owners. Significant
redevelopment is likely because return on investment, given the type of
development allowed, becomes greater than land and construction costs for
most parcels. The super-block site serves as the catalyst for development
throughout the Town Center. If this site were to redevelop it would spur
many other mixed-use projects throughout the area. Development would be
especially encouraged in the historic central business district, or “core” area
on land bordered by 56th Ave., 232nd St., 58th Ave., and 230th St. Within
part of that super-block, a public plaza and mixed-use buildings up to 7
stories, stepped back from the street, would be encouraged. A city hall
combined with other community uses could potentially be included in this
mix. An area at the intersection of 236th St. and 56th Ave. would also be a
key location for five- or six-story mixed-use buildings. One of the larger
mixed-use buildings is assumed to be office over retail, in order to increase
the amount of employment (and daytime restaurant users) in the core.
Development under this alternative would be less intense (generally two or
three stories) at the edge of the downtown zone. Townhomes and live-work
units could provide a buffer between the commercial and single-family

2-15

June 2007

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

neighborhoods. (Live-work units are buildings with an office or studio for
business use on the ground floor and a private home above.) 2
Alternative 3 projects 50 percent of the sites in the district would redevelop,
with the majority of the development happening in the super-block and the
surrounding blocks. The large mixed-use projects in the super-block would
be neighbored across 56th by a set of medium mixed-use projects. In the
surrounding areas are other small and medium mixed-use projects,
transitioned from the surrounding neighborhoods by some townhomes and
live-work units.
The Vitality Alternative was selected as best meeting the Town Center Vision. The
impacts of the Vitality Alternative on subdistricts are described below and illustrated
in Figure 2.5-1, consistent with the Town Center Plan.
The vision creates a vital, highly connected area focusing on a “central
anchor” or “core” area that is especially lively and distinctive. The Town
Center, which includes tree-lined streetscapes and an active water feature, is
envisioned to be thriving, with walkable areas conducive to shopping, eating
at cafes and restaurants, and simply gathering with friends and neighbors.
With this in mind, the plan includes five major district designations: Town
Center District, Main Street District, Gateway District, Civic District, and
Transitional/Live-Work District.
Town Center District: The most dense and pedestrian friendly area of
development, this district would be located along 56th Avenue, primarily
between 230th and 236th streets. It would function as the “central anchor”
for the entire Town Center—and even the entire city. The very heart of it,
which would be characterized by relatively intensive mixed-use
development, is located in the “super block” area bordered by 56th and 58th
avenues and 232nd and 234th streets.
Pedestrian-friendly streets or service alleys could further divide this key site,
creating more access and convenience. A public plaza would be ideal to
locate here. Retail, coffee shops, and restaurants would predominate at the
street level.

In the Town Center Plan, approximately 790 housing units and 1,390 jobs were projected for the Town Center
analysis area for the Vitality Alternative. The scenario was developed for testing purposes and for a larger analysis
area. However, when accounting for the final action applicable to the Community Business Downtown District zone
only, and with a maximum building height of 7 stories rather than 10 stories as once contemplated in the draft Town
Center Plan, the development projections are that at 50% of buildout the number of housing units would equal 737
and the number of jobs would equal 1,416.

2
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Source: Mountlake Terrace Town Center Plan (February 2007)

Figure 2.5-1. Town Center Plan Conceptual Illustration
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007
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Main Street District: This district, which would also include mostly
mixed-use development albeit at a smaller scale, is situated along 56th Ave.
between 236th and 244th streets. The Main Street District serves the purpose
of connecting the southern Gateway District to the Town Center District.
Medium and small mixed-use buildings would be the most likely form of
development in this district.
Entry Way District [Gateway]: Located along 236th Street roughly
between the Interstate 5 (I-5) Park and Ride and 58th Avenue and at the
southern boundary of the focus area along 244th Street, this district would
provide visual and functional cues signifying entry into the larger Town
Center district. The cues could be provided through some combination of
signage and a gateway feature such as a fountain, sculpture, or decorative
portal. This is an important function to the success of the area, as users and
passersby should be immediately made aware that they are entering a
distinct, “special” area.
Civic District: Directly to the west across 58th Avenue from the Town
Center District and adjacent to Veterans Memorial Park is the existing civic
center, which includes a fire station, police station, library, and city hall.
Whenever a new city hall is built, either within this district or nearby, it
could also include other uses, such as a senior or community center. This
area would be expected to remain as the civic district, although some civic
functions could be located elsewhere within the Town Center. (In this case,
parts of the civic district would have the flexibility to transition to another
compatible use; potential redevelopment could include medium density
residential.)3
Transition/Live-Work District: The vision calls for focusing larger
buildings at higher densities in the super-block at the heart of the Town
Center, with smaller mixed-use buildings representing a “stepping down” of
intensity extending outward from this core. Townhomes and live-work units,
two dynamic development types that are discussed in greater detail later in
this document, will provide a transition to the single-family residential
neighborhoods surrounding the Town Center.

The Civic District is not included in the Planned Action project boundaries. However, if City Hall moved into the
Planned Action analysis area consisting of the Community Business Downtown District zone, the building form and
resulting employment levels would be reviewed as a Planned Action, just as any other development.

3
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Proposed Zoning Code Amendments
The Proposal would include implementation of the following types of regulations,
each described below:
form-based zoning code,
permanent design standards, and
alternative zone-specific parking requirements.

Form-Based Zoning
The Town Center vision and Vitality Alternative described above are achieved in the
proposed form-based zoning approach illustrated in Figure 2.5-2 and Figure 2.5-3.
Form-based codes address the relationship between building facades and the public
realm, the form and mass of buildings in relation to one another, and the scale and
types of streets and blocks.
The regulations designate the appropriate form, scale, and therefore, character of
development rather than only regulating different land use activities that are found in
conventional zoning. (Form Based Codes Institute June 2006)
The current Community Business Downtown District zone would be replaced in its
entirety by the new form-based code that includes the following purpose and intent:
The purpose of this chapter is to provide for a vibrant downtown (or “Town Center”)
area where businesses thrive and people of all ages enjoy gathering. A vibrant
downtown is pedestrian-oriented, provides efficiently for multiple modes of
transportation, and contains a mix of uses, including commercial and residential uses.
This district is divided into subdistricts that regulate the kinds of building forms
permitted, while keeping the use regulations generally constant.
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Figure 2.5-2. Form-Based Zoning:
Building Districts and Building Types
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007

Type 6: Single Story building

Type 4: 3 Story Building

Type 1: 7 story building

Type 7: Live & Work 2 or 3 Story
Townhouse

Type 2: 5 story building

Figure 2.5-3. Building Types
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007

Source: Mountlake Terrace Town Center Plan (February 2007)

Type 8: No Building (open lot)

Type 5: 2 Story mixed or single use
building

Type 3: 4 Story building
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The allowable land uses would include the following:
commercial services and retail;

multi-household residences;

medical/health care, except that
hospitals and ambulance services
are conditionally permitted;

public utility facilities;
public service facilities;
manufacture, processing, or
assembly of items that are sold
from or displayed in a show/sales
room directly fronting the street;

recreation/entertainment/cultural
facilities;
eating/drinking establishments;
transportation facilities;

adult care, group homes, assisted
living, and residential care
facilities, as conditionally
permitted;

motels, hotels;
pre-existing, detached
single-household residences;
live-work units;

day care, as conditionally
permitted; and

attached single-household
residences;

parks and plazas, as conditionally
permitted.

The development standards would include the following:
maximum building heights of 2 to 7 stories dependent on development district
(Figure 2.5-2);
maximum lot coverage by buildings and parking of 60 to 90% dependent on
development district; and
ground floor setbacks of 0 to 10 feet depending on district and location near
residential uses, and other upper story setbacks from the street to achieve a
layered effect allowing light, air, and a pedestrian scale.
Proposed zoning regulations are included in Appendix E.

Permanent Design Standards
Interim Town Center Design Standards were adopted in April 2006 and address site
design, building design, and sign design to guide architectural and pedestrian features
for downtown redevelopment. These regulations would become permanent under the
Proposal.
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Alternative Parking Requirements
The Town Center Plan promotes alternative parking requirements that would be
implemented in the Proposal. The alternative parking approach would reduce
parking standards and use shared parking. Shared parking is when two or more land
uses share the same parking spaces, particularly where persons utilizing the spaces
are unlikely to need the spaces at the same time of day. As noted in the Shared
Parking Handbook prepared for Metropolitan Portland (Stein Engineering 1997):
By taking into account different peak parking demands, shared parking areas
reduce the total number of parking spaces required compared with simply
adding together the parking requirements of each individual land use. The
major benefit of shared parking is a reduction in the land devoted to parking,
especially in the amount of paved surface, which preserves more land for
green space or development density.
The Town Center Plan identifies the following parking amendments that would be
implemented by the Proposal:
In order to create a vibrant, mixed-use district, it is important that the area is
neither under- or over-parked. Using shared parking strategies, realistic
parking requirements are two spaces per 1,000 square feet for most retail and
office uses. For residential units, an average of one space per unit, plus an
additional guest space to be shared between every four units, is optimal.
The proposed parking approach and potential monitoring policies are further
addressed in Chapter 3.3 (Transportation).

Planned Action Ordinance
The Proposal includes the adoption of a Planned Action ordinance. The purpose of
the ordinance is summarized below:
Review of a Planned Action is intended to be simpler and more focused than for
other projects. When a permit application and environmental checklist are
submitted for a project that is being proposed as a Planned Action project, the
city must first verify that:
the project meets the description of any project(s) designated as a Planned
Action by ordinance or resolution;
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts were adequately
addressed in the Draft EIS; and
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the project includes any conditions or mitigation measures outlined in the
ordinance or resolution.
If the project meets the above requirements, the project qualifies as a Planned
Action project and a SEPA threshold determination is not required. However,
the following City actions are still applicable:
The project must continue through the City’s permit process pursuant to any
notices and other requirements contained in the City’s development
regulations.
The project must still be analyzed for consistency with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and development regulations.
Designation of a Planned Action project does not limit the city from using
other authority (e.g. conditional use permit) to place conditions on a project.
The City may still use applicable laws or regulations to impose conditions on
a project qualifying as a Planned Action project.
Public notice for a Planned Action project is tied to the underlying permit. If
notice is required for the underlying permit, then the notice will indicate that
the project qualifies as a Planned Action.
This permit process is illustrated in Figure 2.5-4.
The manner in which the City would monitor the development levels approved in the
Proposal area is likely as follows:
Determine if the proposed land uses are within categories of land use studied in
this Draft EIS, including residential, commercial, and office.
Consider the Draft EIS to contain a bank of housing units (e.g. 737 new housing
units), bank of commercial space (e.g. 197,299 square feet of new retail), bank of
office space (267,700 square feet of new office space), and a bank of traffic trips
(Section 3.3), with traffic trip bank results overriding other banks. As
development is proposed the City would deduct approved development from the
bank.
More unusual commercial uses such as hotels and entertainment complexes may
be converted to be equivalent to other more traditional commercial or office uses.
One point of comparison could be traffic trips.
Appendix D contains the Draft Planned Action Ordinance including the information
on the draft process and the parameters used to determine consistency with Draft EIS
assumptions.
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Adopt Planned
Action Ordinance

Prepare EIS

Yes, but not for aspects that are addressed by the
Planned Action Ordinance.

A2

Public notice of Planned Action projects is tied to the
underlying permit. If public notice is required for the
underlying permit (e.g., conditional use permit), then the
notice will indicate that this is a Planned Action project.

Q2 How will citizens know about a Planned Action project?

A1

environmental review, can the City add additional conditions
to the project?

Q1 If a project is a Planned Action with no further SEPA

Questions

CURRENT PROCESS

2

1

NO

Standard City
permit process

Additional
environmental
review required

Figure 2.5-4. Planned Action Ordinance Development Process
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007

Standard City permit
process

YES

mitigation measures
or conditions
outlined in Planned
Action ordinance?

 Does it include

impacts within
the scope of the
Planned Action EIS?

 Are environmental

in the Planned
Action ordinance?

 Does it meet definition

Action area?

 Is it within the Planned

City verifies the following
for each proposed project

Developer submits
application and SEPA
environmental checklist

Review Planned
Action Projects
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Streetscape Plan
The Town Center Plan provides alternative cross sections for streets that are to be
implemented in City standards and as part of the City’s Transportation Plan. The
Town Center Plan indicates that urban streets should be viewed as multiple-use
facilities and should provide the following services:
routes for through traffic;
access to local businesses and residences;
transit routes and stops;
on-street parking;
pedestrian travel; and
sidewalk activities, including sidewalk seating for restaurants and a limited
amount of advertising and merchandising.
The major streets in the Town Center are 56th, 58th, 232nd, 234th, 236th and 244th;
228th may become more traveled in the future. Each street should be able to handle
two lanes of traffic, on-street parallel or diagonal parking, sidewalks, and bicycle
lanes. It is important for the Town Center area to develop an urban cross section,
with wide sidewalks, street trees in tree wells, and appropriate pedestrian lighting.
There are four specific cross section designs for the Town Center. Each of these
cross section designs represents a concept that would vary depending on location:
two-lane boulevard (56th, 236th),
two-lane street with extra parking (diagonal on-street parking),
narrow street, and
service alley.
The two-lane boulevard designed for 56th and 236th would be slightly different from
the current design seen on 56th, as sidewalk/pedestrian areas would be wider and a
bike lane could be added. Awnings would be encouraged. Balcony projections,
outdoor seating, limited displays of merchandise, and small A-frame signs would be
considered. These streets would need a 60-foot right-of-way as well as an additional
pedestrian activity area. Because of the width, curb bumpouts would be used at each
intersection, and where there is a narrow right-of-way an alternate cross-section
would be considered.
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The second variation of the two-lane cross-section includes diagonal parking on both
sides of the street. Using diagonal parking along selected streets can almost triple the
amount of public on-street parking available. These streets are best constructed to
accommodate two traffic lanes, two diagonal parking lanes, street trees, and wide
sidewalks.
Another streetscape design is required for the one or more circulator streets
envisioned within the Town Square. The 60-foot right of way would contain wide
sidewalks to enhance pedestrian circulation, street trees in planter strips, and on-street
parking on one side. Where only commercial access is required, the design may be
pedestrian-oriented with only two lanes or limited vehicle access. This street section
would allow for circulation and internal access to properties and parking garages, as
well as developing better pedestrian connections.
Finally, service alleys are designed to benefit residential, live-work, and commercial
users. These alleys provide access to parking, public utilities, deliveries, services and
waste disposal. They also would be used by pedestrians and therefore should include
an inverse crown cross-section, but with a designated sidewalk (without curb).
Additional information about transportation planning efforts and measures are found
in Chapter 3.3.

Relationship to Other Proposals
This Draft EIS addresses future residential or commercial development in the
Community Business Downtown District zone as directed by zoning amendments of
the Town Center Plan. The Town Center Plan identifies civic and infrastructure
improvements on the periphery or within the analysis area, including a new City Hall,
public plaza, and street improvements to be funded by impact fees. It is expected that
a trail would be formalized in the nearby Veterans Memorial Park at the present
location of a maintenance road. These civic and infrastructure improvements are
addressed programmatically in this Draft EIS as proposals or mitigation measures.
However, further environmental review is expected for the civic campus, plaza, street
improvements, Veterans Memorial Park improvements, and transportation impact
fees when more information is available about their design, extent and location. If
City Hall were moved into the Community Business Downtown District zone, it
would be treated as a Planned Action addressed in this Draft EIS in a manner similar
to office space that is analyzed; if improvements are proposed for the nearby civic
campus, further environmental review may be required. The City may adopt and
addend this Draft EIS for these civic-related proposals or prepare SEPA
environmental checklists as appropriate.
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Relationship to Comprehensive Plan and Growth Targets
The Community Business Downtown District zoning amendments would implement
the Town Center Plan that is part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The
amendments would allow for a variety of housing and employment changes that meet
GMA goals to encourage growth in urban areas and reduce sprawl. The proposed
zoning amendments also would help meet the growth targets allocated by Snohomish
County in accordance with GMA. The proposed zoning amendments would allow
for a cushion between the growth targets and growth capacity. This cushion can help
reduce market pressures on housing prices and allow for business location choice.
Table 2.5-2 indicates that the Proposal would support greater housing and
employment capacity than the No Action Alternative, and would meet the projected
housing and employment needs in areas targeted for growth. The No Action
Alternative would not support enough capacity for housing units or employment to
meet the growth targets.

Table 2.5-2.

Citywide Housing and Employment Growth Comparisons
Proposal

Location

No Action

Housing Units Employment Housing Units Employment

In Town Center (1)

737

1,416

240

256

City limits: outside of Town Center (2)

529

1,128

529

1,128

1,266

2,544

769

1,384

980

1,491

980

1,491

Total City Limits (3)
Comprehensive Plan Growth Targets (4)

Source: Greer pers. comm., Fregonese Associates 2007, Property Counselors, 2006
(1) Proposal is based on 50% of Town Center Buildout Analysis (Fregonese 2007). Based on a 2003 Buildable Lands Analysis
applicable to the No Action Alternative, the actual development capacity in the Community Business Downtown District zone was
equal to 13 housing units and 283 jobs. However, the development potential in this table is based on the Town Center Plan that
assumed 240 housing units and 256 jobs based on trends.
(2) Capacity for the City limits outside the Town Center is based on an analysis of vacant, partially developed, and redevelopable
lands prepared in 2003 but recognizes 2007 City limits.
(3) The City's Municipal Urban Growth Area (MUGA) is small and would have a capacity of only 16 added housing units and 0
added employment. The MUGA population target assigned by Snohomish County is based on a larger area than that area
assigned to Mountlake Terrace (appears to include a target for lands assigned to Brier and/or Lynnwood as well as to Mountlake
Terrace). Therefore, the MUGA target is neither compared to the MUGA capacity nor added to the City's target or capacity in this
analysis.
(4) The number of housing units is an estimate based on dividing the population target by an average household size of nearly 2.2
per the City’s Land Use Element. The actual population target assigned in the Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Plan is 22,456
in 2025, compared with 20,470 in 2002 leaving a net growth figure of 1,986. However, the City has lost population since 2002,
and the recent 2006 population number is 20,390 according to the State of Washington Office of Financial Management [April
2006]. This makes the net increase in population between 2006 and 2025 at 2,066 approximately. The Puget Sound Regional
Council’s population estimate for 2006 is 20,246 population, in which case the net change would be 2,210 persons between 2006
and 2025. Similarly, the City’s employment target is 8,039 jobs by 2025. The City has lost some jobs since 2002 when the target
was established. In 2006, the number of jobs in the City equaled 6,548, leaving 1,491 jobs to be achieved over the planning
period.
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The actual population target assigned in the City Comprehensive Plan is 22,456 in
2025, compared with 20,470 in 2002, indicating net growth of 1,986 persons.
However, the City has lost population since 2002, and the recent population number
is 20,390 (unchanged from 2004 through 2006) according to the OFM. This makes
the net targeted increase in population between 2006 and 2025 approximately 2,066.
The PSRC population estimate for 2006 is 20,246 persons, in which case the net
change would be 2,210 persons through 2025.
Given an estimated household size of 2.2 persons, it is expected that the Proposal
would support 1,621 new persons in the analysis area and 1,164 elsewhere in the
City. This would result in a potential future population of 23,031 citywide, based on
the PSRC estimate above the 2025 population target of 22,456. The No Action
Alternative would add 528 persons in the analysis area and 1,164 elsewhere in the
City, for a citywide population of 21,938, below the 2025 population target of
22,456. Figure 2.5-5 illustrates the likely location of development under the
Proposal.

2.5.3. No Action
The evaluation of a No Action Alternative is required by SEPA. This alternative
assumes that the Town Center Plan is not implemented with new zoning regulations
and that future development is not facilitated with a Planned Action ordinance.
Interim design standards would remain, as would current parking standards.
The No Action Alternative would result in little or no focus on encouraging
redevelopment. This alternative would result in limited development (at current
rates, approximately one parcel per year) of 1 to 3-story buildings on scattered sites
south of the historic Town Center. Optimistically, this development would mean
about 256 new jobs and 240 new housing units over 18 years. Based on trends over
the last decade, it is likely that there would be no new retail or restaurants; most
buildings and uses would remain the same or have minor remodels.
In this alternative, redevelopment would be minimal because land and construction
costs, combined with the type of development that would be allowed, would be
greater than the return on investment for developing most parcels. Figure 2.5-6
illustrates the likely location of development under the No Action Alternative.
The No Action Alternative would allow for less development capacity than the
Proposal.
The City’s Comprehensive Plan (Town Center Plan portion) and development
regulations would be inconsistent with each other and therefore, out of compliance
with the Growth Management Act.
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Figure 2.5-5. Proposal:
Possible Development Scenario
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007

Figure 2.5-6. No Action Alternative:
Possible Development Scenario
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007
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2.6. Alternatives Eliminated from Consideration
As part of the consideration of the Town Center Plan, the City considered the Edge
Action Alternative that
…maximizes development at four stories, providing a medium height
scenario for the Town Center development. Under this scenario, the area
would see approximately 700 residential units and 689 jobs. This scenario
assumes that the city would make model public investments (e.g., improve
the connection between 56th and I-5/236th park-and-ride lot). In this
alternative, redevelopment would be modest, mostly on the edge of
downtown.
The Edge Action Alternative was not selected as the adopted Town Center Plan
because it did not achieve the Town Center objectives and vision as well as the
Vitality Alternative that was ultimately approved. It represents a medium-range
alternative that is captured in the range of analysis between the No Action Alternative
and the Proposal.
Another alternative considered and rejected at the time of the Town Center Plan
preparation was the Vitality Alternative with a maximum building height of 10
stories. The City Council selected the Vitality Alternative with seven stories
maximum height as an alternative more capable of meeting plan objectives while
producing a more compatible development style for the Town Center.

2.7. Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying
Proposal
The Proposal includes the adoption of a Planned Action ordinance for future
development in the Town Center subarea and the adoption of a new Community
Business Downtown District zone regulating the Town Center. Delaying
implementation of the Proposal would delay the potential impacts identified in this
Draft EIS, including potential land use conflicts, changes to visual character,
increased traffic congestion, and increased demand for public services and utilities.
It would cause the City’s development regulations and the Comprehensive Plan
(especially the Town Center Plan) to be inconsistent, which violates state law.
It could also make it more difficult to accommodate the Comprehensive Plan growth
targets for the 2004–2025 plan horizon that were adopted by the City Council and
Snohomish County to implement the GMA. Deferring implementation of the
Proposal would also delay and reduce the likelihood that the Town Center subarea
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would develop in a manner consistent with the vision of the Comprehensive Plan.
Delay would not allow new development and associated review processes to benefit
from the analysis developed through this Planned Action process.

2.8. Major Issues to Be Resolved
Adoption of a Planned Action ordinance and concurrent zoning code amendments to
allow increased structure heights and shared or reduced parking ratios in the
Community Business Downtown District zone would support development and
redevelopment of the area to a more intensive mixed-use character consistent with
the vision of the Comprehensive Plan and recently adopted Town Center Plan. The
key environmental issue facing decision-makers is the impact of additional traffic on
area roadways and mitigating measures to address such impacts.
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Chapter 3. Affected Environment,
Significant Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures
This chapter analyzes the impacts of the Proposal and the No Action Alternative on
the following elements of the environment:
Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment
Aesthetics
Transportation
Air Quality
Public Services
Utilities
This analysis reviews existing conditions of the affected environment, potential
significant impacts, and mitigation measures for each element of the environment.
Existing conditions of the affected environment include present features of the
analysis area, which is defined as the Community Business Downtown District zone
for all elements. Impacts analysis identifies how existing conditions could change
with implementation of the alternatives.
Mitigation measures include the features of the alternative that can self-mitigate
impacts (e.g., upper-story setbacks), applicable regulations and commitments that
will apply to future development allowed by the alternatives (e.g., design standards),
and other potential mitigation measures that may further reduce the significant
environmental impacts of the alternatives.
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3.1. Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment
3.1.1. Affected Environment
Analysis Area
The analysis area for land use patterns, housing, and employment is the Community
Business Downtown District zone, as shown in Figure 3.3-1. The analysis area is
centered around 56th Avenue W, a north-south minor arterial. The analysis area
exhibits a variety of land uses, with a mix of commercial and residential properties
fronting on 56th Avenue W and residential properties located behind them.
Development is at a low or medium density, with small commercial buildings
grouped together and residential uses filling the areas between these clusters. The
analysis area can be broken into three distinct sections based on predominant land
uses.

Northern Section
The northern section includes the portion of the analysis area north of 236th Street
SW. This section is the largest and most commercial in character. While a few
residences front 56th Avenue W at the southeast end of this section, most of the uses
along this corridor are commercial, and include auto-oriented uses (gas stations,
repair shops, etc.), restaurants, professional services (insurance sales, medical and
veterinary services, advertising, etc.), and retail. Some of the businesses are located
in converted single-family homes.
While commercial uses occupy most of the land along 56th Avenue W, pockets of
residential development exist immediately behind the commercial strip, particularly
in the area between 234th Street SW and 236th Street SW. Three churches are also
present in the northern section of the analysis area, near the intersection of 56th
Avenue W and 236th Street SW.

Central Section
The central section includes the portion of the analysis area south of 236th Street SW
and north of 240th Street SW. While this area contains a convenience, a medical
office, and a religious institution, it is primarily residential and serves mainly as a
bridge between the northern and southern sections.
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Southern Section
The southern section includes the portion of the analysis area south of 240th Street
SW. The west side of 56th Avenue W is primarily residential, while restaurants, auto
repair facilities, and services occupy the east side of the street.

Surrounding Land Uses
Land uses immediately outside the analysis area are predominantly residential. The
character of the surrounding neighborhood closely matches that of the existing
residential portions of the analysis area. Low- and medium-density housing is in
moderate to poor condition. A mobile home park is located on 6.5 acres immediately
east of the analysis area, south of 240th Street SW.
The City’s civic campus, which includes City Hall, the Police Station, and the
Library, is immediately west of the analysis area south of 232nd Street SW. Veterans
Memorial Park is adjacent to the analysis area, located immediately south of the civic
campus. A park-and-ride lot, owned by Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) and operated by Community Transit, is just west of the
park, near the 236th Street SW exit from Interstate 5. Evergreen Elementary, one of
five Edmonds School District schools located in Mountlake Terrace, is situated south
of the park-and-ride lot.
A detailed view of existing land uses in the analysis area is shown in Figure 3.1-1.

Redevelopment Opportunities and Buildable Land
Identification of redevelopment opportunities within the analysis area is based on
trends-based analysis reports. These reports identified parcels of vacant land,
redevelopable land, partially used land, and likely to be developed land. The reports
indicate that under current regulations the analysis area would support an additional
240 housing units and 256 jobs (Fregonese Associates 2007).

Land Use Compatibility
The analysis area is currently characterized by low-intensity commercial
development along the 56th Avenue W corridor, consisting of small offices, retail,
and auto-oriented uses. Low-density residential uses are located immediately behind
this corridor, and intermingled with the commercial uses along 56th Avenue W. The
potential for land use conflicts exists where these two areas converge.
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Current Employment and Housing Mix
For purposes of this analysis, population estimates were used from the Washington
State Office of Financial Management (OFM) and the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). (OFM 2006, Caballero pers. comm.) Employment estimates were derived
from point-level Washington State Employment Security Department data provided
by PSRC.
In the analysis area, residences are currently the most common land use, accounting
for 69% of the parcels in the analysis area and 53% of the land area (Figure 3.1-1).
The analysis area currently includes 268 dwelling units (127 single-family units, 61
multifamily units, and 80 retirement home units). Using the average household size
identified in the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element (2.2 persons per household),
the housing units in the analysis area currently support an estimated population of
590 residents.
The analysis area currently hosts businesses on 46 parcels, which provide 321 jobs,
only a few of which are government-related. The majority of the employment in the
analysis area (245 jobs) is concentrated in the northern section. While most
businesses are generally small, larger businesses are located in the northern section of
the analysis area, particularly in the area immediately surrounding the intersection of
56th Avenue W and 232nd Street SW.

Regulatory Overview
Existing Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations
The entire analysis area is designated as Town Center in the Comprehensive Plan
(City of Mountlake Terrace 2006), as shown in Figure 3.1-2. The Comprehensive
Plan envisions the Town Center as a primarily commercial area. The Community
Livability Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the importance of
combined business/residential development (mixed use) in this area, allowing City
residents the opportunity to live, work, and shop in a compact, pedestrian-friendly
district.
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Figure 3.1-2 illustrates the following Comprehensive Plan land use designations in
the area surrounding the analysis area:
Urban Low Residential: single-family residential use.
Urban Low-Medium Residential: low-density multifamily residential use.
Urban Medium Residential: medium-density multifamily residential use.
Mobile Home Park: mobile homes and manufactured housing units.
Public Facilities and Services: land or facilities owned and/or operated by a
public agency. The City’s civic campus and the park-and-ride lot are included in
this designation.
Park and Open Space: parks and other planned open space and recreation areas.
The Veterans Memorial Park is included in this designation.
Freeway/Tourist: a business district for uses dependent on freeway/highway
access. Intended to provide an attractive gateway area to the community.

Existing Zoning Code Designations and Standards
The entire analysis area is zoned Community Business Downtown District and
corresponds to the Comprehensive Plan land use designation of Town Center. The
purpose of the adopted zone is as follows:
The purpose and intent of the BC Downtown (Downtown Community
Business district) is to provide for the downtown area which offers retail and
service businesses for the surrounding and near area served by transit.
Currently the City has more than one BC district east of Interstate 5;
downtown is one of those areas. Multiple-household dwelling units are
permitted as long as commercial uses are located on the ground floor in order
to accommodate mixed-use development. The City will encourage new
construction or redevelopment of existing structures within this zoning
district to be architecturally and aesthetically compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. It is also the intent of the BC Downtown zoning
district to have commercial uses front on the streets designated as
commercial frontage on the Zoning Map. (Mountlake Terrace Municipal
Code 19.50.010)
Zoning surrounding the analysis area also corresponds to comprehensive land use
designations. These zoning designations include:
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Single Household Residential (RS 7200 and RS 8400): single-family residential
development. These designations apply to the majority of land surrounding the
analysis area.
Low Density Multi Household and Medium Density Multi Household: multifamily residential development. These designations allow higher residential
densities than single household districts and reduce impacts on public services
and natural resources. Very few parcels in analysis area are zoned Low Density
Multi Household or Medium Density Multi Household, and they are concentrated
near the southern end of the analysis area, near the intersection of 56th Avenue
W and 242nd Street SW.
Mobile Home Park: mobile homes and manufactured housing units.
Approximately 6 acres of land zoned Mobile Home Park are located adjacent to
the analysis area near the intersection of 56th Avenue W and 244th Street SW.
Recreation and Park District: open space areas. Permitted uses are primarily
recreational in nature. The Veterans Memorial Park, immediately to the west of
the analysis area, is zoned Recreation and Park District.
Public Facilities and Services: publicly owned lands and facilities. The City’s
civic campus and the park-and-ride lot are included in this district.
Freeway/Tourist (F/T): transition areas between freeways and the community.
Designed to regulate development to create an aesthetically appealing entrance to
the community from highways and freeways. This zone transitions into the
analysis area along 244th Street SW.
Figure 3.1-3 shows current zoning in the vicinity of the analysis area.

Design Standards
The City Council adopted a set of interim design standards to ensure quality
development during the preparation of the Town Center Plan. These standards are
intended to guide redevelopment in the analysis area and include provisions for site
design, building design, and signage. Site design standards include requirements for
parking lot lighting and screening, landscaping, driveway locations, and pedestrian
amenities. Building design standards guide the architectural features of development,
including setbacks, rooflines, and building massing and articulation. Sign design
standards govern the creative use of signage in the analysis area. Further discussion
of design standards is included in Chapter 3.2.
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3.1.2. Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under the Proposal and No Action Alternative, the analysis area is anticipated to
experience growth, including the gradual introduction of multistory, mixed-use
development. The alternatives differ in the intensity and location of this development,
and subsequent impacts on land use patterns, land use compatibility, and employment
and housing mix. These impacts are discussed below.

Proposal
Land Use Patterns
Under the Proposal, approximately 50% of the analysis area would be redeveloped by
willing property owners. The key to this plan would be the redevelopment of a
nucleus of mixed-use development at a much higher intensity than allowed under
current development regulations. This proposed Town Square site (56/58th Avenue
W and 232/234th Street SW), located in the northern section of the analysis area,
would anchor the analysis area and encourage additional mixed-use development.
While redevelopment is anticipated throughout the analysis area, most redevelopment
would occur in and around the Town Square site and south of 236th Street SW.
Figure 2.5-5 shows locations likely to see redevelopment under the Proposal.

Land Use Compatibility
Under the Proposal, a substantial amount of mixed-use development would occur in
the analysis area, primarily in the blocks immediately surrounding the intersection of
56th Avenue W and 232nd Street SW. While this area is already the main
commercial center of the analysis area, the existing uses are generally of low scale
and intensity. New development would be taller and have greater site coverage than
the nearby residential structures, which are mostly single-story. Additionally, these
mixed uses would have the potential to increase both pedestrian and vehicular traffic
in the area. Because of these factors, in some locations within the analysis area, the
introduction of multistory mixed-use development has the potential to cause conflicts
of scale with the established single-family residential uses nearby. The Proposal
would, however, include design standards and features that would minimize the
potential for incompatibility. These provisions are discussed in detail in the
Mitigation Measures section.
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Employment and Housing Mix
Development under the Proposal would result in a substantial increase in both
housing and employment over current conditions. The addition of approximately
1,416 jobs in the analysis area (516 in retail and 900 in office-related uses) would
result in approximately 197,299 square feet of new retail space and 267,700 square
feet of new offices, which represents a roughly 130% increase over current
retail/office conditions.
Housing would increase by 737 units, adding an estimated population of 1,621. The
majority of these housing units would be multifamily units incorporated into the
various mixed-use projects, although a number of town homes are anticipated near
the edges of the analysis area.
The Proposal would also help the City meet the growth targets adopted in the
Snohomish County Countywide Planning Policies. Under the Proposal, the City
could exceed its 2025 Citywide housing growth target by 29% and its employment
target by 71%. See Chapter 2, Table 2.5-2, for housing unit and employment
comparisons.

No Action Alternative
Land Use Patterns
Under the No Action Alternative, current policies and development trends would
continue, resulting in little change from the current land use patterns. What little
growth is anticipated would likely occur in the northern and southern sections of the
analysis area, as these areas show greater potential for redevelopment under the
current development regulations. Figure 2.5-6 indicates locations likely to see
redevelopment under the No Action Alternative.

Land Use Compatibility
Under the No Action Alternative, most parcels would maintain their current land use.
A limited amount of 2- and 3-story mixed-used development is anticipated, primarily
in the areas south of 236th Street SW and north of 232nd Street SW. Surveys of the
analysis area indicate that a number of small, 2-story commercial/office buildings
already exist in the area, and the limited introduction of more development of this
type would not create a significant land use conflict with existing development.

Employment and Housing Mix
Development under the No Action Alternative would be limited to approximately
240 additional dwelling units with an estimated additional population of 528
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residents. The No Action Alternative would create an estimated 256 additional jobs.
As new development in the analysis area under this alternative would be similar to
the existing commercial uses, these new jobs are likely to be in the retail/service
sector.
The No Action Alternative would not result in sufficient development to keep pace
with the growth targets set for the City by the Snohomish County Countywide
Planning Policies. Under the No Action Alternative, the City would fulfill 78% of its
housing goal and 93% of its employment goal. See Chapter 2, Table 2.5-2, for
housing unit and employment comparisons

3.1.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
The zoning code amendments under the Proposal include provisions to minimize the
impacts associated with increases in building height and land use patterns. As
mapped in Figure 2.5-2, the proposed building type districts establish the largest
scale uses in the Town Square, away from residential uses and where existing
commercial activity is strongest. Moving away from this site, building heights would
gradually decrease from a maximum of 7 stories to a maximum of 2 to 3 stories in the
areas on the edge of the analysis area. These districts serve to buffer the commercial
core of the Town Center from the surrounding residential areas, allowing primarily
2 to 3 story mixed use or live/work units.
Additionally, the permitted and conditional uses listed in the proposed zoning code
amendments emphasize pedestrian-oriented retail and entertainment uses, as opposed
to auto-oriented uses. For single-family residences directly adjacent to some of the
current auto-oriented development (gas stations, repair shops, strip shopping centers),
the Proposal could represent an improvement in land use compatibility over existing
conditions due to the fact that certain uses would no longer be allowed in the
Community Business Downtown District (vehicle storage yards, etc.). New
development would also be subject to the Town Center Design Standards.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
Development under the Proposal would be required to comply with the Town Center
Interim Design Standards established by the City Council in 2006, which would be
made permanent under the Proposal. These standards emphasize preserving the
quality of residential areas that are located in proximity to commercial development.
Applicable standards include shielding residential areas from site lighting, rooftop
mechanical systems, service areas, and parking lots (LMN Architects 2006). The
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vast majority of existing development was constructed prior to the adoption of these
design standards, and such concern for the protection of residential areas was often
not incorporated. Redevelopment that complies with these design guidelines would,
in many cases, represent an improvement in land use compatibility.

Other Recommended Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are recommended.

3.1.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to land use patterns, land use
compatibility, or housing and employment are anticipated. The development
regulations and project features described above are adequate to mitigate the
significant adverse impacts anticipated to occur with redevelopment.
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3.2. Aesthetics
3.2.1. Affected Environment
Analysis Area
The analysis area for aesthetics is the Community Business Downtown District zone,
as shown in Figure 2.3-1.The analysis area is centered around 56th Avenue W, a
north-south minor arterial in the area. The analysis area is characterized by lowdensity, 1- and 2-story suburban development, exhibiting a predominance of autooriented and service businesses along 56th Avenue W, with residential areas
immediately behind. A large number of single-family residences are located along
this corridor, further enforcing the low-intensity character of the area.

Visual Character
Buildings along 56th Avenue W are generally 1 to 2 stories in height, and with the
exception of a large grocery store and a strip mall, exhibit low visual bulk. Though
often closely spaced, existing development maintains sufficient separation and
variety to avoid becoming visually monolithic and out of touch with the human scale.
The area is also extensively treed, which helps prevent buildings from being visually
obtrusive. The commercial development exhibits no strong architectural theme.
Some businesses are located in converted single-family residences. The photographs
in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 show the typical character of development in the analysis
area.
As most commercial uses in the analysis area are located on small parcels, parking
lots are not generally expansive, but they do dominate the existing street frontage.
On-street parking is common throughout most of the analysis area, including along
portions of 56th Avenue W.
While some of the streets in the residential blocks immediately surrounding the
analysis area lack sidewalks or curb and gutter, basic pedestrian infrastructure exists
on other streets. Sidewalks and crosswalks are present along 56th Avenue W and
major cross streets, although they are frequently interrupted by driveways in the more
heavily commercial areas.
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56th Ave W, near 234th St SW, looking south

56th Ave W, looking south toward 244th St SW intersection

Figure 3.2-1. Typical Character of Development
in Analysis Area (Sheet 1)
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June 2007

236th St SW looking east at intersection with 56th Ave W

56th Ave W, near 230th St SW, looking south

Figure 3.2-2. Typical Character of Development
in Analysis Area (Sheet 2)
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
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Light and Glare
As in any commercial district, ambient light and glare are produced from a variety of
sources, including exterior building illumination, automobile headlights, and street
lamps.
The northern section of the analysis area generally produces less ambient light and
glare than the southern section, due to a predominance of service businesses that are
open primarily during daylight hours. The southern section of the analysis area
contains a large concentration of auto repair-related and other businesses that operate
into the evening hours and generate a greater amount of ambient light.

Views
The relatively flat topography of the analysis area and abundance of trees allow for
sight lines of very limited distance. No views of any major geographic features are
available within the analysis area.

Shading Conditions
The amount and angle of shadows in an area vary by season and time of day.
Shadows are generally longest during winter months, when the angle of the sun is
lowest. A shade and shadow analysis conducted during the preparation of the Town
Center Plan (Fregonese Associates 2007) indicates that shadows in the vicinity of the
Town Square are generally limited to the space immediately surrounding buildings,
even during winter, due to low building heights, building spacing, and a lack of tall
vegetation (Figure 3.2-3 ). In portions of the analysis area farther away from the
Town Square, building heights remain low, but many lots are heavily wooded, and
buildings are often spaced very close together, leading to a greater degree of shading
and heavier shadows than those seen near the Town Square site.

Regulatory Overview
Design Review
One of the steps taken by the City Council during the preparation of the Town Center
Plan was the adoption of a set of interim design standards. These standards are
intended to guide redevelopment in the analysis area, and include provisions for site
design, building design, and signage.
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Figure 3.2-3. No Action Alternative:
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Site design standards are concerned primarily with pedestrian amenities, parking lot
lighting and screening, site landscaping, site lighting, and driveway locations. These
standards serve to accomplish the following goals (LMN Architects 2006):
to create a network of safe, consistent, and convenient linkages for pedestrians,
including locating building entrances adjacent to public sidewalks;
to maintain a safe and secure pedestrian environment through the use of adequate
lighting;
to reduce the visual impact of parking lots through the use of landscape areas,
trellises, buffers, and/or other architectural features;
to reduce the visual impact and provide screening of trash, service, loading and
storage areas, and at-grade mechanical equipment;
to reinforce the character of Mountlake Terrace through site landscaping;
to provide continuous, safe, and consistent street frontage character within and
adjacent to the street right-of-way;
to provide consistent street frontage character within the street right-of-way;
to provide for the consolidation, enhancement, or maintenance of outdoor spaces
for public use within the Town Center;
to locate parking lots behind or to the side of buildings and reduce overall need
for parking space through the shared use of parking lots;
to maintain a contiguous, uninterrupted sidewalk by minimizing, consolidating,
and/or eliminating driveway access points; and
to provide pedestrian-scale lighting, accent lighting, and festival lighting to
accompany street lighting in the Town Center.
Building design standards emphasize architectural features, setbacks, weather
protection, and building surface treatments. These standards serve to accomplish the
following goals (LMN Architects 2006):
to ensure that the placement of buildings contributes to the liveliness of streets
and emphasizes key intersections;
to ensure that building entrances are welcoming to pedestrians, easily
identifiable, and accessible from streets and sidewalks;
to ensure that buildings do not display unembellished walls visible from the
street, the public right-of-way, any pedestrian activity area, or from an abutting
residential zoning district;
City of Mountlake Terrace
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to ensure that the size and volume of buildings in the Town Center are at an
appropriate pedestrian scale;
to ensure the visibility of retail businesses and establish active, lively uses along
the sidewalk;
to reinforce the character of the pedestrian-oriented streetscape by encouraging
the greatest amount of visual interest along the ground level of buildings on
Town Center streets;
to provide visual connections between activities inside and outside of buildings;
to provide weather protection for pedestrians;
to ensure that rooflines present a distinct profile and appearance for the building
and express the neighborhood character; and
to screen the view of any rooftop mechanical and communications equipment
from the ground level of nearby streets and residential areas.
Sign design standards are intended to guide signage design so that it is an integrated
and creative part of construction. Sign design standards serve to accomplish the
following goals (LMN Architects 2006):
to ensure that signage is a part of the overall design approach of a project, not an
additive element or afterthought; and
to encourage interesting, creative, and unique approaches to the design of signs
for both new buildings and old buildings with new tenants.

3.2.2. Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under both the Proposal and No Action Alternative, the analysis area is expected to
experience gradual growth, including the introduction of mixed-use development.
This redevelopment will result in a change to the current aesthetic conditions of the
area. The two alternatives differ with regard to the scope, intensity, and location of
this change.

Proposal
The Proposal would involve the redevelopment of approximately 50% of the parcels
in the analysis area, primarily between 232nd Street SW and 234th Street SW,
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centered around the Town Square. Figure 2.5-5 shows a likely redevelopment
scenario under the Proposal.

Visual Character
The greatest impact of the Proposal on the visual character of the analysis area would
result from an increase in allowed building height. The current zoning code limits
building height in the analysis area to 35 feet. The proposed zoning code would
divide the analysis area into building type districts, each with its own dimensional
requirements. Under this new system, maximum building height would range from
the current maximum of 35 feet up to 85 feet (Fregonese Associates 2007).
Figures 2.5-2 and 2.5-3 show the proposed building type districts and their associated
heights.
The proposed zoning amendment would also increase allowable lot coverage, which
could potentially lead to increased density of development, greater visual prominence
of buildings along the 56th Avenue W corridor, and a more urban feel than currently
exists in the analysis area.
The potential for visual conflict exists in those portions of the analysis area that lie
immediately adjacent to residential uses. As most residences in and around the
analysis area are single-story structures, the introduction of multistory, mixed-use
development could potentially result in aesthetic incongruities and conflicts of scale.
Single-story homes within the Community Business Downtown District could
potentially be much shorter than multistory developments next door, and not feel
residential. The Proposal would, however, include design standards and features that
would minimize the potential for conflicts of scale. These provisions are discussed in
detail in the Mitigation Measures section of this Chapter.
The Proposal would also include the development of a public plaza or park on the
Town Square. As this site would experience the most intense redevelopment under
the Proposal, this plaza would play a critical role in balancing the increase in building
height and land use intensity. The plaza would provide a necessary human-scaled
space at the heart of the analysis area’s commercial core.

Light and Glare
The Proposal has the potential to increase the amount of ambient light and glare
produced in the analysis area. Currently, the majority of the analysis area consists of
residential uses or businesses that operate primarily during daylight hours and
produce little ambient light, the exceptions being the grocery store in the northern
section of the analysis area and the auto-related and similar uses in the southern
section of the corridor.
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The Proposal would result in the gradual conversion of the analysis area into a
pedestrian-friendly district with numerous office buildings, and retail and
entertainment uses that would encourage more evening activity, thereby increasing
light and glare from automobile traffic, exterior building illumination, signage, and
street lights.

Views
No views of major geographic features are currently available in the analysis area.
As such, the Proposal would have no impacts on current views. Increased building
heights in the analysis area may provide additional views not currently accessible due
to topographic conditions.

Shading Conditions
The increased building heights supported by the Proposal could alter shading
conditions in the analysis area. A shade/shadow analysis performed during the
preparation of the Town Center Plan illustrates the potential for shading in the Town
Square due to the increased building heights (Fregonese Associates 2007), as
illustrated in Figure 3.2-4. While summer shadows would be limited to the areas
immediately surrounding buildings, the taller buildings have the potential to shade
adjacent, shorter buildings during the winter months, as well as public spaces such as
plazas and sidewalks. The Proposal would, however, be required to comply with all
applicable design standards and zoning code requirements for upper-story setbacks,
which are designed to prevent excessive shading. These provisions are discussed in
detail in the Mitigation Measures section of this Chapter.
Areas outside the Town Square already experience a high degree of shading, due to a
closely spaced pattern of development and abundance of vegetation. It is unlikely
that the Proposal would result in a significant increase in shading over current
conditions in these areas.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the introduction of mixed-use development would
be much more limited than under the Proposal and would generally occur at the
northern and southern sections of the 56th Avenue W corridor. Figure 2.5-5 shows
one likely development scenario under the No Action Alternative.
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Shadows shown on December 1st at 9 AM

Figure 3.2-4 Proposal: Shadow Analysis
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Visual Character
Under the No Action Alternative, the visual character of the analysis area would
remain very similar to current conditions. Maximum allowed building heights would
remain at the current standard of 35 feet, so the little redevelopment that occurs
would be similar in scale to existing uses.

Light and Glare
Redevelopment under the No Action Alternative would be limited and would not
create a significant increase in the amount of ambient light or glare in the analysis
area.

Views
No views of any major geographic features are currently available in the analysis
area. As such, the No Action Alternative would have no impacts on current views.

Shading Conditions
Shading conditions under the No Action Alternative would remain essentially the
same as under current conditions (Figure 3.2-3). Any redeveloped buildings would
be similar in height to existing buildings and would therefore cast similar shadows.
In addition, most redevelopment would occur outside the Town Square, where
extensive vegetation already creates extensive shadows.

3.2.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
While increasing allowable building heights, the proposed zoning amendments would
also include provisions to minimize the impact of these increases. As mapped in
Figures 2.5-2 and 2.5-3, the proposed building type districts would establish the
largest scale uses in the Town Square, where existing commercial activity is
strongest. Away from this site, building heights would gradually decrease from a
maximum of 7 stories to a maximum of 2 to 3 stories in the areas on the edge of the
analysis area. These districts would serve to buffer the commercial core of the
Community Business Downtown District from the surrounding residential areas,
allowing primarily 2 to 3 story mixed use or live/work units, minimizing the potential
for conflicts of scale.
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The proposed zoning code would also include provisions for upper-story setbacks in
new construction, which would reduce the visual bulk and shading potential of
buildings. All building types with a maximum height of 50 feet or higher would be
required to provide at least 5 feet of setback above 30 feet and ensure that the
building footprint above the second floor is no more than 80% of the ground floor
footprint. These same building types would also be required to provide a 10-foot
yard buffer where they abut a residential zone. This minimum buffer would be
increased by 1 foot for every foot of building height above 30 feet.
The incorporated streetscape plan and the proposed Town Center plaza would also
serve to mitigate impacts due to the increased scale and intensity of uses in the
analysis area. Features such as balcony projections, outdoor seating, sidewalk plants,
and awnings all serve to soften the edges of mixed-use buildings and make the spaces
around them more human in scale.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
Development under the Proposal would be required to comply with the Town Center
Interim Design Standards established by the City Council in 2006, and which would
become permanent under the Proposal. These standards emphasize preserving the
quality of residential areas located in proximity to commercial development. The
following specific design standards would minimize impacts on visual character and
light and glare (LMN Architects 2006).

Site Lighting
Pedestrian-scale lighting and/or bollard lighting should be used to define
pedestrian walkways, crosswalks, connections, and/or other pedestrian areas
within a site development.
Site lighting should complement other lighting elements used throughout the site,
parking, and/or adjacent developments and public rights-of-way.
All lighting (except festival lighting) should be shielded from the sky and
adjacent properties either through exterior shields or through optics within the
fixture.
Accent lighting should be used to highlight special focal points, building or site
entrances, public art, and special landscape features.
Festival lighting should be encouraged during holidays and festivals to reinforce
the character and image of the Town Center.
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Screening of Rooftop Equipment
Mechanical equipment should be screened by extended parapet walls or other
roof forms that are integrated with the architecture of the building.
Painting rooftop mechanical equipment or erecting fences are not acceptable
methods of screening rooftop equipment.
Any rooftop mounted voice/data transmission equipment should be integrated
with the design of the roof, rather than being simply attached to the roof deck.

Other Recommended Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are recommended.

3.2.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to visual character, light and glare,
views, or shadows and shading are anticipated. The design standards and project
features described above are adequate to mitigate the significant adverse impacts
anticipated to occur with redevelopment.
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3.3. Transportation
3.3.1. Affected Environment
The affected environment related to transportation includes state highways, city
streets and county roads; sidewalks, bikeways and trails; public transportation
facilities and services; and railroads. The City maintains an inventory of
transportation facilities and services, which meets the requirements of the GMA and
also provides a sound basis for effective planning.
This section discusses existing conditions relating to transportation in the City,
including state and local regulations and policies, an inventory of transportation
infrastructure and services, and existing operational conditions.

Existing Roadway Network
City Roadways
All roadways in the City have been designated with functional classifications, which
reflect their function, traffic levels and composition, and roadway and streetscape
design. The functional classifications guide the programming of roadway
improvements. The roadway classifications within the City are principal arterial,
minor arterial, collector, and local access. These classifications are described as
follows (City of Mountlake Terrace 2006).
Principal arterial – Principal arterials provide traffic movements into, out of,
and through the City. Principal arterials carry the highest amount of traffic
volumes and provide the best mobility in the roadway network by limiting access
and traffic control devices, and posting higher speed limits. Regional and interCounty bus routes are generally located on principal arterials, as are transfer
centers and park-and-ride lots.
Minor Arterial – Minor arterials connect with and augment principal arterials.
Minor arterials give densely populated areas easy access to principal arterials.
Because minor arterials provide more access to adjacent land uses (i.e., shopping,
schools, etc.) than do principal arterials, these roadways have lower traffic flow
rates. Minor arterials also carry local and inter-community bus routes.
Collector – Collector arterials provide easy movement in neighborhoods and
channel neighborhood trips onto the secondary and principal arterial street
system. Collectors typically carry moderate traffic volumes, carry very little
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through traffic, and accommodate shorter trips than do either principal or minor
arterials. Local bus routes sometimes use collectors for passenger pickup.
Local Access – Local access streets comprise all roadways and streets not
otherwise classified. The main function of local access streets is to provide direct
access to abutting properties, very often at the expense of traffic movement.
Characteristics often associated with local streets are low speeds and delays
caused by turning vehicles. Local streets are generally not designed to
accommodate bus movements.
Figure 3.3-1 shows the existing functional classifications of Mountlake Terrace
roadways.

State Highways
The City is served by two state highways, I-5 and State Route (SR) 104, which serve
mobility needs within and beyond the City (Figure 3.3-1).
I-5 runs roughly through the middle of the City, dividing the City into east and west
sections. Northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are provided at 220th Street
SW and 244th Street SW, while a northbound off-ramp and a southbound on-ramp
are provided at 236th Street SW.
SR 104 is located at the southern limits of the City just south of Lake Ballinger. The
eastern terminus of SR 104 is located at I-5. East of I-5 the roadway turns into 244th
Street SW. To the west, SR 104 connects to the City of Edmonds and the Washington
State Ferry system, and continues west as the Edmonds-Kingston ferry route. The
western terminus is U.S. 101 on the Olympic Peninsula.
In 1998, the Washington State Legislature passed Highways of Statewide
Significance (HSS) legislation, codified as RCW 47.06.140. HSS facilities provide
and support transportation functions that promote and maintain significant statewide
travel and economic linkages. The legislation emphasizes that these significant
facilities should be planned from a statewide perspective. Local jurisdictions will
assess the effects of local land use plans on state facilities. Both I-5 and SR 104 are
designated as HSS facilities.

Access and Circulation
Direct east/west travel across the City is possible on 212th Street SW, 236th Street
SW and 244th Street SW. The City of Edmonds is located to the west of the City, and
the cities of Brier and Kenmore are located to the east.

City of Mountlake Terrace

3.3-2

Figure 3.3-1. Street Classification
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
June 2007

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

East/west travel is limited between Edmonds and the City by Lake Ballinger,
Ballinger Park Golf Course, and the lack of a grid street system north of Lake
Ballinger. The following streets provide direct access between Edmonds and the
City:
220th Street SW
236th/Lakeview Drive/228th Streets SW
244th Street SW
Direct and through east/west travel is limited between Brier and the City in order to
reduce traffic impacts on neighborhoods in these cities. The following streets provide
direct access between cities:
212th Street SW
228th Street SW
Routes for north/south travel through the City are limited. The City of Lynnwood is
located to the north, and the Cities of Shoreline and Lake Forest Park are located to
the south. Only 44th Avenue W/Cedar Way directly links Lynnwood, the City, and
Lake Forest Park. North-south access to the city limits is provided by 48th Avenue W
and 56th Avenue W, but these routes do not extend into Lynnwood. The following
streets provide north/south access:
44th Avenue W/Cedar Way passes through the City, linking Lynnwood and King
County.
48th Avenue W extends between 212th Street SW and 244th Street SW in the
City and into King County, but does not extend into Lynnwood.
52nd Avenue W provides access between Lynnwood and 220th Street SW in the
City, and between 230th Street SW and 244th Street SW and into King County to
SR104.
56th Avenue W provides access between King County and 220th Street SW in
the City.
66th Avenue W also provides access to Lynnwood, but terminates at 236th Street
SW in the City, with connections to southbound I-5.
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Existing Traffic Operations
Traffic Volumes
Traffic volume counts were taken at 24 intersections throughout the City in April
2007. The analysis of existing conditions is based on these data.

Level of Service
Level of Service (LOS) is the primary measurement used to determine the operating
quality of a roadway segment or intersection. The quality of traffic conditions is
graded into one of six LOS designations: A, B, C, D, E, or F. LOS A and B represent
the fewest traffic slow-downs, and LOS C and D represent intermediate traffic
congestion. LOS E indicates that traffic conditions are at or approaching urban
congestion conditions, and LOS F indicates that traffic volumes are at a high level of
congestion and unstable traffic flow. LOS is described further in the Methodology
section of this chapter.
LOS standards are used to evaluate the transportation impacts of long-term growth
and concurrency. In order to monitor concurrency, the jurisdictions adopt standards
by which the minimum acceptable roadway operating conditions are determined and
deficiencies are identified. The City has adopted the following LOS standards:
Ensure that signalized intersections within the City meet a minimum LOS D,
except for the following:
−

Signalized intersections within the 212 Street SW corridor, which must meet
a minimum LOS E;

−

Signalized intersections within the 244th Street SW corridor, which must
meet a minimum LOS E;

−

Signalized intersections within the 220th Street SW corridor from SR 99 to
I-5, which must meet a minimum LOS E.

Ensure that nonsignalized intersections within the City meet a minimum LOS E.
(City of Mountlake Terrace 2006)
Intersections that operate below these standards are considered deficient.
Deficiencies are identified either as existing deficiencies, meaning they are occurring
under existing conditions and not as the result of future development, or as projected
future deficiencies, meaning that they are expected to occur under one or more of the
future development scenarios.
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Table 3.3-1 shows existing LOS at 24 intersections in the City, all identified for this
analysis.

Table 3.3-1.
No

2007 PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

Existing
LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

1

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

35

2

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

Signal

E

B

27

3

220th Street SW and I-5 Southbound
Ramps1

Signal

E

C

31

4

220th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramps1

Signal

E

C

31

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

E/C

47/18

6

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

21

7

220th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

B

13

8

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Westbound
Stop-Control

E

C

22

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

C/C

20/18

10

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

8

11

236th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramp/Park and Ride Lot1

Signal

D

B

14

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

C/C

25/15

13

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

28

14

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W2

Signal

E

B

19

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

Signal

E

D

46

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Northbound
Stop-Control

E

F

58

17

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

34

18

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E/D

39/34

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E/C

37/22

20

223rd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

3
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No

Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

Existing
LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

21

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

21

22

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

Signal

D

B

15

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

Eastbound
Stop-Control

E

E

36

24

244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

C

20

LOS= level of service
LOS for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections represents the average of all movements through the intersection.
LOS for one-way and two-way stop controlled intersections is shown for each of the stop-controlled movements.
Numbers in bold indicate LOS standard has been exceeded under existing conditions
1

Signal operated by the Washington State Department of Transportation.

2

Signal owned by the City of Shoreline and maintained by the King County Department of Transportation

Existing PM peak hour LOS is shown in Figure 3.3-2. This analysis indicates that
one location, the intersection of 212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W, is below the
City’s adopted LOS standard under existing conditions.

Parking
On-street parking is available throughout most of the City. Within the analysis area
boundary, parking is accommodated on street and in private parking lots associated
with existing development. Supply is currently adequate to accommodate parking
demand.

Collision History
Table 3.3-2 presents the three most recent years of collision data for locations at
which collision incidents averaged more than one per year (WSDOT 2007). Within
the City, the highest number of collisions occurred at or near the intersection of 220th
Street SW and 66th Avenue W. Over the 3-year analysis period, 42 collisions were
recorded at this location, averaging 14 per year. This is down from the previous
3-year period (2001-2003), which had an average of 21 collisions per year. The
decrease is attributable in part to the re-configuration of the intersection that took
place when the corridor was re-constructed in 2004. In the analysis area, the highest
number of collisions was recorded at or near the intersection of 236th Street SW and
56th Avenue W. Over the three-year analysis period, 19 collisions were recorded at
this location, averaging 6.3 per year. However, this intersection was modified in the
summer of 2006. Preliminary data indicate a reduced accident rate following
construction, which is not yet reflected in the 3-year history.
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Table 3.3-2.

3-Year Collision Data (April 2004 to March 2007)

Highest Accident Intersection

Total Number of Collisions
over 3 Years

Average Number of
Collisions per Year

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

42

14.0

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

24

8.0

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

21

7.0

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

19

6.3

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

18

6.0

216th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

12

4.0

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

12

4.0

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

11

3.7

220th Street SW and 70th Avenue W

11

3.7

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

10

3.3

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

9

3.0

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

8

2.7

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

7

2.3

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

7

2.3

216th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

7

2.3

220th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

7

2.3

222nd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

6

2.0

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

6

2.0

228th Street SW and 39th Avenue W

6

2.0

236th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

6

2.0

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

6

2.0

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

6

2.0

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

5

1.7

218th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

4

1.3

234th Street SW and 53rd Avenue W

4

1.3

Source: WSDOT 2007

The only other location in the analysis area included in the table is the intersection of
236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W. Nine collisions were recorded at this location
during the 3-year period, averaging 3 per year.
This intersection was also modified in the summer of 2006, so reductions in crash
rates due to those improvements will not yet be reflected.
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Transit Service
Community Transit (CT), the major provider of public transit for Snohomish County,
operates three types of transit service in the City:
fixed bus route service,
rideshare services, and
DART paratransit.
These services are described in the following sections.

Fixed Route Bus Service
Fixed bus routes are characterized as either local or commuter service that operate on
a standardized schedule. Routes serving the City are described below and shown in
Figure 3.3-3. Local bus service typically provides two-way service between
destinations in the City and surrounding areas, from morning through evening.
Commuter bus service provides service to major employment destinations in
Snohomish and King Counties; it typically operates only during the weekday
morning and evening peak commute periods. Every CT bus is equipped to
accommodate wheelchairs. All buses are also equipped with bicycle racks. Most
fixed routes (with the exception of routes 110 and 112) run within the analysis area
and/or to or from the City’s park-and-ride facility.

Local Bus Service
Local bus routes generally operate seven days a week from early morning through
evening hours. The following local CT local routes serve the City:
Route 110 operates throughout the day on weekdays and Saturdays, providing
service between the Lynnwood Transit Center and the Edmonds Senior Center.
Route 112 operates throughout the day, 7 days a week, providing service between
the Lynnwood Transit Center and Edmonds Community College.
Route 130 operates throughout the day, 7 days a week, providing service between
the Lynnwood Transit Center and the Aurora Village Transit Center.

City of Mountlake Terrace
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Commuter Service
Commuter routes generally operate on weekdays in the peak travel direction during
peak hours. The following commuter routes serve the City:
Route 408 provides service between the City and downtown Seattle.
Route 414 provides service between south Everett and downtown Seattle.
Route 477 provides service between Brier and downtown Seattle.
Route 810 provides service between south Everett and the University District.
Route 850 provides service between Lynnwood and the University District.
Route 875 provides service between Edmonds and the University District.

Rideshare Services
For citizens who are disinclined or unable to use fixed-route service, the following
rideshare services are available.
Commuter Vanpools – CT has the third largest vanpool fleet in the nation. CT
provides vehicles, driver orientation, vehicle maintenance and assistance in
forming vanpool groups.
Carpool – CT provides ride-matching services for people seeking carpool
partners. People interested in finding carpool partners can call CT for
information

DART Paratransit
DART (Dial-A-Ride Transit) is a specialized bus service provided by CT for those
who are unable to use regular bus service due to a disability. Service is available to
all origins and destinations within 0.75 mile of local bus routes. DART service is
operated by Senior Services of Snohomish County under contract to CT.

Sound Transit Express Bus Service
Sound Transit, which provides regional service to the urban portions of Snohomish,
King, and Pierce counties, does not have an established stop in the City. Sound
Transit Express bus service is available, however, at park-and-ride lots in the vicinity
of the City and can be accessed by one of the CT local or commuter routes. Access to
Seattle-bound transit routes is provided at the park-and-ride lot located north of the
northbound I-5 off-ramp at 236th Street SW. A Sound Transit freeway station that
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will provide express bus service from the City at 236th Street and I-5 to Seattle and
Everett is in design and expected to begin operation in late 2009 or early 2010.

Park-and-Ride Facilities
The primary commuter parking facility in the City is the Mountlake Terrace parkand-ride lot located at 236th Street SW and I-5. This facility, which has a capacity for
387 cars, is owned by WSDOT and operated by CT. This facility offers bus service to
the University of Washington, downtown Seattle, Everett Boeing, and the Aurora
Village Transit Center. As of 2004 the utilization rate of this facility was 79%
(Snohomish County 2005). Expansion of this park-and-ride facility to include a fivelevel parking garage and capacity for about 900 vehicles is scheduled to begin in
2008. The new garage will connect by a pedestrian bridge to a Sound Transit freeway
station (“flyer stop”) for express bus service, as described above.
Outside of the City, the Lynnwood park-and-ride lot and Everett Station are two
major hubs for transferring between CT local routes. Other transfer hubs include
Edmonds Community College, Aurora Village, and Smokey Point. These CT routes
connect with King County Metro service at Aurora Village and Bothell, with Everett
Transit in Everett, with the Washington State Ferry at the Edmonds and Mukilteo
Terminals, with Sound Transit at various park-and-ride lots in the south county area,
and with Island Transit in Stanwood.

Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities in the City include sidewalks, walkways, trails, roadway
shoulders, and the shared use of low traffic streets. The City’s street network
provides a moderately developed sidewalk system. In addition, shoulders provide
pedestrian facilities for portions of some streets. A citywide inventory of sidewalks
and curb-only shoulders was completed in 2001. According to the inventory, more
than half of the City’s public streets have sidewalks.
In the analysis area, sidewalks are located on both sides of most streets, with the
exception of 235th Street SW, 57th Avenue W, and 55th Avenue W south of 234th
Street SW.
Sidewalks are required on both sides of all new streets and as part of all major street
improvement projects. City policies support improved connectivity between
destinations, including transit stops, as an important principle in maintaining or
enhancing a pedestrian network.
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Bicycle Facilities
The City bicycle network consists of a north/south route from 244th Street SW up
48th Avenue West to 236th Street SW. The bicycle path continues through Terrace
Creek Park and terminates at the north end of the park on 222nd Street SW. In the
park, the bicycle path has a proposed east/west spur that would run from the main
bicycle path to the park’s western edge.
Most bicycle trails in the City are located in or near public parks. The Interurban
Trail, part of a major regional trail system, runs along the northwestern limits of the
City and uses the existing rail line west of the City. The route runs from the
southwestern boundary of the City near Lake Ballinger, north toward 220th Street
SW, then curves eastward to intersect with 212th Street SW east of 66th Avenue W.

3.3.2. Impacts
Methodology
Travel Demand Model
For the City of Mountlake Terrace Transportation Plan, a computerized
transportation model was developed to analyze future travel demand and traffic
patterns for the PM peak hour analysis period. The major components of the model
include:
existing land use assessment,
transportation network and zone development,
trip generation,
trip distribution,
network assignment,
model calibration, and
model of future traffic conditions.

Existing Land Use Assessment
Land use characteristics in the City were estimated based on a citywide land use
inventory completed for this project. For the model area outside the city limits, land
use was based upon regional population and employment inventory provided by the
PSRC.
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Transportation Network and Zone Development
The roadway network is represented as a series of links (roadway segments) and
nodes (intersections). Characteristics such as capacity, length, speed, and turning
restrictions at intersections are coded into the network. The regional model area is
divided into Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) that have similar land use
characteristics. The PSRC regional transportation model was used as the basis for
both transportation network and TAZ definitions. For the more detailed City model,
some larger TAZs from the regional model are subdivided into smaller TAZs, and the
roadway network was analyzed at a greater level of detail. All land use and roadway
information that was updated in the development of the City model can be easily
transferred over to PSRC for the next update of the regional model.

Trip Generation
The trip generation step estimates the total number of trips produced by and attracted
to each TAZ in the model area. The trips are estimated using statistical data on
population and household characteristics, employment, economic output, and land
uses. Trips are categorized by their general purpose, including:
home-based-work, or any trip with home as one end and work as the other end;
home-based-other, or any non-work trip with home as one end; and
non-home-based, or any trip that does not have home at either end.
The trip generation model estimates the number of trips generated per household
during the analysis period for each of these purposes. The output is expressed as the
total number of trips produced in each TAZ and the total number of trips attracted to
each TAZ, categorized by trip purpose.

Trip Distribution
The trip distribution step allocates the trips estimated by the trip generation model to
create a specific zonal origin and destination for each trip. This is accomplished using
the gravity model, which distributes trips according to two basic assumptions: (1)
more trips will be attracted to larger zones (the size of a zone is defined by the
number of attractions estimated in the trip generation phase, not the geographical
size), and (2) more trip interchanges will take place between zones that are closer
together than the number that will take place between zones that are farther apart.
The result is a trip matrix for each of the trip purposes specified in trip generation.
This matrix estimates how many trips are taken from each zone (origin) to every
other zone (destination). The trips are often referred to as trip interchanges.
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Network Assignment
The roadway network is represented as a series of links (roadway segments) and
nodes (intersections). Each roadway link and intersection node is assigned a
functional classification, with associated characteristics of length, capacity, and
speed. This information is used to determine the optimum path between all the zones
based on travel time and distance.
The trips are distributed from each of the zones to the roadway network using an
assignment process that takes into account the effect of increasing traffic on travel
times. The result is a roadway network with traffic volumes calculated for each
segment of roadway. The model reflects the effects of traffic congestion on the
roadway network.

Model Calibration
A crucial step in the modeling process is the calibration of the model. The modeling
process can generally be described as defining the existing roadway system as a
model network and applying trip patterns based on existing land use. The model
output, which consists of estimated traffic volumes on each roadway segment, is
compared to existing traffic counts. Adjustments are made to the model inputs until
the modeled existing conditions replicate actual existing conditions, within accepted
parameters. Once the model is calibrated for existing conditions, it can be used as the
basis for analyzing future traffic conditions and the impacts of potential
improvements to the roadway network.

Model of Future Traffic Conditions
Future travel demand is based on projections of future land use patterns and
community growth. Using the same general process described for modeling existing
conditions, the forecasted land use data is used to estimate the number of trips that
will be generated in future travel. These trips are then distributed among the TAZs,
and assigned to the roadway network. The result is a model of projected future traffic
conditions, under the projected future land use scenario. For this EIS, future
conditions were modeled under No Action and Proposal scenarios. Future land use
projections were based upon PSRC forecasts.

Level of Service
The travel demand forecasting model estimates traffic volumes along all roadways in
the network. LOS analysis was performed at the analysis intersections for which
traffic volumes were projected under the future analysis scenarios. LOS on
transportation facilities is analyzed and measured according to procedures provided
in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board 2000).
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Level of Service Intersection Criteria
Table 3.3-3 summarizes the LOS criteria for signalized and stop-controlled
intersections. At signalized intersections, LOS is determined by the average amount
of delay experienced by all vehicles that travel through the intersection.

Table 3.3-3.

Level of Service Criteria for Intersections
Average Delay per Vehicle (seconds/vehicle)

LOS Designation

Signalized
Intersections

Stop-Controlled
Intersections

A

= 10

= 10

B

> 10 – 20

> 10 – 15

C

> 20 – 35

> 15 – 25

D

> 35 – 55

> 25 – 35

E

> 55 – 80

> 35 – 50

F

> 80

> 50

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000
LOS=level of service

For stop-controlled intersections, LOS depends on the average delay experienced by
drivers on the stop-controlled approaches. Thus, for two-way or one-way
T-intersections, LOS is based upon the average delay experienced by vehicles
entering the intersection on the minor (stop-controlled) approaches. For all-way stopcontrolled intersections, LOS is determined by the average delay for all movements
through the intersection. The LOS criteria for stop-controlled intersections have
different threshold values than those for signalized intersections, primarily because
drivers expect different levels of performance from distinct types of transportation
facilities. In general, stop-controlled intersections are expected to carry lower
volumes of traffic than signalized intersections. Thus, for the same LOS, a lower
level of delay is acceptable at stop-controlled intersections than it is for signalized
intersections.

Roundabout Level of Service Criteria
The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method is used to estimate LOS of
roundabouts. ICU provides a straightforward method for calculating an intersection’s
LOS, by simply taking the ratio of the critical movement volume to saturation flow
rates, analogous to the ratio of intersection volume to capacity. In the ICU method,
LOS is determined by the percent of capacity utilized by measured or estimated
traffic volumes. Table 3.3-4 summarizes the ICU LOS criteria for roundabout
intersections.
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Table 3.3-4.

Level of Service Criteria for Roundabouts

LOS Designation

ICU

A

= 55%

B

> 55% - 64%

C

> 64% - 73%

D

> 73% - 82%

E

> 82% - 91%

F

> 91% - 100%

G

> 100%

Source: Trafficware 2003
LOS = level of service
ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization

Proposal
Planned Improvements
Future transportation improvements within the City include the installation of
sidewalks and a traffic signal at the intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th
Avenue W, as shown in the City’s 6-Year Transportation Improvement Program.
Under the Proposal, the City would also construct the Town Center Plan circulator
roadways and frontage improvements, i.e., undergrounding of overhead utilities and
installation of street trees, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks along 56th Avenue W from
236th Street SW to 230th Street SW. Planning-level estimates of design, right of
way acquisition, and construction costs for the Proposal project were prepared. These
estimates are based on current costs and would need to be adjusted based on the
actual year of construction. The cost of the circulator roadways would be $5,020,000,
and the 56th Avenue W improvements would cost $6,440,000.

Projected 2025 Traffic Volumes
Future traffic volumes under the Proposal were projected using the travel demand
model described previously. Projections of future land use inside the analysis area
were based on the Proposal land use projections described in Chapter 3.1 (Land Use).
Projections of future land use inside the City but outside the analysis area were based
on parcel data collected in 2003 and follow the methodology adopted by Snohomish
County and set forth in their 2002 Buildable Lands Report (Snohomish County
2003). Future land use outside the City was based on PSRC population and
employment projections.
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Roadway Level of Service
Table 3.3-5 shows LOS at the analysis intersections under the 2025 Proposal
scenario. Projected PM peak hour LOS under this scenario is also shown in
Figure 3.3-4. Analysis indicates that eight locations are projected to be below the
City’s adopted LOS standard under projected 2025 Proposal conditions. One of these
locations, the intersection of 212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W, is deficient under
existing conditions.

Table 3.3-5.
No

2025 Proposal PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

1

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

45

2

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

Signal

E

E

57

3

220th Street SW and I-5 Southbound Ramps

Signal

E

D

49

4

220th Street SW and I-5 Northbound Ramps

Signal

E

C

25

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

F/C

423/22

6

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

24

7

220th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

D

26

8

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E

44

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

F/E

92/44

10

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

9

11

236th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramp/Park and Ride Lot

Signal

D

C

25

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

F/D

80/26

13

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

E

61

14

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

32

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

Signal

E

F

129

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Northbound
Stop-Control

E

F

ECL

17

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

54

18

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal1

E

C

24
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No

Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

F/E

177/39

20

223rd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

3

21

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

D

41

22

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

Signal

D

B

16

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

Eastbound
Stop-Control

E

F

435

24

244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

F

67

LOS = level of service; ECL = exceed calculation limit.
LOS for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections represents the average of all movements through the intersection.
LOS for one-way and two-way stop controlled intersections is shown for each of the stop-controlled movements.
Numbers in bold indicate LOS standard will be exceeded under the Proposal.
1 The intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W is stop-controlled under existing conditions. Installation of a traffic signal
is included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan, and it is assumed that the signal will be in place in 2025 analysis.

Parking
The Proposal includes a concept of “park once” as described in the Town Center
Plan. “This approach would strive to create conditions whereby residents and visitors
to the town center can reasonably conduct all of their desired business without the
perception of needing a car to move between destinations.” Analysis in the Town
Center Plan indicates a substantial reduction in required parking and loss of land area
to parking would result under this concept. The current code (Mountlake Terrace
Code 19.125) requires three parking spaces per 1000 square feet of commercial floor
area in the Community Business Downtown District zone. The Proposal will require
two parking spaces per 1000 square feet with a provision allowing some use of onstreet parking. The residential parking requirements would also be revised from two
spaces per housing unit to 1.25 spaces for each unit of two bedrooms or less; 1.5
spaces for each unit of three bedrooms; one space per two bedrooms beyond three
bedrooms in any unit. For hotels, one space would be required for each unit. The City
is also considering other opportunities for shared parking based on the demand of
mixed uses occurring at different peak hours.
Based on the revised parking requirements, 930 commercial spaces would be
required under the Proposal, compared to 1,395 required under current regulations. A
total of 921 residential parking spaces would be required under the Proposal,
compared to 1,474 spaces under current regulations.
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility
Higher density and mixed uses under the Proposal would be more conducive to
pedestrian and bicycle mobility, and would support the City’s nonmotorized policies.
Development under this scenario would widen existing sidewalks to 10 feet and
install 5-foot-wide planter strips. The additional 5 feet of sidewalk width will
increase pedestrian capacity, which will accommodate the additional pedestrian
traffic anticipated with the Proposal.

Transit Service
Higher density under the Proposal would be more conducive to transit service, and
would support the City’s transit policies. Adequate transit routes and stops are
available along 56th Avenue W to accommodate the growth.
At some point, more frequent service may be required to accommodate the increased
residential and commercial densities.

Access and Circulation
The Town Square is a large block with 600-foot block frontages. The block is
currently developed with a mixture of buildings placed in a pattern consistent with
the existing parcels. The lot configurations and building placement inhibits or
precludes circulation in the Town Square. The Town Center Plan proposes the
construction of circulator streets that will align with the City’s surrounding street
system to improve vehicle and pedestrian access to offices and retail businesses in the
core of the analysis area. One of the circulator streets may function as a pedestrian
way with limited vehicular access for loading, etc. The circulator streets will be
designed to encourage shoppers to walk from one facility to another rather than drive
from parking lot to adjacent parking lot. The circulator streets will either be
developed prior to or in conjunction with the Town Square development.

No Action Alternative
Planned Improvements
Future transportation improvements within the City include the installation of
sidewalks and traffic signals at the intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th
Avenue W, as shown in the City’s 6-Year Transportation Improvement Program.
Under the No Action Alternative, no additional improvements are proposed.
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Projected 2025 Traffic Volumes
Future traffic volumes under No Action conditions were projected using the travel
demand model described above. Projections of future land use inside and outside the
analysis area boundary were based on the Proposal land use projections described in
Chapter 3.1 (Land Use). Future land use outside the City was based on PSRC
population and employment projections.

Roadway Level of Service
Table 3.3-6 shows LOS at the analysis intersections under the 2025 No Action
scenario. Projected PM peak hour LOS under this scenario is also shown in
Figure 3.3-5. The analysis indicates that seven locations are projected to be below the
City’s adopted LOS standard under projected 2025 No Action Alternative conditions.
One of these locations, the intersection of 212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W, is
deficient under existing conditions.

Table 3.3-6.
No

2025 No Action PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

1

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

Signal

E

E

61

2

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

46

3

220th Street SW and I-5 Southbound
Ramps

Signal

E

D

39

4

220th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramps

Signal

E

C

26

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

F/C

158/20

6

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

23

7

220th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

C

25

8

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Westbound
Stop-Control

E

D

32

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E/D

41/30

10

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

8

11

236th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramp/Park and Ride Lot

Signal

D

C

21

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound

E

F/C

53/24
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No

Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

Stop-Control
13

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

D

50

14

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

28

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

Signal

E

F

119

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Northbound
Stop-Control

E

F

ECL

17

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

54

18

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal1

E

C

24

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

F/D

139/24

20

223rd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

3

21

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

D

37

22

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

Signal

D

B

16

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

Eastbound
Stop-Control

E

F

357

24

244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

F

57

LOS = level of service; ECL = exceed calculation limit.
LOS for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections represents the average of all movements through the intersection.
LOS for one-way and two-way stop controlled intersections is shown for each of the stop-controlled movements.
Numbers in bold indicate LOS standard will be exceeded
1

The intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W is stop-controlled under existing conditions. Installation of a traffic signal
is included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan, and thus is assumed in place in 2025 analysis.

Parking
Under the No Action Alternative the existing parking regulations would remain in
place. The required commercial parking spaces would be 252 and the required
residential parking spaces would be 460.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility
Lower density and mixed uses under the No Action Alternative would be less
conducive to pedestrian and bicycle mobility, and less supportive of the City’s
nonmotorized policies.
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Transit Service
Lower density under the No Action Alternative would be less conducive to transit
service, and less supportive of the City’s transit policies. Adequate transit routes and
stops are available along 56th Avenue W to accommodate the growth. Current
service would be more likely to accommodate the additional growth.

Access and Circulation
Circulator roadways would not be constructed in the Town Square. This would make
it more difficult for vehicles and pedestrians to access businesses in the interior of
this large block.

3.3.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
Planned Improvements
Future transportation improvements within the City include the installation of
sidewalks and traffic signals at the intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th
Avenue W. Under the Proposal the City would also construct the Town Center Plan
circulator roadways and frontage improvements, i.e., undergrounding of overhead
utilities and installation of street trees, curbs, gutters and sidewalks along 56th
Avenue W from 236th Street SW to 230th Street SW. Under the No Action
Alternative, no additional improvements are proposed.

Other Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Improvements
Each of the failing intersections identified in the Impacts Sections of this document
was analyzed for possible improvements which would mitigate or elevate the LOS to
an acceptable level. In each case the least amount of improvement was considered
first, and when necessary, additional improvements were considered until an
acceptable level of service was reached. The proposed mitigation improvements for
the Proposal and No Action alternatives are shown in Table 3.3-7.
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Table 3.3-7.
No

Recommended Transportation Improvements
Intersection

Improvements

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

For both Proposal and No Action Alternative: install a onelane roundabout. Coordinate signal timings on 220th Street
(analysis intersections 1 - 4 and 6).

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Proposal: install all way stops.

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Proposal: install a signal (actuated).
No Action Alternative: add a northbound left-turn lane.

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

For both Proposal and No Action Alternative: widen
eastbound and westbound approaches for left turn lanes
and provide protected left turn phases for eastbound and
westbound.

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

For both Proposal and No Action Alternative: install a
signal (actuated) and restripe northbound approach to right
and left turn lanes.

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

For both the Proposal and No Action Alternative: add an
eastbound left-turn lane, restrict southbound left turn to
provide an acceleration lane for eastbound left turn.

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

For both the Proposal and No Action Alternative: add left
turn lanes for eastbound and northbound approaches. Shift
the northbound lanes to the east to provide an acceleration
lane for eastbound left turn.

24

244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

For both the Proposal and No Action Alternative: widen
eastbound approach for a left turn lane.

Level of Service with Recommended Improvements
Table 3.3-8 shows LOS at the analysis intersections under the 2025 Proposal
scenario, with recommended improvements in place; and Table 3.3-9 shows LOS
under the 2025 No Action Alternative scenario. Projected PM peak hour LOS under
these scenarios is also shown in Figures 3.3-6 and 3.3-7, respectively.

Table 3.3-8.

No

2025 Proposal PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
with Improvements
Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

1

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

Signal

E

E

57

2

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

51

3

220th Street SW and I-5 Southbound
Ramps

Signal

E

D

49
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No

Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

4

220th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramps

Signal

E

C

27

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Roundabout

E

D

76% 1

6

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

27

7

220th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

D

26

8

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E

44

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

E

37

10

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

9

11

236th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramp/Park and Ride Lot

Signal

D

C

25

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Signal

E

B

14

13

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

E

61

14

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

32

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

Signal

E

D

52

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Signal

E

A

9

17

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

54

18

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal2

E

C

24

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

C/D

19/34

20

223rd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

3

21

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

D

41

22

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

Signal

D

B

16

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

Eastbound
Stop-Control

E

E

48

24

244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

E

35

LOS = level of service
LOS for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections represents the average of all movements through the intersection.
LOS for one-way and two-way stop controlled intersections is shown for each of the stop-controlled movements.
1

Roundabout intersection LOS is measured by the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU).

2 The intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W is stop-controlled under existing conditions. Installation of a traffic signal
is included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan, and thus is assumed in place in 2025 analysis.
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Table 3.3-9.

No

2025 No Action PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
with Improvements
Intersection

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

1

220th Street SW and 66th Avenue W

Signal

E

E

61

2

220th Street SW and 64th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

45

3

220th Street SW and I-5 Southbound
Ramps

Signal

E

D

38

4

220th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramps

Signal

E

C

27

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Roundabout

E

C

68% 1

6

220th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

C

27

7

220th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

C

25

8

228th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Westbound
Stop-Control

E

D

32

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

E/D

41/30

10

232nd Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

8

11

236th Street SW and I-5 Northbound
Ramp/Park and Ride Lot

Signal

D

C

21

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

Northbound/
Southbound
Stop-Control

E

E/C

45/24

13

236th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

D

D

50

14

244th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

Signal

E

C

28

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

Signal

E

D

51

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Signal

E

A

9

17

212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

E

D

54

18

214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal2

E

C

24

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Eastbound/
Westbound
Stop-Control

E

C/D

19/30

20

223rd Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

A

3

21

228th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

Signal

D

4

37

22

236th Street SW and Cedar Way

Signal

D

B

16

23

244th Street SW and Cedar Way

Eastbound
Stop-Control

E

E

37
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No
24

Intersection
244th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

Traffic
Control

LOS
Standard

LOS

Average Delay
(seconds per
vehicle)

All-Way
Stop-Control

E

D

25

LOS = level of service
LOS for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections represents the average of all movements through the intersection.
LOS for one-way and two-way stop controlled intersections is shown for each of the stop-controlled movements.
1

Roundabout intersection LOS is measured by the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU).

The intersection of 214th Street SW and 44th Avenue W is stop-controlled under existing conditions. Installation of a traffic signal
is included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan, and thus is assumed in place in 2025 analysis.
2

Estimated Costs of Recommended Improvements
Planning-level estimates of construction and implementation costs for the
transportation mitigation projects are shown in Table 3.3-10. These estimates are
based on current costs and would need to be adjusted based on the year of
construction. The total estimate for Proposal projects is $6,852,000 and for the No
Action Alternative projects is $6,218,000.

Table 3.3-10. Estimate of Construction Costs
No

Intersection

Proposal Projects
Estimate

No Action Projects
Estimate

5

220th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

$1,767,000

$1,767,000

9

230th Street SW and 56th Avenue W

$ 6,000

12

236th Street SW and 58th Avenue W

$ 871,000

$ 243,000

15

212th Street SW and 52nd Avenue W

$2,064,0000

$2,064,000

16

212th Street SW and 48th Avenue W

$ 677,000

$ 677,000

19

216th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

$ 11,000

$ 11,000

23

244th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

$ 759,000

$ 759,000

24

244th Street SW and 44th Avenue W

$ 697,000

$ 697,000

Total

$6,852,000

$6,218,000

$

0

Funding
The City would complete the projects listed in Table 3.3-10 concurrent with
development, as required for the Proposal. Funding would be provided through a
variety of sources such as City funds, transportation grants, adjacent jurisdictions,
impact fees and developer improvements or contributions. Additional analysis and
policy discussion would determine the amount of City funds to be expended. Impact
fees would be assessed based on either a Citywide or Proposal area basis.
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Figure 3.3-7. 2025 No Action with Improvements Intersection LOS
Town Center Planned Action Draft EIS
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Other Potential Mitigation Measures
Parking
Parking supply described in the Town Center Plan is expected to accommodate
projected demand. However, regular monitoring of parking supply is recommended.
If available parking supply is not adequate to meet typical demand, additional
mitigation measures could include:
metered parking,
permit-restricted parking, and/or
additional parking capacity.

Transit Compatibility
The City continues to implement transportation designs and land use development
plans that are supportive of and compatible with public transportation services and
facilities. Actions under this implementation measure would include both
nonregulatory and regulatory actions that would allow transit to work better with land
development, particularly in and around the analysis area.

Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) consists of strategies that maximize the
efficiency of the transportation system by reducing demand on the system. The
results of successful TDM can include the following outcomes:
Travelers switch from driving alone to high occupancy vehicle (HOV) modes
such as transit, vanpools or carpools.
Travelers switch from driving to nonmotorized modes such as bicycling or
walking.
Travelers change the time they make trips from more congested to less congested
times of day.
Travelers eliminate trips altogether through means such as compressed work
weeks, consolidation of errands, or use of telecommunications.
The City can promote TDM through policy and/or investments that may include, but
are not limited to, the following:
parking management,
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trip reduction ordinances,
restricted access to facilities and activity centers, and
transit-oriented and pedestrian-friendly design.
TDM provisions can improve air quality, reduce traffic congestion, reduce the
consumption of petroleum fuels, and mitigate the impact of development on the
future capacity of the road system.

3.3.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Implementation of either the Proposal or No Action Alternative will result in
increased traffic in the City. Although the effects of additional vehicles on traffic
congestion can be mitigated to varying degrees through the recommended
transportation improvements, the actual increase in traffic is considered a significant
unavoidable adverse impact. The combination of recommended roadway
improvements that the City selects will reflect a balance between desired efficiency
improvement, policy decisions, and available revenue.
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3.4. Air Quality
3.4.1. Affected Environment
Analysis Area
The analysis area for air quality is the Community Business Downtown District zone,
as shown in Figure 2.3-1. The air quality in the analysis area is determined by
emissions from vehicular trips on Interstate 5, 205th Street, and numerous local City
streets. The vehicular emissions generated during local and regional trips are
characteristic of urban commercial and interstate pass-through trips. Local vehicular
emissions are related to business, residential, and pass-through regional trips.
Secondary sources of emissions are derived from commercial land uses (Section 3.1,
Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment). Additionally, space heating and
wood-burning appliance emissions contribute to background air quality.

Regulatory Overview
Three agencies have air quality jurisdiction in the analysis area: the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology), and the Puget Sound Clean Air Authority (PSCAA). Although
their regulations are similar in stringency, each agency has established its own
standards. Unless the state or local agency has adopted a more stringent standard, the
EPA standards apply.
EPA and Ecology regulations are designed to limit emissions from air pollution
sources and to minimize concentrations of pollutants in the outdoor air. Table 3.4-1
lists both the national and Washington State ambient air quality standards. The
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) consist of primary standards
designed to protect public health, and secondary standards designed to protect public
welfare (e.g., preventing air pollution damage to vegetation). Washington State has
established additional ambient standards for total suspended particulates and sulfur
dioxide, which are more stringent than the federal requirements.
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Table 3.4-1.

National and State of Washington Ambient Air Quality
Standards
National (EPA)
Primary

Secondary

Washington State
(Ecology)

9 ppm
35 ppm

9 ppm
35 ppm

9 ppm
35 ppm

50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3

50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3

50 µg/m3
150 µg/m3

Annual average
24-hour average

15 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

15 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

15 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

Quarterly average

1.5 µg/m3

1.5 µg/m3

1.5 µg/m3

0.03 ppm
0.14 ppm
No standard
No standard

No standard
No standard
0.50 ppm
No standard

0.02 ppm
0.10 ppm
No standard
0.40 ppma

0.08 ppm

0.08 ppm

0.08 ppm

0.05 ppm

0.05 ppm

0.05 ppm

Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide
8-hour average
1-hour average
Particulate Matter
PM10
Annual average
24-hour average
PM2.5

Lead

Sulfur Dioxide
Annual average
24-hour average
3-hour average
1-hour average
Ozone
8-hour averageb
Nitrogen Dioxide
Annual average

Source: Washington state regulations WAC 173-400
Notes: Annual standards never to be exceeded. Short-term standards not to be exceeded more than once per year unless noted.
ppm = parts per million
PM10 = particles 10 microns or less in size
PM2.5 = particles 2.5 microns or less in size
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a 0.25 ppm not to be exceeded more than two times in 7 consecutive days.
b Not to be exceeded on more than 1 day per calendar year as determined under the conditions indicated in
Chapter 173-475 WAC.

Attainment Status
Ecology maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations throughout the state.
These stations are placed in areas where there may be air quality problems, usually in
or near urban areas or close to large air pollution sources. A limited number of
additional stations are located in remote areas to provide an indication of regional
background air pollution levels. Based on monitoring information collected over a
period of years, the state and federal agencies designate regions as being attainment,
nonattainment, or unclassifiable status for regulated air pollutants. Attainment status
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indicates that air quality in an area meets the federal, health-based ambient air quality
standards; nonattainment status indicates that air quality in an area does not meet
those standards. Unclassifiable status indicates that there are no relevant monitoring
data for the area, in which case the area has the same regulatory status as attainment
status. Nonattainment regions that have demonstrated consistent improvements in air
quality have been reclassified as maintenance status, requiring approval of
maintenance plans by Ecology.
The analysis area is designated a maintenance status for carbon monoxide (CO), and
attainment status for all other air pollutants. The analysis area is within the portion of
the County that was classified as nonattainment for CO and ozone in the 1990s. In
1996 PSCAA redesignated the entire region to be in attainment for ozone and CO,
and maintenance plans for those pollutants have been approved by EPA (PSRC
2007). Although there are no CO or ozone monitors in the immediate analysis area,
the PSCAA monitors in the region have demonstrated that air quality has been in
compliance with the ambient standards since the Puget Sound region, including the
analysis area, achieved attainment status.

Transportation Conformity
Regionally significant transportation projects (regardless of the source of funding)
proposed for construction in nonattainment areas or maintenance areas are subject to
the transportation conformity regulations specified under the Clean Air Washington
Act (regulated under WAC 173-420 Conformity of Transportation Activities to Air
Quality Implementation Plans). Regionally significant projects subject to
transportation conformity analysis include construction or widening of new
roadways, and widening of signalized intersections. The project proponent must
demonstrate air quality conformity by taking the following steps:
Conduct a regional air quality analysis by consulting with the regional
transportation planning agency (in this case PSRC) to confirm that PSRC
included the CO emissions from the proposed project in regional air quality
modeling for the required periodic air quality conformity analysis.
Conduct a project-level CO hot spot analysis to model the worst-case air
pollutant emissions concentrations adjacent to the roadway, and compare the
modeled concentrations to the NAAQS.
The preceding air quality demonstrations must be included in SEPA and/or National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation for the proposed future roadway
improvement projects.
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3.4.2. Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under both the Proposal and No Action Alternative, the analysis area is expected to
experience gradual growth, including the introduction of mixed-use development.
Development under either alternative would generate localized air pollutant
emissions during construction activities, and would increase regional vehicle travel
and tailpipe emissions.

Proposal
The Proposal would lead to population growth in the analysis area, and could
increase air pollutant emissions from construction activity, vehicle travel, and
commercial activity. Each of these impacts is described below.

Construction
During construction, dust from excavation and grading could cause temporary,
localized increases in the ambient concentrations of fugitive dust and suspended
particulate matter. Construction activity must comply with PSCAA regulations
requiring reasonable precautions to minimize dust emissions (Regulation I, Section
9.15).
Construction activities would likely require the use of diesel-powered heavy trucks
and smaller equipment such as generators and compressors. These engines would
emit air pollutants that could slightly degrade local air quality in the immediate
vicinity of the activity. However, these emissions would be temporary and localized,
and the resulting construction emissions would likely be far outweighed by emissions
from existing traffic around the analysis area.
Some construction activities could cause odors detectible to some people in the
vicinity of the activity, especially during paving operations using tar and asphalt.
Such odors would be short-term and localized. Stationary equipment used for the
construction activities must comply with PSCAA regulations requiring the best
available measures to control the emissions of odor-bearing air contaminants
(Regulation I, Section 9.11). In addition, no slash burning would be permitted in
association with the Proposal or future projects under the Proposal.
Construction equipment, material hauling, and detours for excavation and grading
could affect traffic flow in the analysis area. If construction delays traffic enough to
significantly reduce travel speeds in the area, general traffic-related emissions would
increase.
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Operations
Transportation Emissions
Tailpipe emissions from vehicles traveling on public roads would be the major source
of air pollutant emissions associated with the Proposal. Potential air quality impacts
caused by increased tailpipe emissions are divided into two general categories: local
CO hot spots caused by localized emissions at heavily congested intersections, and
regional photochemical smog caused by combined emissions throughout the Puget
Sound air basin. As described below, transportation-related emissions generated by
the Proposal would not cause significant air quality impacts.
The transportation conformity regulation described previously requires applicants for
future roadway improvement projects to conduct quantitative emission calculations
and computer modeling to demonstrate that tailpipe emissions at the most heavilycongested intersections affected by the projects would not cause ambient CO
concentrations to exceed the NAAQS. Compliance with this regulation ensures that
localized CO hot spots will not be a significant impact.
Although the Proposal would result in increased population and localized vehicle
travel in the City, the increase in tailpipe emissions would be very small relative to
overall regional tailpipe emissions. Photochemical smog (the regional haze produced
by ozone and fine particles) is caused by regional emissions throughout the Puget
Sound air basin, rather than localized emissions. Photochemical smog was a serious
concern in the Puget Sound region before the late 1980s, but federal tailpipe emission
regulations have reduced vehicular emissions enough so the region is now a
designated attainment area for ozone. To track the reduction of regional tailpipe
emissions, Ecology’s State Implementation Plan for ozone set allowable emission
budgets for Puget Sound regional transportation emissions, with the understanding
that as long as regional emissions are below the allowable budgets then
photochemical smog impacts are unlikely to resume. Regional transportation
emission budgets were set for three pollutants: CO, nitrogen oxides (NOx), and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Based on the PSRC regional modeling efforts
(PSRC 2007, PSRC 2005), forecasted regional emissions for the 2030 planning year
are far below the allowable budgets:
CO: 42% of budget
NOx: 15% of budget
VOCs: 20% of budget
Based on these favorable forecasts, future regional transportation-related emissions
would have to increase significantly in order for photochemical smog to become an
air quality concern.
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Population growth and daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) can be used as indicators
of air pollutant emissions. The negligible contribution of Proposal-generated air
pollutant emissions to Puget Sound regional air pollutant emissions is illustrated in
Table 3.4-2. The net increases in population and VMT forecast as a result of the
Proposal are inconsequentially small compared to the Puget Sound regional
population and its implied impact on regional emissions and photochemical smog.
Therefore, it is concluded the Proposal would cause only a negligible impact on
regional air quality.

Table 3.4-2.

Proposal Contribution to Forecast 2025 Regional Population
and Vehicle Miles Traveled
Proposal (1)

Region (3)

Proposal Contribution to
Region

Population

1,094

4,453,000

0.02%

Daily VMT

22,099 (2)

97,759,000

0.02%

Variable

Sources: PSRC 2007
VMT = vehicle miles traveled
(1)

Increase above the No Action

(2)

Based on 20.2 VMT per capita (PSRC 2007)

(3)

Puget Sound regional totals for year 2025 interpolated from PSRC forecasts for 2020 and 2030.

Emissions from Commercial Activity
The Proposal would support commercial growth, and both new and existing
commercial facilities could use stationary equipment that emits air pollutants (e.g.,
fumes from gas stations, ventilation exhaust from restaurants, and emissions from dry
cleaners). Such commercial facilities could be built in the City limits or could be
built elsewhere in the airshed. The facilities would be required to register their
pollutant-emitting equipment with PSCAA (Regulation I and Regulation II). The
agency could require applicants to conduct an air quality assessment to demonstrate
that the proposed emissions would not expose off-site areas to odors or air quality
concentrations exceeding regulatory limits.

No Action Alternative
As described in Section 3.1 (Land Use Patterns, Housing, and Employment), the No
Action Alternative would result in smaller increases in population and employment
than the Proposal. Therefore, air pollutant emissions for the No Action Alternative
would be correspondingly lower than those associated with the Proposal.

City of Mountlake Terrace

3.4-6

Affected Environment, Significant Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
Air Quality

3.4.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
The Proposal design focuses growth in a part of the City served by public transit and
park-and-ride facilities. As a result, business and residential travel in the analysis area
could decline, and tailpipe emissions could be reduced.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
Emissions during Construction
Construction activities related to development approved under the Proposal could
generate fugitive dust, which would be subject to PSCAA Regulation I. The
following best management practices (BMPs) would be used to control fugitive dust.
Use water sprays or other non-toxic dust control methods on unpaved roadways.
Minimize vehicle speed while traveling on unpaved surfaces.
Prevent trackout of mud onto public streets.
Cover soil piles when practical.
Minimize work during periods of high winds when practical.
Burning of slash or demolition debris would 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 concentrations at adjoining parcels to approach the NAAQS limits.
Typical mitigation measures to minimize air quality and odor issues caused by
tailpipe emissions include the following:
Maintain the engines of construction equipment according to manufacturers’
specifications.
Minimize idling of equipment while the equipment is not in use.
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Project-Level Transportation Conformity Analyses for Future Roadway
and Intersection Improvements
As part of future project-specific SEPA and NEPA documentation for individual new
roadway improvement projects, the City would be 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.

Air Quality Permitting for Proposed New Commercial Facilities
All stationary emission sources associated with new commercial facilities would be
required to register with PSCAA (Regulation I and Regulation II).

Other Recommended Mitigation Measures
No other air quality mitigation measures are recommended.

3.4.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to regional or local air quality are
anticipated. Temporary, localized dust and odor impacts could occur during the
construction activities. The regulations and Proposal features described above are
adequate to mitigate any adverse impacts anticipated to occur as a result of analysis
area and city-wide population increases.
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3.5. Public Services
3.5.1. Affected Environment
Analysis Area
The analysis area for public services is the Downtown Business Community District,
as shown in Figure 2.3-1. Public services analyzed in this chapter include police,
fire, emergency medical services (EMS), parks and recreation, and schools serving
residents in the analysis area.

Police Protection
The City’s Police Department is currently staffed by 31 commissioned personnel,
including a police chief, two assistant chiefs, six sergeants, three detectives, one
narcotics detective, one high school resource officer, one K-9 (drug dog) officer, two
traffic officers, and 14 patrol officers (operating in four patrol squads). The Police
Department also has an active reserve officer program which, when fully staffed,
numbers 10 volunteer officers. Additionally, there is one crime prevention and code
enforcement supervisor who oversees two code enforcement officers and one jail
transport and home monitoring officer. There are 7 full- and part-time support
services personnel who provide records, evidence, administrative, and domestic
violence prevention support, including two police cadets.
The Police Department provides 24-hour coverage. Officers work in two 12-hour
shifts. Each shift has an average of three officers and one sergeant per shift. There are
three patrol districts. One supervisor has oversight for all three districts. The average
response time is approximately 3 to 10 minutes depending on the priority level of the
call. Dispatch services are provided by SNOCOM, a separate organization.
Table 3.5-1 shows the number of calls the Police Department responded to in the
years 2002 through 2006. During that five-year period the number of total calls
increased from 14,029 to 14,884, representing an average annual increase of 2.91%.
The average annual increase in calls requiring reports was 1.73%.
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Table 3.5-1.

Police Department Calls: 2002-2006

Category

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

5-Year Average

Total calls

14,029

Change from previous year

9.25%

14,403

14,102

14,427

14,884

14,369

2.67%

-2.09%

2.30%

2.43%

2.91%

Calls requiring reports

3,716

3,796

3,418

3,557

3,916

3,681

Change from previous year

2.31%

2.15%

-9.96%

4.97%

10.09%

1.73%

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace Police Department 2007

Table 3.5-2 illustrates the trends in crime in the years 2002 through 2006.

Table 3.5-2.

Crime Statistics (Number Reported/% Change from
Previous Year)
2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

5 year
average

Robbery

6/25.00%

10/66.67%

14/40.00%

8/-42.86%

13/62.50%

10/30.26%

Rape

8/0.00%

8/0.00%

2/-75.00%

3/50.00%

5/66.67%

5/8.33%

AssaultAggravated

19/5.88%

15/-21.05%

18/20.00%

14/-22.22%

20/42.86%

17/5.09%

Homicide

0

0

0

0

0

0

Burglaries

92/-6.56%

97/5.42%

106/11.34%

116/7.41%

153/31.90%

113/9.90%

Auto Thefts

134/10.71%

134/0%

124/-7.46%

233/87.90%

223/-4.29%

170/17.37%

8/-8.33%

4/-50.00%

18/350.00%

12/-33.33%

12/0%

11/51.67%

Arson

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace, Police Department 2007

The Police Department contracts with the City of Lynnwood and Chelan, Okanogen,
and Snohomish Counties for jail services.
There are currently 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents in the City. A ratio of 1.8 officers
per 1,000 residents is considered optimal, but is not a formally adopted standard.
The Police Department is located next to City Hall in a 7,000-square-foot building
that was built in 1991. Police Department offices are open from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.
See Figures 2.3-1 for the location of the City Hall property that includes the Police
Department.

Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Fire District 1 is contracted to provide fire protection and first response EMS for the
City of Mountlake Terrace and the City of Brier. Fire District 1 is responsible for
serving a 36 square-mile area with a population of 150,000 (as of 2006).
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The City received 2,486 fire and EMS-related calls in 2006. There were nine fire
investigations by the Fire Marshal, 491 inspections, and 58 business license
inspections. Fire District 1 also participated in 127 plan reviews (including planning,
civil, building, and fire systems). Overall, the Fire District 1 call load continues to
increase as development occurs. Fire District 1 responded to 13,748 alarms in 2006.
Crews arrived at incidents within 8 minutes for 91.4% of the calls in 2005. The Fire
District 1 standard is within 8 minutes for 90% of all calls.
Fire District 1 also offers programs reaching out to the community. These programs
include monthly first aid and cardiopulmonary resuscitation classes, monthly child
car seat clinics and child passenger safety education, smoke alarm installation
programs, “Remembering When” fire and fall prevention for senior citizens, post-fire
neighborhood meetings, and low-cost bicycle helmet programs. In addition, the Fire
District coordinates with the Emergency Services Coordinating Agency, which
provides Community Emergency Response Team training.
Fire District 1 operates eight fire stations in total, of which two serve the City:
Stations 18 and 19. There are at least three firefighters on duty at each station
24 hours a day. Fire District 1 staff includes 150 uniformed full-time staff with
additional non-uniform support staff, and 12-15 volunteers. In addition, there is a
fully staffed ladder and an on-duty Battalion Chief. In addition to the minimum
staffing levels Fire District 1 always maintains a medic in the City.
Fire District 1 operates four shifts working 48-hour work weeks, maintaining a
minimum staffing level of 27 personnel district-wide. In August of 2007 the
minimum staffing level will increase to 29 personnel. The shifts cover the whole
district, including the analysis area.
There is a system of mutual and automatic aid agreements with adjoining
jurisdictions. Additional resources can be summoned by using the Snohomish County
Resource Plan. For extraordinarily high risk/high loss incidents Fire District 1
participates in the Washington State Fire Response Plan using task force and strike
team resources from across the region, as well as military and other governmental
agency resources. Fire District 1 participates in a joint HazMat Team and Technical
Rescue team serving Snohomish County. Dispatch services are provided by
SNOCOM.
Fire District 1 equipment includes 10 fully equipped 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm)
engines, one 2,000 gpm ladder, and 10 fully equipped medic units, as well as
multiple staff and support vehicles. Fire District 1 has a schedule for regularly
replacing all apparatus. By approaching capital facility planning this way more
resources are available for all of the areas in Fire District 1, including the City
(Sherman pers. comm.).
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Station 19 opened in 2006. A new station is being built at the north end of Brier,
which will result in the closure of the current Station 18. Fire District 1 is in the
process of remodeling and building several new stations (Reading pers. comm.).

Parks and Recreation
The City has 13 parks and recreational sites, including four located at Lake Ballinger.
Table 3.5-3 lists the City’s parks, locations, and sizes. Figure 2.3-1 shows park and
recreation facilities near the analysis area.

Table 3.5-3.

Parks and Recreation Facilities
Park Name

Location

Size

Ballinger Boat/Fishing Access

23500 Lakeview Drive

2 acres

Ballinger Island

Lake Ballinger

3 acres

Ballinger Park Golf Course

23000 Lakeview Drive

40 acres

Ballinger Playfield

23000 Lakeview Drive

7 acres

Mickey Corso Community Clubhouse

North end of Ballinger Park

6,800 square feet

Matt Hirvela/Bicentennial Park

4105 222nd Street SW

5 acres

Civic Center/Library/Police

23204 58th Avenue W

2 acres

Evergreen Playfield Complex

22205 56th Avenue W

18 acres

Fire Fighters Memorial Park

228th Street & 39th Avenue

1 acre

Forest Crest Playfield

5006 236th Street

5 acres

Interurban Trail

70th & 228th

1.5 miles

Jack Long Park

22102 58th Avenue W

3 acres

Recreation Pavilion

5303 228th Street SW

33,000 square feet

Terrace Creek Park

23200 48th Avenue

60 acres

Terrace Ridge Park

4600 242nd Street

6 acres

Veterans Memorial Park

23500 58th Avenue

10 acres

Source: City of Mountlake Terrace Recreation and Parks Department

Veterans Memorial Park borders the analysis area. Facilities at Veterans Memorial
Park include a covered shelter and barbecue, a drinking fountain, picnic areas, play
equipment, trails, and natural areas. Veterans Memorial Park currently has a
graveled footpath between the analysis area and the park-and-ride lot at 6101 236th
Street SW (Figure 3.5-1).
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The City jointly owns Lake Ballinger with the City of Edmonds. The island in the
lake is owned by the City of Mountlake Terrace. There is public fishing year around
and the island is preserved in a natural state, providing habitat for wildlife.
The City also owns properties including street dead-ends and other dedicated rightsof-way in various locations. Although these properties are not designated as parks
they are landscaped and maintained jointly with the neighborhood residents.
Facilities in the parks include playfields, fishing and boating access, a golf course, a
library, and a recreation pavilion (which includes a swimming pool and racquetball
courts). The City also has 1.5 miles of the Interurban Trail within its boundaries.
City-owned buildings include several recreation facilities such as the Recreation
Pavilion, the Lake Ballinger Golf Course maintenance and boat launch buildings,
concession stands at Evergreen Playfield, and the Mickey Corso Clubhouse.
The Recreation and Parks Department plans several capital improvements over the
next few years, including improvements to the Recreation Pavilion and upgrades to
several parks (fencing, irrigation, playground equipment, signage, lighting, golf
course clubhouse improvements, and turf and parking lot renovation). The Recreation
and Parks Department is also exploring the development of a park site in the Melody
Hill neighborhood and open space next to Terrace Creek Park.
The February 2007 Town Center Plan proposes locating a plaza and fountain in the
Town Square of the analysis area. For purposes of developing an implementation
program for the Town Center Plan, City staff estimate that the park would be about
20,000 square feet in size. A planning-level estimate of the plaza costs using current
costs for design, property acquisition, and construction would be $3,860,000.
The City Recreation and Parks Department provides many programs and activities
for children and youth, including classes and camps in swimming, dance, arts, golf,
soccer, tennis, and fitness.
There is no adopted service standard for parks and recreation currently. The National
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) recommends 39.3 acres of recreational
land per 1,000 residents (City of Mountlake Terrace 2006). Other NRPA
recommendations indicate a core system of parklands should include 10 acres per
1,000 residents, not including adjunct parkland. The City owns 265 acres of
parklands including Lake Ballinger and its island. With a population of around
20,300, the amount of parkland is about 13 acres per 1,000 residents, below the full
NRPA standard of 39.3 acres per 1,000, but greater than the core standard of 10 acres
per 1,000. Relevant to a downtown area, NRPA standards for a mini-park, which
serves a quarter-mile radius and a concentrated or limited population such as children
or seniors, are 0.5 to 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. NRPA also indicates that special
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use facilities such as plazas or squares in commercial areas will vary in size and serve
different population groups, and the NRPA does not provide numeric guidelines.
The NRPA standards are used as a benchmark but not as a level of service standard
in analyzing the need for parks since the City does not have a specific level of service
standard.

Schools
Edmonds School District Number 15 is the largest school district in Snohomish
County and the eighth largest school district in Washington State. The Edmonds
School District services residents of 36 square miles including those in the Cities of
Edmonds, Lynnwood, Brier, Mountlake Terrace, and the Town of Woodway, as well
as residents in unincorporated areas of SW Snohomish County

Current Enrollment
The Edmonds School District currently serves 20,972 students (Edmonds School
District 2006). Student enrollment was at its highest between the late 1960s and the
early 1970s. Enrollment reached its lowest level in 1985, increased between 1987 and
1998, and then decreased to its current level of 20,972 students (2006). Between
2001 and 2005 student enrollment in grades K-6 decreased by 353 students (3.32%);
enrollment in grades 7-8 decreased by 278 students (8.05%); and enrollment in
grades 9-12 increased by 91 (1.32%). Total Edmonds School District enrollment
dropped by 446 students between 2003 and 2005, a decrease of 2.18%.

School Facilities
The number of schools in the district is shown in Table 3.5-4 below.

Table 3.5-4.

School Facilities

Number of schools

Grades that are served

18

Grades K-6

6

Grades K-8

4

Grades 7-8

5

Grades 9-12

1

Resource center for
home-schooled students

1

Regional school for disabled students

grades

K-12

for

Source: Edmonds School District Number 15 2006.
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The schools serving the Town Center neighborhood area are listed below. The most
proximate schools in relation to the analysis area are shown in Figure 2.3-1.
Elementary Schools: Mountlake Terrace, Terrace Park, Evergreen, Cedar Valley,
Brier and Cedar Way
Middle Schools: Brier Terrace and College Place
High Schools: Mountlake Terrace and Edmonds Woodway

Levels of Service
The need for more educational space is driven by several factors including grade
configuration, optimum facility size, educational program offerings, classroom
utilization, scheduling requirements, and the use of temporary classroom facilities.
All of these factors are taken into account in the Edmonds School District class size
and facility design standards (Table 3.5-5).

Table 3.5-5.

Class Size and Facility Design Standards

School
Type

Class Size

Design Capacity for New Schools

Notes

Elementary

20 students (K-1)
26 students (5-6)

25 teaching stations with 21 assigned
as K-6 or K-8 basic educational program
classrooms and 4 designated as selfcontained resource or program-specific
classrooms. School capacity will vary
from 500-550 students

It would require about 25
classrooms to accommodate an
enrollment of 500 to 550
elementary school students in
new facilities.

Middle

Average: 26

800 students

It would require about 36
classrooms to accommodate an
enrollment of 800 middle school
students in new facilities.

High

Average: 26

1,600 students

It would require about 73
classrooms to accommodate an
enrollment of 1,600 high school
students in new facilities.

24 students (2-4)

Source: Edmonds School District Number 15. 2006

Private Schools
In addition to Edmonds School District facilities, there are two private schools
located in the City. St. Pius X School serves grade K-8 and North Sound Christian
School serves grades 7-12.
St. Pius X School, 22105 58th Avenue West, has 12 teachers and two administrative
personnel and an enrollment of 130-270 students (Andrews pers. comm.). North
Sound Christian School, 23607 54th Avenue West, has 23 teachers and
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13 administrative personnel and an enrollment of 195 to 225 students
(Dicecco pers. comm.).

3.5.2. Impacts
Impacts Common to All
Construction activity under both the Proposal and No Action Alternative could affect
the response time of emergency vehicles. Future traffic growth under both
alternatives could also impact the response time of emergency vehicles. Growth
could result in an incremental increase in calls for emergency services, including
police and fire/EMS.
Additional growth under both alternatives could also increase the demand for
additional parkland and could increase the use of existing school facilities.

Proposal and No Action Alternative
Police Protection
Construction activity under both the Proposal and No Action Alternative could affect
the response time of emergency vehicles. Under the Proposal, the addition of
sidewalk/pedestrian areas and curb bumpouts (Figure 3.5-2), and bike lanes in the
analysis area could have a greater impact on the response time of emergency vehicles
than would development under the No Action Alternative.
Under the Proposal future development would result in the addition of 737 new
dwelling units and 1,416 jobs, compared with 240 new housing units and 258 new
jobs under the No Action Alternative. This growth would result in an incremental
increase in calls for emergency service. Increased retail and office establishments
could result in increased crimes of shoplifting and fraud at a rate similar to other city
retail businesses.
Greater increases in vehicular and pedestrian traffic under the Proposal could result
in the need for additional traffic enforcement.
The high-density residential development anticipated for the analysis area,
particularly under the Proposal, is not expected to lead to an increase in crime
typically associated with multifamily housing due to the expected level of
condominium ownership housing and the secured parking that will likely be provided
in new developments.
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In order to maintain the current ratio of law enforcement officers to residents, an
increment of additional officers would need to be added as the population increases.
Because the build-out of the analysis area would occur over a period of 20 years or
more, additional law enforcement services would not be needed immediately, but
would be added incrementally, first by shifting duties between existing officers and
ultimately by adding personnel. Under the Proposal there could be a need for an
additional 0.5 to 1.0 full time equivalent position for police services (detective and
traffic officers) in the second half of the 20-year build-out.4

Fire and Emergency Medical Service
Construction activity under both the Proposal and No Action Alternative could affect
the response time of emergency vehicles. Under the Proposal future development and
the commensurate increase in population and jobs could result in increases in the Fire
District 1 fire and EMS call load over the No Action Alternative. Future traffic
growth could impact the response time of emergency vehicles under both
alternatives.
Response time is measured up to the point when an emergency vehicle arrives at a
building. Response times could be affected under the Proposal if a vertical
component is added to the response time standards.
Anything affecting response time is critical. For instance, traffic calming devices and
pedestrian curb bumpouts under the Proposal, if improperly designed, could have an
effect on vehicle response time because they affect the ability of the vehicles to
maneuver through traffic (Sherman pers. comm.).
Increased building heights under the Proposal could mean that Fire District 1 would
need aerial (ladder) trucks to fight fires on upper floors. There could also be an
increased need for medical services on higher floors. Through Fire District 1, City
already has the equipment required to serve taller buildings in the City such as MILA
and Cosmos, including a ladder truck acquired several years ago. The City also has
mutual aid agreements with surrounding cities that have ladders.

An estimate of the cost of public services was made in the Mountlake Terrace Town Center Project: Financial
Analysis of Development Scenarios (Property Counselors 2006). That report studied the Vitality Alternative of the
Town Center Plan, which used a slightly larger analysis area to project 790 dwellings (2 persons per dwelling),
199,123 retail square feet, and 259,909 office square feet. This is similar to the slightly smaller analysis area under
the Proposal: 737 dwellings (2.2 persons per unit), 197,299 retail square feet and 267,700 office square feet. A
corresponding memo references this report and identifies that the staffing need is accounted for in the public
services cost estimate (Hugill pers. comm.). Therefore, the public service staffing needs for the Vitality Alternative
and the Proposal are considered comparable.

4
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It is unlikely that Fire District 1 would need to add personnel or equipment as a result
of the Proposal because new development will have fire sprinklers and fire-resistant
construction. These safety features slow the spread of fire and provide more time for
firefighters to extinguish a fire before it spreads to adjacent properties. This time
allows other fire stations to respond, thereby avoiding the need to increase staffing at
Mountlake Terrace stations.
The potential increased need for medical services under the Proposal would be
covered by the City’s EMS levy that would be paid by both residential and nonresidential development in the analysis area.

Parks and Recreation
Development under the Proposal would result in an additional 737 dwelling units in
the analysis area, while the No Action Alternative would provide an additional
240 housing units. Similarly, the Proposal would accommodate 1,416 jobs and the
No Action Alternative would accommodate 258 jobs. The Proposal would support a
larger resident and employment population. These increases, particularly under the
Proposal, would increase the demand for park and recreation facilities and services.
Under both alternatives, but particularly under the Proposal, residential growth would
result in additional demand for parks and recreation facilities during the weekday and
weekend periods. Employment growth in the analysis area would also result in
greater demand for park facilities, particularly before and after work and during the
lunch hour. Park use would also increase outside of the analysis area. Demand for
park and recreation facilities in and outside of the analysis area would be more
pronounced under the Proposal.
Under the Proposal, urban park and recreation facilities would be increased by the
addition of a 20,000-square-foot plaza in the analysis area. The half-acre plaza
would be consistent with NRPA standard for a mini-park, and consistent with the
special use facility that has no numeric standards.
Outside of the analysis area, plans to locate a new park in the Melody Hill subarea
could serve some park and recreation needs under either alternative.
Under both alternatives the available parkland per 1,000 residents citywide would
exceed the core standard (10 acres per 1,000) but would fall below the full NRPA
standard (39.3 acres per 1,000).
Under the Proposal there would be increased use of Veteran’s Memorial Park.
However, development of the plaza would absorb some of this increased demand.
Under the No Action alternative the plaza would not be developed and Veteran’s
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Memorial Park would remain the closest passive recreational space to the analysis
area.
Under both alternatives, but particularly under the Proposal, public areas in the Town
Center neighborhood would require more maintenance, as a result of increased
population and use. The Recreation and Parks Department would need additional
staff and supplies (including garbage cans, irrigation, flowers, etc.,) resulting in an
increased expense of at least $5,000 per year.
Under both alternatives, but particularly under the Proposal, there could be increased
costs for providing public amenities (play equipment, bike racks, benches, etc.), as a
result of increased population and use. There could be minor impacts (e.g. litter
pickup) at other park facilities near the analysis area.
Under the Proposal, near the end of the second half of the 20-year build-out, an
additional 0.75 full time employee would be needed to respond to increased
responsibilities.5
Under both alternatives, but particularly under the Proposal, existing recreational
programs would see increased enrollment revenue as a result of increased population
and use. Based on current trends, 30-50% of new analysis area residents (490-810
individuals) would be likely to participate in recreational programs
(Hugill pers. comm).6 User fees from increased enrollment would help offset costs of
additional employees and materials (Sarcletti pers. comm.). In addition to collecting
users fees for recreation programs, there would be potential for more partnering with
new businesses. More retail and office establishments developed under the Proposal
would result in increased opportunity for business sponsorship of recreational and
park facilities.

An estimate of the cost of public services was made in the Mountlake Terrace Town Center Project: Financial
Analysis of Development Scenarios (Property Counselors 2006). That report studied the Vitality Alternative of the
Town Center Plan that used a slightly larger analysis area to project 790 dwellings (2 persons per dwelling),
199,123 retail square feet, and 259,909 office square feet. This is similar to the slightly smaller analysis area under
the Proposal: 737 dwellings (2.2 persons per unit), 197,299 retail square feet and 267,700 office square feet. A
corresponding memo references this report and identifies that the staffing need is accounted for in the public
services cost estimate (Hugill pers. comm.). Therefore, the public service staffing needs for the Vitality Alternative
and the Proposal are considered comparable.

5

For this service the 30-50% program usage estimate is based on a City memo (Hugil pers com.) that reviewed the
Town Center Plan population estimate of 1,185, rather than the population estimate of 1,580 (Property Counselors
2006) or the population estimate of 1,621 studied in this EIS. For a worst-case analysis the EIS study population is
considered.

6
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Schools
The Edmonds School District forecasts projected student enrollment using three
methods:
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services methodology (based on
Washington State OFM methods) forecasts a reduction of 511 full time
equivalent students in Edmonds School District schools by 2011 under the No
Action Alternative, a 2.55% decrease from existing enrollment levels.
Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction forecasts a
reduction of 1,813 full time equivalent students in Edmonds School District
schools by 2011 under the No Action Alternative, a 9.06% decrease from
existing enrollment levels.
Edmonds School District conservative cohort model forecasts a reduction of 445
full time equivalent students in Edmonds School District schools by 2011 under
the No Action Alternative, a 2.22% decrease from existing enrollment levels.
The Edmonds School District states that their figure (2.22% decrease) is more
accurate for near-term planning purposes, but if higher student enrollment occurs,
“…the District has sufficient flexibility within its six-year plan to house students or
make programmatic changes to eliminate capacity deficits until additional capital
improvement can be made. As the District regularly revises this CFP partly to
maintain statistical validity in its projections and to closely reflect school
demographic trends in its planning, it is not anticipated that enrollment could increase
so significantly as to cause an unexpected capacity shortfall.” (Edmonds School
District 2006)
Under the No Action Alternative, the Edmonds School District projects that by the
year 2014, the projected enrollment of 23,585 students would reflect an increase of
approximately 15.3% over existing enrollment levels. It assumes that the 14.7%
student-to-population ratio would hold constant (based on the Washington State
OFM twenty-year population projection). Using current forecasting models, the
largest possible impact projected by the Edmonds School District under the No
Action Alternative would be 25,306 students enrolled by the year 2026.

Minimum Levels of Service
Using the class size and facility design capacity standards discussed above, the
Edmonds School District has made the following conclusions:
With 600 total classrooms, the Edmonds School District could accommodate
12,145 elementary school children based on actual capacity. With significant
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alteration to educational programming criteria, the Edmonds School District
estimates it could increase current enrollment by 1,878 students.
With 168 total classrooms, the Edmonds School District could accommodate
2,867 seventh and eighth graders based on actual capacity. Enrollment could be
increased by 310 students without significant alteration to educational
programming criteria.
The Edmonds School District could accommodate 8,330 high school students
based on actual capacity. Enrollment could be increased by 1,508 students
without significant alternation to educational programming criteria and without
seriously compromising educational standards.
Under the population growth forecasts for the No Action Alternative, the Edmonds
School District estimates “…it will have sufficient capacity at all grade span
categories through the year 2011.” (Edmonds School District 2006)
Assuming no dramatic fluctuations in student enrollment, by the year 2026 the
Edmonds School District expects to have 1,963 unhoused students from all grade
levels. “The District does not expect to construct new schools to accommodate
students in established service areas. The District does not plan capital construction
projects that are not identified in its Six Year Facilities Plan…. The District appears
to have adequate undeveloped sites for the construction of a new middle school and a
new high school. However, if student enrollment exceeds projections, the District
may need to acquire additional property.” (Edmonds School District 2006)
The Edmonds School District could experience slightly greater growth in enrollment
than projected by forecast models as a result of the Proposal, which calls for 737 new
housing units, compared with 240 under the No Action Alternative. However,
multifamily housing units have lower rates of children than single-family homes, and
the expected increase in children based on District student generation standards for
the Proposal is about 80 students more than the No Action Alternative. These
students would be spread across all grades.

3.5.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
For public services such as police protection, fire protection/EMS, parks and
recreation, and street maintenance, the development expected under the Proposal
would generate net fiscal benefits because the incremental cost of public services
would be less than the new revenues generated (Property Counselors 2006).
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The inventory of City parklands would be increased through the addition of an
approximately 20,000-square-foot plaza in the Town Center as part of the Proposal.
Funding for this portion of the Proposal would need to be provided through a variety
of sources such as City funds, grants, impact fees, and developer improvements or
contributions.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
Current regulations require that development projects of 10 or more multi-family
units must provide recreational facilities that equal at least 3% of the building’s
value. In some cases, the facilities are provided partly on site (for use by residents)
and the remaining funds are contributed to the City to pay for other park and
recreation facilities, thereby offsetting some of the need for additional facilities
generated by the Proposal.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures
The City and Fire District 1 should work together to plan for pedestrian
improvements, such as wider sidewalks and curb bumpouts, to ensure that the
opportunity for emergency vehicle maneuvering is maintained (Sherman pers.
comm.).
Some of the costs, particularly those associated with the common areas of the Town
Center neighborhood, can be covered through the development of a Business
Improvement Area, which charges businesses for maintenance costs.
Existing recreational programs may see increased enrollment and increased revenue
as people living in the downtown come to the recreation pavilion and enroll in more
programs. This increased enrollment could help offset costs.
Edmonds School District plans to seek voter approval for capital construction funds
to rebuild and remodel schools to meet forecasted enrollment by the end of the
twenty-year forecast period.
In the event that new capacity is needed, several sources of funding for school
facilities are available, including General Obligation Bonds, State Match Funds and
developer contributions (including development impact fees authorized by GMA, as
well as contributions under SEPA and state subdivision laws). Snohomish County is
the only agency in the Edmonds School District that has adopted an impact fee
ordinance. The Edmonds School District encourages other jurisdictions within its
boundaries to adopt a school impact fee ordinance.
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3.5.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to public services are anticipated.
Demand for public services due to development under the Proposal or the No Action
Alternative would increase, but could be mitigated.
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3.6. Utilities
3.6.1. Affected Environment
Analysis Area
The analysis area for utilities is the Community Business Downtown District, as
shown in Figure 2.3-1. Utilities analyzed in this chapter included water, stormwater,
natural gas, telecommunications, telephone, and sanitary sewer.

Water
The City of Mountlake Terrace supplies the water to the city limits and Town Center
analysis area. The City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Water System Plan
RH2 Engineers 2001) presents the following:
a description of the existing water system and service area;
a forecast of future water demands, policies and design criteria for water system
operation and improvement;
the operations and maintenance program and staffing requirements;
The schedule of improvements and a financial plan; and
the water quality monitoring plan, an emergency response plan, and a
conservation plan.
The key issues for this Draft EIS are the forecast of future water demands and the
associated water system improvements.

Supply
The City receives its water from the Alderwood Water District, which in turn
receives the water from the City of Everett. The supply of wholesale water from the
Alderwood Water District to the City is provided under the terms of the 1978 Water
Supply Agreement and its subsequent amendments. The agreement states that “The
District agrees to deliver peak day water needed by the City . . .” at the existing
supply station located at 212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W. The agreement also
states “If the District’s supply is limited by Everett, the City’s supply will be limited
in the same proportion as the entire District will be limited.” It further states “The
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district only warrants the quality in the water delivered to the City to be at least equal
to the quality of water delivered to the District by the City of Everett. . .”

Storage
The analysis area receives water service from the 649, 570, and the 530 pressure
zones. Pressure zones provide users in the zone with a safe water pressure, typically
60 to 80 pounds per square inch (psi), based on the water reservoir elevation or
pressure reducing valves. Water supply is from Alderwood Water District’s 635
Zone though the supply station located near 212th Street SW and 44th Avenue W. A
pressure-reducing valve in the supply station reduces the pressure of the water before
it enters the City’s 570 Zone. The 2.13 million gallon (MG) and 1.8 MG reservoirs
float off the 570 Zone, meaning the water in the 570 Zone is free to move in and out
of the two reservoirs. Supply to the 649 Zone is provided from water that is stored in
the 649 Zone 2.5 MG Reservoir. Supply to the reservoir is from the 649 Zone pump
station which pumps water from the 570 Zone reservoirs to the 649 Zone Reservoir.
The 530 Zone located in the south portion of the analysis area is supplied through
five pressure reducing valves located along the pressure zone boundary with the 570
Zone.

Distribution System
The water distribution system is composed of water mains ranging in size from
8 inches to 12 inches in diameter. The water mains are constructed of either cast iron
or ductile iron; all new mains are constructed of Class 52 ductile iron materials.
Pressure-reducing stations are installed between pressure zones to reduce the pressure
of water flowing from high-pressure zones to low-pressure zones, so that water is
supplied within a safe pressure range for all areas of the system. Figure 3.6-1 shows
existing water distribution system in the analysis area.

Demand
The Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive Water System Plan indicates the following
average demands occurred from 1994 through 1999:
Single family residential average daily consumption per connection: 198 gallons
per day.
Other average daily consumption per connection: 1179 gallons per day.
The average per capita demand for the years 1994 through 1999 was 103 gallons per
capita per day. Per capita demand steadily dropped from 1985 through 1999. This
trend was most likely the result of water conservation practices and water use
awareness during drought conditions.
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Sewer
The City provides sewer service to the analysis area. The City of Mountlake Terrace
Comprehensive Sewer Plan (EarthTech 2003) includes the following elements:
purpose and need for the plan;
a discussion of who will own, operate, and maintain the system;
existing and proposed service boundaries;
layout map showing boundaries, existing sewer facilities, proposed sewers,
topography and elevations, streams, lakes, and other water bodies, and water
systems;
population trends;
existing domestic and/or industrial wastewater facilities within 20 miles;
infiltration and inflow problems;
treatment systems and adequacy of such treatment;
construction costs and operating and maintenance costs;
compliance with management plan (City Comprehensive Plan); and
SEPA compliance.
Key issues for this Draft EIS are the analysis of the affected City collection system,
and downstream conveyance and treatment infrastructure by other utilities for
projected conditions in the analysis area.

Analysis Area
The City sewer collection system is municipally owned, operated, and maintained.
The City has inter-agency agreements with adjacent sewer service purveyors
including Ronald Wastewater District, City of Lynnwood, City of Brier, and City of
Edmonds.

Collection
The sewers in the analysis area were installed in the late 1950s. All sewers in the
analysis area are constructed of concrete pipe materials. The analysis area
encompasses part of Tributary Subbasins 5 and 7 and a very small part of Subbasin 6.
These subbasins flow to the City of Edmonds wastewater treatment system through
King County Metro’s Lake Ballinger Pump Station. Flow from the pump station is
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conveyed in a northwesterly direction to the Edmonds Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP).
The City of Edmonds and King County Metro have an agreement that allows the
flow to be redirected back into the King County Metro collection system through the
Lake Washington lake line. This agreement is commonly referred to as the flow
swap agreement.
Current flows through the Ballinger Sewage Pump Station and the force main to the
Edmonds collection system are routinely about 2.5 MGD. The projected increase in
flow from the Proposal is 0.1 MGD, which amounts to 4% of the routine flow, and
only 0.83% of the pump station capacity of 12 MGD.

Treatment
The analysis area sewage is sent to the Edmonds WWTP. The sewer comprehensive
plan indicated that Edmonds WWTP has a design capacity of 9 MGD. The Edmonds
WWTP serves the City, Ronald Wastewater District (Shoreline), Olympic View
Water and Sewer District (Snohomish County), King County (by flow swap), and the
City of Edmonds. The WWTP operation and maintenance cost allocation is
determined by dividing the flow from each agency by the total amount generated by
all agencies (except King County). Under the terms of a 1988 memorandum of
agreement, Mountlake Terrace is allocated a 2.103 MGD share (23%) of the WWTP
capacity. The agreement states that when the allocated capacity of domestic sewage
of any party to the agreement reaches 85%, the party will commence planning for
treatment of its domestic sewage beyond its allocated share.

Stormwater
Stormwater from the analysis area flows primarily to a tributary of Lyon Creek,
joining Lyon Creek south of the City limits, north of Lake Washington. The portion
of the analysis area from 233rd Avenue SW to 228th Street SW, west of 56th Avenue
W flows to McAleer Creek. The analysis area represents 2% of the Lyon Creek
basin area and 0.4% of the McAleer Creek basin area.
The City storm drain system is municipally owned, operated, and maintained. The
City drainage system consists of storm and surface water drainage that includes
watercourses, sloughs, streams, ponds, lakes, swamps, streets, ditches, conduit,
culverts, and catch basins. The City controls the system either through fee
ownership, formal easements, or by its right to pass storm and surface waters over
private and public lands.
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The analysis area has been fully built out with a mixture of low-rise commercial
businesses and single-family residences. The commercial areas have an estimated
existing impervious area of approximately 90%, while the residential areas have an
estimated impervious area of 25%. Storm drain manholes and piping have been
provided for some of the streets in the analysis area, while in others surface water
drains to the curb and gutter without additional storm drainage infrastructure.
The City stormwater regulation has evolved in the years since the analysis area was
developed. In accordance with the provisions of City Code Section 15.05.230.I, the
City has adopted the Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington by
the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology 2005). The manual provides
a comprehensive set of requirements governing both construction and finished
project stormwater. The primary method by which the manual controls the adverse
impacts of development and redevelopment is through the application of best
management practices (BMPs). The manual provides BMPs for source control,
treatment, and flow control.

Power
Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) No. 1 provides electricity to the
analysis area. The PUD's electrical generation sources are approximately 80%
hydroelectric. (Small pers. comm.) The remainder is a mix of nuclear, coal, natural
gas, and other. The majority of the power distribution system in the analysis area is
overhead on poles. Electrical facilities are typically located within the public
right-of-way or in adjacent utility easements.
The PUD has no plans for programmatic improvements in electrical distribution
service in the analysis area. The PUD does not fund conversion of existing overhead
infrastructure to underground (Johnson pers. comm.).

Natural Gas
Puget Sound Energy (PSE) is the natural gas provider in the City and would serve the
analysis area. Natural gas is supplied to the PSE system in the City via the
transmission line owned and operated by Williams Company Northwest Pipeline,
which extends north-south through western Snohomish County. An existing main
located in 56th Avenue W. currently serves the analysis area.

Telecommunications
All major communications companies serve the Pacific Northwest and include the
City in their service area. They use the local telephone grid, cable infrastructure, or
cellular telephones for their access to individual telephones.
City of Mountlake Terrace
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Many communications facilities are unobtrusive and low-impact. They run beneath
the street or piggy-back onto power poles.

Telephone System
Land Networks
Telephone companies are a regulated monopoly. They are the only provider of
telephone service, but the services they provide and the rates they charge are
regulated by the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC).
In Mountlake Terrace Verizon provides traditional landline service.

Wireless Networks
To ensure competition, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) requires
that each market be served by two or more cellular services. Cellular companies are
not regulated by the WUTC. Numerous companies provide portable cellular
telephone communications within the analysis area, including Qwest, T-Mobile,
Sprint PCS, AT& T Wireless, Nextel Communications, Cingular Wireless (merged
with AT& T Wireless), Verizon Wireless, Disney Mobile, and Amp’d Mobile.
Cellular systems require towers at regular intervals. This may include locations in
residential neighborhoods and parks. There is currently a City-imposed moratorium
on cellular towers in the analysis area.

Cable Television
Comcast provides cable television service to the City. Cable service is provided in
compliance with franchise provisions and with FCC regulations. Metallic cable has
largely been replaced with fiber optic cable, which allows for the transmission of
much more information, including digital information for computer applications.

3.6.2. Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
It is anticipated that commercial and residential growth in the analysis area will occur
with or without the Proposal. However, the Proposal will significantly increase the
demand for certain utility services beyond the No Action Alternative.
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Implementation of the Capital Improvement Plan as shown in the City's 2001
Comprehensive Water System Plan will be a requirement under both the No Action
Alternative and the Proposal.

Water
Using the City's existing hydraulic water model, fire flow analyses were performed to
determine water main improvements beyond the City's existing Capital Improvement
Program that will be necessary to accommodate development under the Proposal. It
is anticipated that fire flow requirements in the Town Square may increase from the
existing target of 4,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to 6,000 gpm and would be
supplied from multiple hydrants. In other areas of analysis area, the anticipated fire
flow would range from 1,750 gpm to 5,250 gpm due to the increased building size
and type allowed by the new zoning. The Fire Marshal is authorized under the
International Fire Code to allow reductions of up to 50% of the standard fire flow
requirements if qualifying fire suppression systems are installed in the future
buildings.
Figure 3.6-2 shows the existing water system with improvements identified in the
City's 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan. These improvements were based on
the City's 1995 Comprehensive Policy Plan, which contained the current land use
designations at the time the 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan was prepared.
Figure 3.6-3 identifies water main improvements in addition to those identified in the
2001 Plan that would be required to meet the higher fire flow requirements (assuming
no credits for fire suppression systems) for the Proposal. The water main in 242nd
Street SW had been previously identified for replacement in the 2001 Plan; however,
it would need to be replaced with a larger diameter main based on the Proposal
analysis. All other improvements are water main improvements that had not been
previously identified.
Table 3.6-1 identifies the linear feet of additional water main that would be necessary
to accommodate the Proposal without reduced fire flow requirements that are
possible if fire suppression systems are installed. If projects received credits for fire
suppression systems the linear feet of main improvements may be reduced.
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Table 3.6-1.

Proposal Water Main Improvements
Length (feet)
8 inch
diameter

Item

12 inch
diameter

16 inch
diameter

Total

Upgrade of previously identified improvements

0

690

0

690

Additional water main improvements

0

3,110

1,330

4,440

Total

0

3,800

1,330

5,130

Note: Improvements are in addition to the Capital Improvement Plan as shown in the City's 2001 Comprehensive Water System
Plan.
The footage of additional water main improvements may be reduced if the Fire Marshal allows fire flow reductions for qualified fire
suppression systems in future buildings.

Water reservoir storage calculations for the Proposal were based on the storage
calculations in the 2003 570 Zone Storage Improvements Project Report (RH2
Engineers 2001). These analyses assume 50% build-out of Town Center Plan (the
Proposal) and full build-out of other areas of the City. The results indicate that if
there are no reductions in water use due to conservation, the City will have a storage
deficiency of approximately 110,000 gallons, or less than 2% of the existing storage
capacity. Reductions in use due to conservation are discussed in Chapter 3 of the
2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan and include goals of 8% reduction by year
2010 and 8.5% reduction by year 2019 as compared with several years prior to 1998
and 1999. If future conservation goals are realized, the analyses indicate that the
existing storage capacity of the system would be adequate to meet the needs of the
Proposal.
The No Action Alternative water mains and storage capacity require only the
implementation of the 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan Capital Improvement
Plan.

Sanitary Sewer Service
The ability of the existing sewer collection system to convey the sewage flows from
the Proposal was assessed by updating the computer model developed for the
Comprehensive Sewer Plan. The Proposal will result in surcharging (pressure flow)
of two sewer mains in the analysis area under peak hour, wet weather flow
conditions. The sewer mains are:
10-inch main between MH 1-37 and 1-38
24-inch main between MH 1-25 and 1-92
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The hydraulic grade line under peak flow conditions is below the elevation of the
manhole rims, which is considered an acceptable flow regime for extreme conditions.
No mitigation action is necessary.
Figure 3.6-4 shows the sewer collection system in the analysis area and the locations
of the lines that will surcharge under the Proposal peak hour flow.
Under extreme wet weather conditions, peak daily flows through the Lake Ballinger
Pump Station have been recorded as reaching nearly 10 MGD. Based on the
capability of the lift station to pump to the Edmonds and King County systems
simultaneously, with a total capacity of 12 MGD, there is a 2 MGD in reserve
capacity. Adding 0.1 MGD to the analysis area development would displace only a
small portion of that reserve capacity.
The impact of the analysis area projected sewage flows on the Edmonds WWTP was
investigated under the Proposal and No Action Alternative conditions. The analysis
assumed that infiltration and inflow would remain constant due to a program of sewer
system repairs and other measures that will offset increases in infiltration and inflow
that will result from the aging and further deterioration of the sewer system. The
results of the investigation showed the following anticipated utilization rates of the
City’s allocated treatment plant capacity:
No Action Alternative: 82% of allocation
Proposal: 87% of allocation
The Proposal would trigger a provision in Section 5.3 of the Agreement for
Wastewater Treatment, Disposal and Transport Services: “When any Participant’s
flow reaches 85 percent of its Capacity Limit annual, The City (Edmonds) shall
notify it in writing. The Participant shall commence the preparation of plans to use
its remaining allocated capacity and to provide for additional capacity beyond the
Capacity Limit. The Participant shall be responsible for providing the City with
information on the proposed development which would increase the flows.”
When the 85% threshold is reached, the City of Edmonds will notify the City. At
that time, the City will formally be required to prepare plans for use of its remaining
capacity and provide for additional capacity. The City would prepare plans for use of
the remaining capacity but is unlikely to prepare plans to provide additional capacity.
The Proposal envisions 50% build out for the Community Business Downtown
District zone and full build out for the remainder of the City. Under these conditions
there would be 13% reserve capacity, which would be more than adequate to serve
the typical business and residential development that may occur if all of the
remaining Community Business Downtown District zone were developed.
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Stormwater
The analysis area is partially served by storm drain structures and piping as shown on
Figure 3.6-5. The Proposal would not significantly change the amount of impervious
area in the analysis area. However, the regulations governing surface and stormwater
requirements for development have become significantly more comprehensive
(Ecology 2005).
If the proposed redevelopment project adds 2,000 square feet or more of impervious
surface or if the land disturbing activity total 7,000 square feet or more, specific
minimum requirements apply (Ecology 2005). Although there are other criteria for
meeting requirements, this is the one that will trigger drainage improvement
requirements for the Proposal. Stormwater detention is required for 10,000 square
feet of new or redeveloped impervious surfaces.
Redevelopment construction requirements include slope protection, drain inlet
protection, stabilization of channels and outlets, pollutant control, dewatering control,
maintenance of BMPs, and project management (Ecology 2005).
Permanent drainage requirements include assessment of infiltration, detention, and
treatment (Ecology 2005). Treatment issues include decisions as to the need for
oil/water separator, phosphorous control, and advanced treatment. The selection of
BMPs flows directly from the responses to the issues. BMPs for an oil/water
separator include separators, linear sand filter, or catch basin insert. BMPs for a
phosphorous control facility include sand filter, wetpond, media filter, or two-facility
treatment train. BMPs for an enhanced treatment facility include sand filter,
treatment wetland or two-facility treatment train. After review of BMPs, a basic
treatment facility would be selected which may include the following:
biofiltration swales,
filter strips,
basic wetpond,
wetvault,
treatment wetland,
combined detention/wetpool, and
sand filters.
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Figure 3.6-5. Stormwater Drainage System
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The City policy is that stormwater treatment BMPs would be implemented at the time
that the analysis area properties are developed. These systems would be privately
owned, operated, and maintained. No stormwater storage or water quality actions are
required for the developed right-of-way for existing streets.
Although stormwater detention and quality requirements are not triggered by the
Proposal, the City may elect to incorporate such features into the streetscape. These
actions would be considered mitigation measures for the Proposal.
The anticipated effects of the Proposal on the Lyon and McAleer watersheds would
be improvements in hydrologic characteristics and water quality.
The No Action Alternative would involve less development of the analysis area, and
therefore less implementation of stormwater water quality improvements.

Utilities: Power, Gas and Telecommunications
Power
The existing Snohomish County PUD No. 1 system would be adequate to serve the
Proposal, unless unusual high power uses are developed. An example of a high
power user would be the data center for an internet service provider. Potential
upgrades could range in scope from local service improvement up to and including
new substation and transmission facilities. New customers would be served as the
development occurs, on a case-by-case basis.
The PUD should coordinate electricity demand planning with the City Planning
Department and comprehensive planning documents.
Depending on the availability of funding, power in part of or all of the analysis area
may be undergrounded.

Natural Gas
Expansion of PSE’s system is guided by load growth since natural gas is a utility of
choice. New customers within the study would be served either as new development
occurs, or when a fuel conversion is requested. In either case, requests for service are
handled on a case-by-case basis according to approved tariffs.
Increased system capacity may be required as demand for natural gas increases and
population growth continues, particularly under the Proposal, which projects greater
growth than the No Action Alternative. System reliability is maintained by such
methods as uprating the operating pressure of an existing system, extending new
lines, or looping an existing system to improve pressure. Depending on the
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alternative selected and timing of build-out, additional lines to the existing main
located in 56th Avenue West may be required to support future energy demands.

Telecommunications
The Proposal would require improvements to the existing telecommunications system
as the analysis area is developed. Fiber optic upgrades for telephone and cable
service would be located overhead or underground based in part on the decisions
regarding power configuration. The anticipated lead for telephone would be Verizon.
The anticipated lead for cable television would be Comcast.
Cellular phone service antennas are expected to be located on the roof of proposed
taller buildings, assuming that the existing moratorium is lifted. The City should
review its wireless telecommunication regulations to ensure appropriate control over
local impacts from the construction of new communications transmission towers
This is also advisable under the No Action alternative.
Communications companies should coordinate infrastructure demand planning with
the City Planning Department and comprehensive plan documents.
Similar but reduced impacts to telecommunications are expected for the No Action
Alternative in terms of demand for service.

3.6.3. Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
The Proposal would provide greater incentive for mixed-use and commercial
development in proximity to existing infrastructure, making more efficient use of
available water and sewer capacity.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
The City’s Comprehensive Water Plan and Comprehensive Sewer Plan will guide
infrastructure improvements under either the Proposal or No Action Alternatives.
The specific elements of the stormwater improvements will be defined by the
requirements of the Washington State Department of Ecology Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington. BMPs may include detention vaults
or pipes, drainage swales, and Ecology-approved water quality devices. Green
design and construction methods should be employed in buildings, streetscapes, and
drainage features to detain and treat stormwater.
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The City has adopted the Washington State Energy Code to provide for development
that uses less energy.

Other Recommended Mitigation Measures
Water
The existing City water system will require capital improvements for either the No
Action or the Proposal. The improvements required for the No Action Alternative
are as defined in the 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan Capital Improvements
Program. Assuming the fire suppression devices are not installed in future buildings,
the improvements for the Proposal would include the following:
In addition to the improvements in the 2001 Comprehensive Water System Plan
Capital Improvements Program, 5,130 feet of new water main would be required.
This length of new water main may be reduced depending on the locations of
future buildings with fire suppression devices, and the corresponding reductions
in fire flow requirements allowed by the Fire Marshall.
No additional reservoir storage is currently required for analysis area
development, although 110,000 gallons of additional reservoir storage would be
required as the City is built out if water consumption is not reduced by water
conservation measures. No additional storage would be required if future
conservation goals are realized.

Sewer
No mitigating measures would be required for the sewer collection system in
Mountlake Terrace, King County, and Edmonds. The 50% build-out of the Town
Center is predicted to result in an 87% utilization rate of the City’s allocated capacity
at the Edmonds WWTP. The City would be required to prepare plans for use of its
remaining capacity and provide for additional capacity when the 85% utilization rate
is reached. The Proposal would result in a reserve capacity of 13%. No capital
improvements would be required for the sewer system as a result of the Proposal.

Stormwater
Planned streetscape improvements under the Proposal would add trees along the
street at an average of one tree per 30 linear feet. Trees provide a natural ability to
absorb stormwater and release it slowly to the atmosphere.
Stormwater improvements by developers are planned as part of the Proposal. The
developer would construct stormwater detention and water quality features as
properties are developed. Low impact features are specifically encouraged in the
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Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (Ecology 2005), which
has been adopted by the City. Examples of such features include:
Infiltration to soil via pervious planter strips or decorative porous pavers. This
type of application is only feasible where the underlying soils will drain.
Installation of bioswales or raingardens behind the sidewalk. Bioswale (also
known as ecology embankment) features include a vegetated filter strip followed
by an ecology mix bed, followed by a gravel bed graded to terminate above the
swale bottom. Raingardens may include these features with plantings to assist in
water uptake and nutrient removal.
Privately marketed systems involving use of trees, tree grates, and specialized
curb inlets (e.g., Filtterra®) for use in highly developed urban areas. The system
is designed to reduce water runoff and aid nutrient removal while taking up a
minimal amount of urban space.

Power, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications service
Mitigation requirements for power, natural gas, and telecommunications service
providers would be determined on a case-by-case basis as the Proposal is
implemented.
The City could promote green building design through amendments to its design
standards or through other code amendments providing incentives for green
buildings. The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System™ is one system providing benchmarks for the design,
construction, and operation of high performance green buildings. Standards relate to
sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials selection,
and indoor environmental quality (U.S. Green Building Council 2007).

3.6.4. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
The Proposal would not result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Although
demand for utilities would increase, the application of existing plans and codes or
other mitigation measures can reduce impacts associated with future growth under
either the No Action Alternative or the Proposal.
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5.1. Government Agencies
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King County Office of Regional Policy and Planning, King County Courthouse, 516
Third Avenue, Room 420, Seattle, WA 98104
King County Office of Surface Water Management, Basin Steward, 700 5th Avenue,
Suite 2200, Seattle, WA 98104
King County Office of Wastewater Treatment, Water Pollution Control, SEPA
Responsible Official, Environmental Planning, 821 2nd Avenue M/S 81, Seattle,
WA 98104
National Marine Fisheries Service, 7600 Sandpoint Way NE, Building 1, Seattle, WA
98115
Public Utility District No. 1, Snohomish County, Environmental Section, P.O. Box
1107, Everett, WA 98206
* The Puget Sound Action Team, 210 11th Ave SW, Suite 401, Olympia, WA 98501,
PO Box 40900, Olympia, WA 98504
* Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, SEPA Official, 110 Union St., #500, Seattle, WA
98101-2038
* Puget Sound Regional Council, SEPA / Planning Official, 1011 Western Avenue,
Suite 500, Seattle, WA 98104
Shoreline Wastewater Management District, (Ronald Sewer District), PO Box 33490,
17505 Linden Ave. N, Seattle, WA 98133
* Snohomish County, Director of Planning & Development Services, 3000
Rockefeller Ave, Everett, WA 98201
* Snohomish County Fire Marshall (Steve Sherman), Fire District No. 1, 12310
Meridian Ave, Everett, WA 98208
Snohomish County Surface Water Management, Principal Watershed Steward, 2930
Wetmore Avenue, Suite 101, Everett, WA 98201-4044
Snohomish County Public Works, 2930 Wetmore #101, Everett, WA 98201
* Sound Transit, SEPA Official, 401 South Jackson Street, Seattle, WA 98104
* Washington State Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development,
Growth Management Services, Review Team, P.O. Box 42525, Olympia, WA
98504-2525
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Washington State Department of Corrections, Attention Rebecca Barney, P.O. Box
41112, Olympia, WA 98504-1112
Washington State Department of Transportation, Planning and Development Services
MS221, P.O. Box 330310, Seattle, WA 98133-9170
Washington State Department of Transportation, Attention: Bill Wiebe, P.O. Box
47300, Olympia, WA 98504-7370
* Washington State Department of Ecology, SEPA Register, Environmental Review
Section, P.O. Box 47703, Olympia, WA 98504-7703
Washington State Department of Health, Division of Drinking Water, P.O. Box
47822, Olympia, WA 98504-7822
* Washington State Department of Natural Resources, SEPA Center, P.O. Box
47015, Olympia, WA 98504-7015
Washington State Department of Social and Health Services, P.O. Box 45848,
Olympia, WA 98504-5848
Washington State Department of Fish & Wildlife, Chief of Habitat Management,
P.O. Box 43155, Olympia, WA 98504-3155

5.2. City Councils and Commissions
* Mountlake Terrace City Council
* Mountlake Terrace Planning Commission

5.3. Indian Tribes
Muckleshoot Tribe, 39015 172nd Avenue SE, Auburn, WA 98002
Tulalip Tribes, 6700 Totem Beach Road, Marysville, WA 98270

5.4. Community Groups and Libraries
Brier Horse Network, 22320 Hickory Way, Brier, WA 98036
* indicates that a copy of the Draft EIS was sent to the agency, organization, or individual
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5.5. Schools
Edmonds School District, Planning & Property Management, 20420 – 68th Avenue
West, Lynnwood, WA 98036-7400

5.6. Private Utilities and Service Providers
Cingular Wireless, 13314 Bothell-Everett Highway, Mill Creek, WA 98012
Clearwire, Attn: Legal, 4400 Carillon Point, Kirkland, WA 98033
ComCast (AT&T Broadband), Outside Plant Engineer, North Region, 20811 84th
Ave. S, Suite 101, Kent, WA 98032
Puget Sound Energy, Municipal Land Planner, P.O. Box 90868, M/S XRD 1W,
Bellevue, WA 98009-0868
Qwest, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Room 706, Seattle, WA 98191
T-Mobile (VoiceStream Wireless) Corporate Office, 12920 South 38th Street,
Bellevue, WA 98006-1350
Verizon Communications, Environmental Section, PO Box 1003, Everett, WA
98206-1003
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Henry

Heyer

Hinkle

Hoang

Hoff

Honsberger

Huntsman

Ito

Jackson

First

Ande

Elaine

A.

Dorothy M.

Vala

Oscar Bernardo

Lorayne

Alicia

Mika

Heather

Pamela

Harriett

James and Lynn

Wade

Rich

Becky

Carl

Marion

Tracy

Melanie and Jim

Rob and Cathy

Associate

Title

Chris & Jeff
Properties, LLC

Wilson Realty
Exchange

Company
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22502 57th Ave W

5801 223rd Pl SW

22307 53rd Ave W

23601 58th Ave W

6208 222nd St SW

3304 178th Pl SW

22907 47th Pl W

16910 15th Ave NE

22108 67 Pl W

23405 Lakeview Drive J-304

805 112th K-101

22906 55th Ave W

4506 242nd St. SW

23001 53 Ave W

5403 232nd St SW

23007 Lakeview Dr #A102

23112 61 Ave W

P.O. Box 452

23120 56th Ave W

23301 55th Ave W

23120 56 Ave W

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Lynnwood

Mountlake Terrace

Seattle

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Everett

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

980377736

98043

98155

98043

98043

98208

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

RT

PE

OH

RT

PE

PE

RT

RT

OH

RT

RT

RT

PE

PE

RT

PE

RT

PE

OH

RT

RT

Loc
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Distribution List

Jay

Jerabek

Jeremiah

Jerome

Jesse

Johnson

Johnson

Johnston

Jones

Jones

Kane

Kaplan

Keiley

Keogh

Key

Kier

Kim

Klinke

Knorn

Kraus

Kuhn

C.

Jennifer

Dale

Dan

John

Darlene L

Brad

Darlene

Mary Ellen

Michael

Laurie

Lesly

Ed and Daryl

Cindy and Dan

Harold

Alice

David

Annemarie

Bill

Rebecca

Susan

City of Mountlake Terrace

Last

First

Librarian

Title

Mountlake Terrace
Library

Master Builders

Company

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5-10

23303 Lakeview Dr B102

23808 60th Ave W

23906 52 Ave W

6902 226 Pl SW

22325 Cedar Way #G205

7105 226th Pl SW

22705 58th Avenue West

22906 59th Ave W

4122 212th St SW A-201

23300 58th Ave W

6306 221st Pl SW

7105 229th Pl SW

6006 232ns St SW

23007 Lakeview Dr A104

23308 54 Ave W

4615 240th St SW

6702 234th Pl SW

22808 41st Pl W

7106 230th St SW

335 116th Ave SE

23303 53rd Ave W

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Bothell

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98014

98043

Zip

OH

RT

OH

PE

PE

RT

PE

PE

PE

RT

OH

RT

OH

PE

RT

OH

PE

PE

PE

OH

RT

Loc

Last

Lancaster

Lane

Lane

Lantz

Leaby

Lecter

Legus

Lindlow

Maddox

Malloy

Manegold

Marquis

Marquis

Martin

Mauner

Maynard

Maynard

McDermoh

McFarland

McMahan

McNulty

Mellinger

First

S.

Derek

Sue

Carlos

Pat

Marydel

Shirley

Paul

Marcel

Shirley

Marty

Charlie

Patricia

John

Ed

Sharon

Elizabeth

Brian

Chris

Patrick

Kathy

Charles

Title

Company
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5306 220th St SW

21610 52nd Ave W

22909 61st Ave W

5707 237th St SW

P.O. Box 545

23505 Peterson Dr

23505 Peterson Dr

22305 54th Ave W

22806 54th Ave W

7112 230 SW

7112 230th SW

5405 230th St SW

P.O. Box 484

4208 225th SW

22504 60th Ave W

22512 64 W

23009 Lakeview Dr #B103

23505 Lakeview Dr #C202

5407 234th St SW

23905 56th Ave W

23905 56th Ave W

23409 Lakeview Dr

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

OH

PE

PE

OH

PE

RT

PE

OH

RT

RT

RT

RT

PE

RT

RT

PE

RT

RT

RT

PE

PE

RT

Loc

June 2007

Distribution List

Mercer

Meyers

Morrone

Mussio

Nelson

Nelson

Nickerson

Niedermeyer

Nixon

Nixon

Noyes

O’Brien

Oh

Olmos

Olsen

Olson

Olson

Otto

Parker

Payne

Pearson

Pegge

Dave and Bonnie

Steve

Rossi

Anthony

Gary L.

Violet

Evelyn

Bill and Darcy

Kent

Richard

Arlene

Al

Kisun

Teresa

John

Pat

Ron

Fred

Diane

Paul

Cliff

June

City of Mountlake Terrace

Last

First

Title

Company

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5-12

4406 225th Pl SW

23406 56th Ave W

5408 230th St SW

5902 236th St SW

23009 54th W

23707 48 Ave W

23707 48 Ave W

4405 218th SW

23302 51st Ave W

16631 57th Pl W

P.O. Box 198

22704 56th Ave W

P.O. Box 296

P.O. Box 1829

23002 56 Ave W

23507 Lakeview Dr B101

21815 58th W.

21815 58th W

6705 234th Street SW

22607 42 Pl W

23331 Cedar Way D303

4209 226th Pl SW

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Lynnwood

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98036

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

RT

PE

RT

OH

PE

PE

PE

PE

PE

PE

PE

RT

PE

PE

PE

PE

RT

RT

PE

RT

OH

RT

Loc

Rindo

Roberson

Robinson

Robinson

Robles

Robles

Rogers

Rosson

Ryan

Ryan

Arthur

Elizabeth

June

Michelle

Ron

Linda

Phillip

Judy

Kathy

Resident

Trish

Resident

Richardson

Resident

David

Reeber

David

Richard

16631 57 Pl W

Redden

Sharon

James

24011 53rd Ave W

Ramirez

Diane

Reynoldson

24208 59th Ave W

Quinteiro

Maria

Don

23303 50th Ave W

Phillips

Debra

5-13

22900 60th Ave W

22607 58th Ave W

22504 50th Ave West

5706 240th St. SW

23110 61st Ave W

23110 61st Ave W

P.O. Box 1326

5707 237th St SW

21311 52nd Ave W, E232

23305 54th Ave W

610 Priest Point Dr NW

P.O. Box 268

22604 38 West

6002 232nd St SW

23808 60th Ave W

21516 52 Ave W

5707 225 St SW

4905 219th St. SW

Address

Peterson

Company

Kathy

Title

Last

First

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Everett

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Tulalip

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Lynnwood

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98206

98043

98043

98043

98271

98043

98043

98036

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

PE

OH

PE

RT

RT

PE

OH

OH

RT

RT

RT

RT

OH

PE

PE

OH

OH

OH

PE

RT

PE

RT

Loc
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Distribution List

Sarnaik

Seffernick

Selgn

Selin

Shawn

Shelton

Skidmore

Smedley

Smith

Smith

Soll

Sonmore

Sonnichsen

Sood

Sood

Sowle

Steele

Stiteler

Strain

Strausser

Tushar

Jennifer

Beverly

Bruce

Beyl

Jennifer

Joe

Wyona

Jerry and Judi

Joshua

Eric

Laura

Shirley

Manu

Vic

Larry and Adina

Mark

Elizabeth

Michaela

Terry

City of Mountlake Terrace

Last

First

Business
Development
Specialist

Title

Edmonds
Community College,
SBDC

Selco Development
Company

Company

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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4210 Stonebridge Way #101

5201 230th St SW

23805 56th Ave W

24212 52nd Ave W

2330 E. Grand Ave

6405 222nd St SW

6405 222nd St SW

23208 54th Ave W

22311 42nd Pl W

8110 205th SW

22904 55th Ave W

4404 230th Pl SW

22905 58th Ave W

22805 72nd Pl W

728 134th St. SW, Ste. 128

23905 48th Ave W

P.O. Box 247

23305 53rd Ave W

23404 65 Pl W

22307 65 Ave West

Address

Lynnwood

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Edmonds

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Everett

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98037

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98026

98043

98043

98043

98043

98204

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

RT

OH

RT

PE

OH

PE

PE

RT

PE

PE

RT

PE

RT

RT

RT

OH

PE

RT

PE

PE

Loc

Last

Sullivan

Sullivan

Swanson

Swanson

Tadesse

Taylor

Thomas

Thompson

Thrasher

Vickroy

Wahl

Weber

West

Wettland

Whalen

Whalen

Wicklander

Wickre

Winkle

Wittinger

Wolfe

First

N.

William F.

Bob

Wallace L.

Andargachew

Jordan

Justin

Keviet D.

Pat

Karen

Bryan

Larry and
Veronica

Wendy

Wendel

Bill

Mary

Mike

Marilu

Barb Van

Doug and Mycah

Jack

Title

Company
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4703 228th St SW

5809 242nd St SW

P.O. Box 173

23008 54th W

5804 223rd Pl SW

22006 39th Ave W

22006 39th Ave W

24222 54th Ave W Unit 23

23401 Lakeview Dr #J202

7105 229th St SW

P.O. Box 635

P.O. Box 83

6705 228th St SW

5807 223rd Pl SW

4205 236th St SW #F107

22607 57th Ave W

23105 53rd Ave W

5223 242nd St. SW

23609 Lakeview Drive

23409 Lakeview Dr #F102

23409 Lakeview Dr

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

RT

RT

RT

PE

PE

RT

RT

PE

RT

RT

PE

RT

PE

RT

RT

RT

RT

PE

PE

RT

RT

Loc

June 2007

Distribution List

Woodard

Wright

Wright

Wright

Wright

Zambrano

Steve and Liz

George

Theodore

Kyoko

Brady

John

City of Mountlake Terrace

Last

First

Title

Company

Town Center Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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4205 227th Pl SW

21608 46th Place W

21608 46th Place W

23205 60th Ave W

22035 60th Ave W

23006 60th Ave W

Address

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

Mountlake Terrace

City

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

WA

ST

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

98043

Zip

PE

RT

PE

OH

OH

RT

Loc

Appendix A
Determination of Significance and Scoping Notice

Appendix B
SEPA Environmental Checklist

Appendix C
Public Meeting Comments

City of Mountlake Terrace
Planned Action Ordinance April 24, 2007 Open House
Meeting Notes
EIS Process
Consider impacts to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Natural open space near Terrace Creek Park
Other natural wooded spaces
Need additional walking trails
o Network
o Links to trails, destinations
Crossing at 220th not lit for pedestrian
Consider impacts to air quality from residential fireplaces/wood stoves
Impacts to developed park facilities
Veterans Park is a natural wildlife habitat and forest rehabilitation project. Being
so close to the planned action area it will receive the greatest impact. This park
needs Greatest Environmental Impact Statement Review!
o Eagle habitat
o Low impact development
Stormwater management
Less pavement
Bio swales
Consider impact to Veterans Memorial Park. This park has some of the oldest
and tallest trees in the City. Consider impacts to the nature trail, and bird life.
Eagles have been seen in the area along 60th West and near City Hall.
Impacts to Mountlake Terrace Parks and Recreation programs. More than 1,000
people and their cars will impact the parks programs.

Planned Action
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Would like a nice sit-down restaurant, yarn/fabric store
Like areas / uses to be grouped
Senior Center is needed
Starbucks wanted
Better bus service
Trader Joe’s
Off leash dog park
Height – as long as it pencils out
Need policy on the tree retention, cutting and additions (appropriate)
56th – make a boulevard
Need upper floor step backs and good development policies and design review –
good urban village
“The Green Lake” condos need Gregg’s Greenlake Cycle; good example of
setback and color (sis stones)
No boulevard – want free turns. Don’t let trees block views
1

•
•
•
•
•

No. 7 Story Buildings
o Need to keep only gas station in downtown center. No need of fountain to
replace “it”
References an Everett Herald newspaper story from March 22, 2007. If one 7
story building in Everett will increase the population of that city’s downtown by
33%, what will one 7 story building do to Mountlake Terrace’s downtown?
The 4 to 5 story development districts will add more confusion of increased
population, vehicles, and parking needs. The result will be clogged streets, not
just on I-5.
Please protect small town quality of life that current residents enjoy.
Thinks that proposal would increase the tax base and income to Mountlake
Terrace resulting from development. Likes that aspect of proposal.

Transportation
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Parking is important issue
Consider making 58th Ave W a one-way couplet with 56th Ave W
Traffic on 48th Ave W is heavy – more like an arterial than a collector
How will current proposal for Accessory Dwelling Units and cottage housing be
considered in traffic analysis?
How is low-impact development being addressed for stormwater management?
Traffic too heavy and too noisy on 52nd Ave W
Consider making 56th Ave W a boulevard with planted median
Will park and ride expansion prohibit future northbound on-ramp to I-5?
More transit service
o To/from Aurora Village
o To/from UW
o More local access – shorter walking distance to bus stops
Need new bulb in streetlight at 56th & 214th
Blackberry bush at 56th / 220th needs to be cleared
Consider restricting time allowed for parking on 56th Ave W – especially as
commercial development increases – people park and board buses to avoid all-day
park & ride and get better seats
As a firefighter, I would recommend against use of medians. Emergency
responders lose ability to drive in oncoming lanes with lights and sirens.

Impact Fees
•
•
•

Include discussion of impact fees in EIS.
Will Sewer & Water planned action utility improvements be included in impact
fees? If not how will improvements be funded?
With new development would it be possible to charge impact fees for Fire District
to purchase ladder truck for taller buildings?

2

Appendix D
Draft Planned Action Ordinance

REVISED DRAFT - MAY 24, 2007
CITY OF MOUNTLAKE TERRACE
ORDINANCE NO._________

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF MOUNTLAKE TERRACE DESIGNATING
THE TOWN CENTER AS A PLANNED ACTION PURSUANT TO
THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

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 in February 2007 adopted a sub-area plan for the Town Center which
contemplates designating the Town Center as a “Planned Action; 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;
WHEREAS, the Town Center Planned Action EIS 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 is adopting zoning regulations specific to the Town Center
which will guide the location, form, and quality of desired development.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MOUNTLAKE
TERRACE, WASHINGTON, DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Purpose. The City Council declares that the purpose of this ordinance 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.031;
C. Establish criteria and procedures, consistent with state law, that will determine
whether subsequent projects qualify as Planned Actions;
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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) completed for the planned action; and
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.
SECTION 2. Findings. The City Council finds as follows:
A. The City is subject to the requirements of the Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A,
and is located within an Urban Growth Area;
B. The City has adopted a Comprehensive Plan complying with the GMA, which
includes a sub-area plan for the Town Center;
C. The City is adopting development regulations applicable to the Town Center
concurrent with adoption of this Planned Action ordinance to implement the Town Center
sub-area plan;
D. The City has prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the area
designated as a Planned Action (“Planned Action EIS”) and finds that it adequately
addresses the probable significant environmental impacts associated with the type and
amount of development planned to occur in the designated Planned Action area;
E. The mitigation measures identified in the Planned Action EIS and attached to this
ordinance as Exhibit B, together with City development regulations, will adequately
mitigate significant impacts from development within the Planned Action area;
F. The sub-area plan and Planned Action EIS identify the location, type and amount of
development that is contemplated by the Planned Action;
G. Future projects that are consistent with the Planned Action will protect the
environment, benefit the public and enhance economic development;
H. The City has provided numerous opportunities for meaningful public involvement in
the proposed Planned Action; has considered all comments received; and, as appropriate,
has modified the proposal or mitigation measures in response to comments;
I. The proposal is not an essential public facility;
J. The Planned Action area applies to a defined area that is smaller than the overall City
boundaries; and
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K. Public services and facilities are adequate to serve the proposed Planned Action.
SECTION 3. Procedures and Criteria for Evaluating and Determining Projects as
Planned Actions
A. Planned Action Area. The Planned Action designation shall apply to the
approximately 57- acre area generally bounded by 228th Street SW on the north, 55th
Avenue W to the east, 244th Street SW to the south, and 58th Avenue W to the west, and
shown in Exhibit A.
B. Environmental Document. A Planned Action determination for a site-specific
implementing project application shall be based on the environmental analysis contained
in the Draft EIS issued by the City on June 15, 2007 and the Final EIS published on
August 10, 2007. The mitigation measures contained in Exhibit B are based upon the
findings of the Draft and Final EISs and shall, along with adopted City regulations,
provide the framework that the City will use to impose appropriate conditions on
qualifying Planned Action projects. The Draft and Final EISs shall comprise the Planned
Action EIS.
C. Planned Action Designated. Land uses and activities described in the Planned
Action EIS, subject to the thresholds described in subsection 3.D and the mitigation
measures contained in Exhibit B, are designated Planned Actions or Planned Action
Projects pursuant to RCW 43.21C.031. A development application for a site-specific
Planned Action project located within the Town Center Planned Action area shall be
designated a Planned Action if it meets the criteria set forth in subsection 3.D of this
ordinance 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 Planned Action EIS:
(1) Land Use. The following primary land uses and development levels described in the
Planned Action EIS, along with conditional and accessory uses permitted in the
Downtown Community Business District zoning classification, are considered Planned
Actions:
(a) Commercial services;
(b) Commercial retail;
(c) Medical/health care, excluding hospitals and ambulance services;
(d) Recreation/entertainment, 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;
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(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 services
Commercial retail
Medical/health care
Recreation/entertainment (maximum 20,000 sq. ft.)
Eating/drinking
Transportation, bus shelters only
Residential

Development Amount

Not limited

(b) If future development proposals in the Town Center Planned Action area
exceed the development thresholds specified in this ordinance, further environmental
review may be required pursuant to WAC 197-11-172. Further, if proposed development
significantly changes the location of uses in a manner that is not contemplated by the
adopted Town Center Plan or would alter the assumptions and analysis in the Planned
Action EIS, further environmental review may be required. 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 EIS, and so long as the impacts of that development have been identified
in the Planned Action EIS and are mitigated consistent with Exhibit B.
(3) Building Heights. Building heights shall be as identified in the Downtown
Community Business District zoning classification and as evaluated in the Planned
Action EIS.
(4) Transportation.
(a) The range of net new vehicle trips reviewed in the Planned Action EIS are as
follows:
Time Period
Net New Trips
2007-2025
Weekday Total Trips
Weekday PM Peak Hour
(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) Director Discretion. The City Engineer shall have discretion to determine
incremental and total trip generation, consistent with the Institute of Traffic Engineers
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(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. As identified in the Planned Action EIS and
required by the City’s Traffic Impact Mitigation program (Ordinance No. _____),
attached as Exhibit C, all Planned Action projects shall pay, as a condition of approval,
their proportionate share of necessary Town Center street and other transportation
improvements. Proportionate share shall be determined pursuant to the methodology
contained in Ordinance No. _______.
(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 Planned Action EIS, would not qualify as a Planned
Action.
(6) Changed Conditions. Should environmental conditions change significantly from
those analyzed in the Planned Action EIS, the City’s SEPA Responsible Official may
determine that the Planned Action designation is no longer applicable until supplemental
environmental review is conducted.
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 of
this ordinance;
(b) the proposed uses and activities are consistent with those described in the
Planned Action EIS and Section 3.D of this ordinance;
(c) the proposal is within the Planned Action thresholds and other criteria of
Section 3.D of this ordinance;
(d) the proposal is consistent with the City of Mountlake Terrace Comprehensive
Plan and the Town Center Sub-Area Plan;
(e) the proposal’s significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified
in the Planned Action 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.
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(2) The City shall base its decision on review of a SEPA checklist, or an alternative form
approved by the Department of Ecology, 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.030,
WAC 197-11-164 et seq, and this ordinance.
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.
(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 an
approved Planned Action 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 tied to
the underlying permit. If notice is otherwise required by the provisions of MTMC
19.110.080 for the underlying permit, the notice shall state that the project has qualified
as a Planned Action. If notice is not otherwise required for the underlying permit, no
special notice is required by this ordinance. The review process for the underlying permit
shall be as provided in MTMC 19.110.090.
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(5) Development Agreement. To provide additional certainty, the City or an applicant
may request consideration and execution of a development agreement for a 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.
(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 Planned Action 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 Planned Action EIS.
SECTION 4. 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 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 ordinance shall be reviewed no later than December 1, 2017 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
Planned Action EIS.
SECTION 5. 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 6. 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 7. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect five days after its
adoption and publication as required by law.
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SECTION 8. Expiration. This ordinance shall expire ten (10) years from the date of
adoption unless it is extended following a public hearing.

Passed by the City Council on __________.
________________________
Mayor
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EXHIBIT A
PLANNED ACTION AREA

9

REVISED DRAFT - MAY 24, 2007
EXHIBIT B
PLANNED ACTION EIS MITIGATION MEASURES
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EXHIBIT C
TOWN CENTER TRAFFIC MITIGATION PROGRAM
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Appendix E
Proposed Zoning Regulations

Appendix 1: Proposed Zoning Code to Implement Plan
Chapter 19.50
BC DOWNTOWN – DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT
Sections:
19.50.010 Purpose
19.50.015 Definitions
19.50.020 Permitted uses
19.50.030 Conditional uses
19.50.040 Accessory uses
19.50.050 Building Type and Dimensional Requirements
19.50.060 Special regulations
19.50.070 Special use
19.50.080 Compliance with Building Type and Design Standards
19.50.010 Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to provide for a vibrant downtown (or “Town Center”) area where businesses thrive
and people of all ages enjoy gathering. A vibrant downtown is pedestrian-oriented, provides efficiently for multiple
modes of transportation, and contains a mix of uses, including commercial and residential uses. This district is
divided into subdistricts that regulate the kinds of building forms permitted, while keeping the use regulations
generally constant.
19.50.015 Definitions
A. “Assisted living” means a supportive housing facility designed for those who need extra help in their day-to-day
lives but do not require the skilled nursing care found in traditional nursing homes.
B. “Cultural facilities” means uses which provide cultural enrichment services to the public, including but not
limited to museums, performing arts centers, aquariums and libraries that are operated by public non-profit
organizations.
C. “Floor Area Ratio” means that number resulting when floor area is divided by lot area.
D. “Live-work unit” (or “live and work”) means a building with an office or studio for business use on the ground
floor with a private home above.
E. “Transition” means sequential change or modulation.
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19.50.020 Permitted uses
Permitted uses in the BC Downtown district are limited to the following and subject to other regulations:
A. Commercial Services
B. Commercial Retail
C. Medical/Health care, excluding hospitals and ambulance services
D. Recreation/Entertainment/Cultural Facilities, excluding:
a.

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
G. Residential, namely:
1. Motels, hotels
2. Detached single-household residential legally established prior to December 30, 2006
3. Live-work units
4. Attached single-household residential
5. Multi-household residential
H. Public Utility Facilities
I. Public Service Facilities
J. Manufacture, processing, or assembly of items that are sold from or displayed in a show/sales room directly
fronting the street
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19.50.030 Conditional uses
Conditional uses shall be limited to the following and subject to other regulations:
A. Residential, namely:
1. Adult care households
2. Group homes subject to the Fair Housing Act
3. Residential care facilities
4. Assisted living facilities
B. School/Day Care, namely:
1. Adult day care
2. Day care centers
3. Higher education facilities
C. Recreation Facilities, namely:
1. Parks
2. Plazas
D. Medical/Health Care, namely:
1. Ambulance services
2. Hospitals
19.50.040 Accessory uses
Accessory uses shall be limited to the following and subject to other regulations:
1. Caretaker residences
2. Hazardous waste treatment and storage
3. Storage buildings
4. Swimming pools/hot tubs
5. Parking
6. Plaza
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19.50.050 Building Type and Dimensional Requirements
A.

Building Type Defined

The following are the general building types, based on the
number of stories that are allowed within the BC/D district,
subject to subsection B of this section:
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1. Type 1: 7 story building

2. Type 2: 5 story building

3. Type 3: 4 Story building

4. Type 4: 3 Story Building
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5. Type 5: 2 Story mixed or single use building

6. Type 6: Single Story building

7. Type 7: Live & Work 2 or 3 Story Townhouse

8. Type 8: No Building (open lot)
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B.

Building Type District

1. Map 19.50.050 (A) identifies sub districts in the BC-D Zone. In each sub district, only the following building
types will be permitted, subject to the exceptions in this paragraph:
		
		
		
		
		
		

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

District A: Building Type 1, 2, 3, or 4
District B. Building Type 2, 3, or 4
District C: Building Type 3, 4, or 5
District D: Building Type 4, 5, 6, or 7
District E: Building Type 7
Building Type 8 may be permitted by conditional use in any building type district.

District A:
Type 1: 7 story building
Type 2: 5 story building
Type 3: 4 Story building
Type 4: 3 Story Building
District B:
Type 2: 5 story building
Type 3: 4 Story building
Type 4: 3 Story Building
District C:
Type 3: 4 Story building
Type 4: 3 Story Building
Type 5: 2 Story mixed or
single use building
District D:
Type 4: 3 Story Building
Type 5: 2 Story mixed or
single use building
Type 6: Single Story building
Type 7: Live & Work 2 or 3
Story Townhouse
District E:
Type 7: Live & Work 2 or 3
Story Townhouse
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2. The dimensional requirements for each building located in the BC-D District are listed in Table 19.50.050 (B)
below, except as otherwise stated in the MTMC 19.50.070, Special regulations.
Table B:
Dimensional
Requirements by
Building Type
Minimum Lot Area

Building
Type 1

Building
Type 2

Building
Type 3

80,000 sq. 20,000 sq
ft.
ft.

20,000 sq
ft.

Building
Type 4

Building
Type 5

Building
Type 6

Building
Type 7

Building
Type 8

5,000 sq ft 2,500 sq ft. 2,500 sq ft. 1,500 sq ft 10,000 sq ft.

Minimum lot width

150 ft.

100 ft.

100 ft.

50 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

Minimum lot depth

150 ft.

100 ft.

100 ft.

75 ft.

75 ft.

75 ft.

60 ft.

75 ft.

Minimum front yard

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

Minimum side yard

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Minimum side yard,
adjacent to street

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None *

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

At least 5 At least 5 At least 5
feet setback feet setback feet setback
above 30 above 30 above 30
feet in
feet in
feet in
height:
height:
height:
building
building
building
Additional Setback footprint
footprint
footprint
None
above
above
above
second
second
second
story to be story to be story to be
80% of the 80% of the 80% of the
ground floor ground floor ground floor
footprint.
footprint.
footprint.
10 feet,
10 feet,
10 feet,
10 feet, plus
plus one
plus one
plus one
one foot for
foot for
foot for
foot for
each foot of
Minimum yard when
each foot of each foot of each foot of
abutting residential
building
building
building
building
zone
height
height
height
height
above 30
above 30 above 30 above 30
feet.
feet.
feet.
feet.
Maximum FAR

3.5

2.75

2.0

1.0

0.75

0.5

0.9

0

Minimum FAR

1.0

.80

.75

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.4

0

90%

90%

85%

85%

70%

60%

75%

75%

85 feet

65 feet

50 feet

40 feet

35 feet

35 feet

35 feet

0

7

5

4

3

2

3

3

N/A

10%

10%

15%

15%

30%

N/A

N/A

N/A

Maximum Lot
Coverage for building
and parking
Maximum Building
Height
Maximum Stories
Minimum landscaping
requirement

* Except to provide a pedestrian activity area as required.
C. The development must comply with MTMC 19.50.070(I) and with Town Center design standards adopted in
MTMC 19.50.070(J).
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19.50.060 Landscaping and Open Space Requirements
Landscaping and shared open space must be provided consistent with this subsection.
A. The percentages in Table 19.50.050 (B) are the minimum portion of landscaping required. At times, to meet
other requirements of this and other codes, more landscaped areas will be required. Landscaping should be appropriate to urban areas, and will include decorative hardscape such as pavers, brick walkways, etc. It may also include screening of parking areas, landscaping of setback areas, and providing usable outdoor space. In general, all
areas, which are not used for building or parking areas, are required to be landscaped.
B. Shared Open Space
At least 50% of the required landscape area, or 5% or the net residential square footage (whichever is larger) shall
be developed as shared open space. Shared open spaces should provide for both active and passive activities.
Shared open spaces areas should be as level as Mountlake Terrace’s topography will allow. Shared open spaces
shall include plazas and small pocket parks. They should include places to sit, areas of both shade and sun, and
may include a feature such as a fountain or art piece. Where the open space is adjacent to a public walkway, street
or plaza, provision should be made for direct access from the shared open space to the public open space, and may
include provision to secure the shared open space from public entry at appropriate times. Shared open spaces can
be placed on a level that is above ground level and is not part of the surface landscaped area, but in this case it will
not be counted as meeting the landscaping requirement. Shared open spaces may be limited to use by residents of
the building in which they are located.
C. Required trees planted in the street right of way or other areas shall be a minimum 4 inch caliper measured 6
inches above ground level.
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19.50.070 Special regulations
Special regulations, as specified below, shall apply to certain uses and locations in the area zoned as BC Downtown:
A. Sexually oriented adult businesses/adult entertainment establishments shall not be permitted;
B. Multiple-household residential development shall be allowed, provided, that commercial uses are located on the
ground floor in building types 1 through 5 and that in building type 1 and 2, at least 60% of the ground floor shall be
for commercial retail or commercial eating/drinking establishment uses. Residential uses are permitted in building
type 7 without commercial uses, except that the ground floor of any type 7 building facing 56th Avenue West shall
be designed and built to accommodate commercial uses;
C. Casinos or social card rooms as defined in RCW 9.46.0217 and RCW 9.46.0282 shall not be permitted.
D. All uses shall be conducted wholly within an entirely enclosed building except for the following:
1. Public utility facilities;
2. Parking and loading areas, provided that no area outside of an enclosed building shall be used for storage,
repair or sale of vehicles;
3. Outdoor advertising structures;
E. Manufacture or assembly shall be limited to containers or supplies and final packaged products that do not exceed 12 feet in any dimension;
F. Nuisances and safety. Uses that create a nuisance by reason of smoke, fumes, odor, steam, gases, vibration,
hazard or noise, shall be prohibited. Any use that includes emergency vehicles as part of its operation shall be
designed for emergency vehicle egress that is as safe as possible for pedestrians and traffic.
G. Special Provisions for Existing Single-Household Dwellings. An existing single-household dwelling may be
rebuilt, repaired, expanded, and otherwise changed for human occupancy to an extent not to exceed 50 percent of
the assessed value of the building in any twelve-month period. Accessory uses for an existing single-household
dwelling such as garages, carports, storage sheds, and fences may be constructed subject to the same limits. In
addition to the above provision, any such improvements shall comply with the development regulations specified
for the RS 7200 zoning district for single-household dwellings and accessory structures.
H. Parking Standards for BC Downtown
Within the BC Downtown zone, a minimum number of vehicle parking spaces shall be provided on-site as follows:
1. Commercial uses: two spaces for each 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area, except that the first 5000
square feet of a retail use or an eating/drinking establishment within a building or on a single parcel shall be exempt
from the minimum number of required parking spaces, so long as at least four on-street parking spaces are within
200 feet:
2. Residential uses: 1.25 spaces for each unit of two bedrooms or less; 1.5 spaces for each unit of three bedrooms; one space per 2 bedrooms beyond three bedrooms in any unit. Hotel: One space for each unit.
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I. Commercial Frontage Requirements and Features. For commercial frontages in the BC Downtown district,
no setback requirements shall be required from the right-of-way as long as the sight triangle at corners and sight
distances are adequate and pedestrian activity areas of at least 15 feet, as measured between face of curb and
face of building excluding sidewalk bulbs which extend into the street to direct traffic and minimize crosswalk
distances, are provided pursuant to design standards referenced in subsection J of this section. Street improvements,
including sidewalk, curb, and gutter, will be required for any lot that is being developed where these are lacking
or inconsistent with current standards. Improvements shall be designed by the applicant and may be constructed
through private project funding, public-private partnership or with other downtown business and property owners.
J. Design Standards. To assure an attractive, pedestrian-friendly environment, all development occurring within the
BC Downtown district upon the effective date of the ordinance codified in this section, unless otherwise exempted
by this chapter, shall comply with Town Center Design Standards which are attached hereto and adopted by
reference as though fully set forth herein and which shall be available from the department. If said design standards
appear to conflict with another provision of this title, the design standards shall prevail.
K. Landscaping, Pedestrian and Bicyclist Features. Pedestrian areas, benches, bicycle stands, refuse and recycle
containers may be located within required landscape areas and pedestrian activity areas as long as a minimum
eight-foot-wide area is available for pedestrian and wheelchair use between intersections; provided, that the
placement of such features is consistent with the design standards referenced in subsection J of this section and with
the applicable requirements of Chapter 19.125 MTMC, et al., for parking and Chapter 19.130 MTMC, et al., for
landscaping.
L. Conditional uses shall be evaluated in part based on:
1. Pedestrian-orientation
2. Multi-modal transportation safety
3. Avoidance of large truck traffic
4. Avoidance of shading effect on public plazas and single-household zones
5. Provision for transition between intense uses and single-household zones
M. Garages. The regulations of this subsection apply to
garages that are accessory to single dwelling houses and
Type 7 Buildings. On corner lots, only one street-facing
garage wall must meet the standards of this subsection.
The length of the garage wall facing the street may
be up to 40 percent of the length of the street-facing
building façade, as shown in the following diagram:
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19.50.080 Special use.
Special use – wireless (SP-W): see Chapter 19.137 MTMC.
19.50.090 Compliance with Building Design and Type Standards.
For expansion, reconstruction, and conversion of legal non-conforming uses existing prior to January 2, 2007,
building design and type standards will be applied using the following table:

Building Type Standards

Building Design
Standards *

N/A

N/A

No

YES, applied to new units
with exterior walls up to a
50% increase in the
number of units; then, for
increases greater than
50%, to all units.

No

YES, applied to new floor
area with exterior walls up
to a 50% increase in floor
area; then, for increases
greater than 50%, to all
buildings.

No

YES, applied to the new
units or new floor area with
exterior walls up to a 50%
increase in the units or floor
area; then, for increases
greater than 50%, to all
units/buildings (N/A to
single-family).

Reconstruction after any voluntary
demolition of all or substantially all
improvements on a site.

YES

YES, applied to all
improvements.

Parking lot expansion (excluding
re-striping) of six spaces or more.

N/A

N/A

Conversion of a residential
structure to a non-residential use
where no site improvements are
required.

N/A

N/A

Use
Single-family expansion within
permitted lot coverage.

Multi-family expansion of 10% of
the number of units or 10 units,
whichever is less.

Non-residential expansion (based
on floor area) of 1,000 sf or 25%,
whichever is greater [BUT NOT
EXCEEDING 10,000 SF].

Casualty loss replacements (for
all uses) that exceed the abovedefined thresholds.

* “Building Design Standards” refer to the building design standards contained in the Town Center Design Standards adopted per MTMC 19.50.070.J.
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Appendix 5. Interim Town Center Design Standards
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INTRODUCTION
The provisions of this document apply to the Mountlake Terrace Town
Center, currently classiﬁed as the BC/D zone. These standards shall apply
to all development and redevelopment within the Town Center. The degree
to which each standard applies to a development/redevelopment project
shall be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in an effort to achieve an overall
design that meets the purpose and intent of the Mountlake Terrace Town
Center Interim Design Standards.
The design elements are intended to foster a cohesive pattern of
development that supports pedestrian activity and transit-oriented
development in the Town Center (BC/D). Each section of these design
standards includes examples and illustrations of ways in which the intent of
the standard can be achieved. The graphic images are meant to be examples,
and are not the only acceptable means towards accomplishing the intent of
the design standards. Applicants and project designers are encouraged to
consider designs, styles and techniques not pictured in the examples that
fulﬁll the intent of each of the Town Center design standards.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Pedestrian Connections
Intent
To create a network of safe, consistent, and convenient linkages for
pedestrians, including locating building entrances adjacent to public
sidewalks.

Standards
1. A comprehensive system of pedestrian activity areas shall link all site
entrances, building entries, parking facilities, and common outdoor
spaces with the public sidewalk.
2. Clearly deﬁned pedestrian connections shall be provided:
• between public sidewalks and building entrances when buildings
are not located directly adjacent to the sidewalk, and
• between parking lots and building entrances.
3. Pedestrian connections shall feature pedestrian scale lighting, bollard
lighting, landscaping, accent lighting, signage, or a combination thereof
to reinforce the location and use of the pedestrian connection.
4. The type and nature of all materials used for pedestrian walkways shall
be consistent within a development.
5. Where transit stops occur in the public right-of-way, pedestrian
walkways shall provide a clear and direct connection from the main
building entrance to the transit stop.
6. Pedestrian connections shall occur between adjacent developments
where feasible.
7. Pedestrian walkways within parking areas may be included as part of the
minimum requirements for interior parking lot landscaping if landscape
is provided on one side.
8. For parking lots that contain greater than 15 parking spaces, pedestrian
connections through the parking lot shall be clearly deﬁned in a
combination of 2 or more of the following ways (except as walkways
cross vehicular travel lanes):
a) a raised walkway
b) special railing, bollards, and/or other architectural
features to accent the walkway between parking bays
c) special paving, such as concrete or unit pavers in an
asphalt area
d) a continuous landscape area, a minimum of 3 feet wide
along at least one side of the walkway
9. Pedestrian walkways within parking areas shall be a minimum 4 feet
width of clear, unobstructed passage.
10. Chain link fencing shall not be used to separate pedestrians from
vehicular trafﬁc.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Parking Lot Lighting
Intent
To maintain a safe and secure pedestrian environment through the use of
adequate lighting.

Standards
1. Parking lot lighting shall be appropriate to create adequate visibility at
night and evenly distributed to increase security.
2. Night lighting shall be provided where stairs, curbs, ramps, abrupt
changes in walk direction, and crossing vehicle lanes occur.
3. All lighting shall be energy-efﬁcient, glare-free and shielded from the
night sky and adjacent properties to reduce off-site spill-over.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Interior Parking Lot Landscaping
Intent
To reduce the visual impact of parking lots through the use of landscape
areas, trellises and/or other architectural features.

Standards
1. Parking lot landscape shall be used to reinforce pedestrian and vehicular
circulation, including:
• parking lot entrances
• ends of driving aisles
• deﬁning pedestrian walkways through parking lots
2. Landscape areas next to a pedestrian walkway shall be maintained or
plant material chosen to maintain a clear zone between 3 and 8 feet
from ground level.
3. A setback shall be provided that allows space for all trees and shrubs
where vehicle overhang extends into landscape areas, except in
landscape planting strips directly adjacent to internal pedestrian
walkways within parking areas.
4. For parking lots that contain greater than 50 parking spaces, the location
of interior landscape islands shall be allowed to be consolidated for
planting of large stands of trees to break up the scale of the parking
lot.
5. The number of trees required in the interior landscape area in parking
lots shall be dependent upon the location of the parking lot in relation
to the building and public right-of-way:
• Where the parking lot is located between the building and
the public right-of-way, one tree for every four spaces shall be
provided (1:4).
• Where the parking lot is located to the side of the building
and partially abuts the public right-of-way, one tree for every
six spaces shall be provided (1:6).
• Where the parking lot is located behind the building and is not
visible from the public right-of-way, one tree for every eight
spaces shall be provided (1:8).
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Parking Lot Screening
Intent
To reduce the visual impact of parking lots through the use of landscape
buffers or architectural screening features.

Standards
1. Parking lots that abut the public right-of-way shall be screened with
one or a combination of the following treatments:
a) low walls made of concrete, masonry, or other similar
material that reﬂects the building architecture in material,
texture and color, and not exceeding a maximum height of
3 feet
b) raised planter walls planted with a minimum of 80%
evergreen plant materials not to exceed a total height of 3
feet, including the plant material planted on top
c) landscape planting consisting of 80% evergreen trees, shrubs,
and groundcovers
2. All walls and/or raised planters shall be designed to be viewed from
all sides.

max. 3 foot
height

max. 3 foot
height

public
right-of-way

3. A minimum 5 foot wide landscape planting area shall be provided
between parking lots and adjacent developments to include a year-round
sight barrier except where parking lots have been consolidated.
4. Walls and raised planters shall not exceed a maximum height of 3 feet,
unless all of the following are provided:
• screen treatment does not create a safety hazard
• portion of treatment that is above 3 feet in height is a minimum
of 75% transparent (i.e. see-through metal railing or other similar
treatment)
5. Chain link fencing shall not be permitted to screen or enclose
parking. In addition, the use of razor ribbon or barbed wire shall be
prohibited.

MOUNTLAKE TERRACE

TOWN CENTER DESIGN STANDARDS

04/3/06

7

TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Screening of Site Service Elements
Intent
To reduce the visual impact and provide screening of trash, service, loading
and storage areas, and at grade mechanical equipment.

Standards
1. On-site service facilities, such as loading docks, dumpsters, etc., shall be
located in an area that is least visible from the public right-of-way or
common outdoor spaces. If service areas are located in a signiﬁcantly
visible area due to site constraints, they shall be screened from public
view using landscaping or screen walls to the extent possible.
2. When located next to a parking lot, service areas shall be placed in
such a way as to be as visibly unobtrusive as possible from primary
pedestrian walkways and the main parking area.
3. All service, loading, and trash collection areas shall be screened by a
combination of masonry, wood, and/or planting areas. Full screening
shall be at least six feet high or as necessary to screen site service
element(s).

Dumpster screening with easy
access hinge doors

4. Loading and service areas shall not face any residential district, unless
no other location is possible due to site constraints.
5. Landscape screening shall be used in combination with architectural
features or landforms.
6. All screening shall reﬂect building architecture and shall include
consideration of proportion, color, texture, and materials.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Site Landscape Areas
Intent
To reinforce the character of Mountlake Terrace through site
landscaping.

Standards
1. Perennials and/or annuals are encouraged to provide special interest
and highlight pedestrian areas such as building and site entrances, public
open space, plazas, and major pedestrian connections.
2. Rocks, pebbles, sand, and similar non-living materials shall not be used as
groundcover substitutes, but may be used as accent features provided
such features do not exceed a maximum 5% of the total landscape
area.
3. All areas not otherwise devoted to landscape required by these
standards, parking, structures, or other site improvements shall be
planted or remain native, non-invasive vegetation.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Pedestrian Activity Areas
Intent
To provide continuous, safe, and consistent street frontage character within
and adjacent to the street right-of-way.

Standards
1. A pedestrian activity area shall be 15 feet in width measured from the
face of curb, even if part of the width is located on private property.
2. Pedestrian walkways or sidewalks 10 feet in width shall provide for
continuity between developments.
3. Unless otherwise required or where larger plaza areas are provided,
sidewalk paving material shall be consistent with street frontage
improvements of adjacent developments.
4. Required sidewalks and pedestrian walkways in the pedestrian activity
area shall be concrete on a 2 1/2 foot grid, standard Mountlake Terrace
sidewalk color, and ﬂoat ﬁnish.
5. A 5 foot wide landscape area between the curb and sidewalk shall be
planted and maintained to provide a clear zone between 3 and 8 feet
high from ground level, excluding the mature tree canopy.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Street Trees
Intent
To provide consistent street frontage character within the street rightof-way.

Standards
1. Street trees shall be planted in the right-of-way between the property
line and street in pits with dimensions of 5 X 5 feet, approximately
25-30 feet on center.
2. Street trees shall be spaced to provide a full and connecting canopy
above the roadway according to tree species type.
3. Street trees within the public right-of-way shall be located in tree
pits with grates or in a continuous planting strip with other plant
material.
4. If a street has a uniform planting of street trees or a distinctive species
within the right-of-way, then new street trees should be of a similar
height and form as the planting pattern and species.
5. Trees used adjacent to the public right-of-way should help create
continuity within a neighborhood by displaying a strong repetitive form
and/or seasonal interest with color, interesting bark, branching pattern,
or ﬂowers.
6. Where tree grates are required, they shall be ADA accessible
and of a similar size and material as tree grates found in adjacent
developments.
7. Street trees shall be installed in a planting bed or pit that provides a
hospitable growing environment and be of a type and size approved by
the Community Development Department for compatibility with the
urban street stytem. (The Department may provide a list of compatible
tree types, planter preparation and tree installation details.)
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Elements of the Pedestrian Activity Area
Intent
To provide for the consolidation, enhancement, or maintenance of outdoor spaces for public use within the
Town Center.

Standards
1. Site designs shall have a pedestrian activity area or areas at or near their
main entrances.
2. Pedestrian activity areas shall include at least four of the following
elements:
a) special interest landscape
b) pedestrian scale, bollard, or other accent lighting
c) special paving, such as colored concrete, brick, or unit pavers
d) public art
e) seating, such as benches, tables, or low seating walls
f) water feature
3. Pedestrian activity areas shall be highly visible from the street and shall
be contiguous and concentrated in one or two locations rather than
scattered in small, unusable portions.
4. Use of site furnishings, such as benches and planters, shall be provided
at building entrances, plazas, open spaces, and/or other pedestrian
gathering areas without blocking pedestrian access.
5. Opportunities for “stationary” activities such as standing or sitting shall
be provided, where people choose to stay in a place to observe or
participate in public outdoor activities. Seating can be primary (chairs
and benches, such as that found at a café or a transit stop) or secondary
(low walls, steps, fountain edges, where people spontaneously gather).
6. Pedestrian activity areas shall not be located adjacent to dumpster
enclosures, loading/service areas.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Parking Lot Location
Intent
To locate parking lots behind or to the side of buildings and reduce overall
need for parking space through the shared use of parking lots.

Standards
1. Parking shall not be located between a building and the street unless
the reuse of a prexisting building precludes this and is accepted by the
Community Development Department. Additional mitigating landscape
area and planting shall be required.
2. Every possible effort shall be made to provide shared parking facilities
between developments.
3. Rocks, pebbles, sand and similar non-living materials may not be used as
groundcover substitutes, but may be allowed as accent features within
landscape planting areas so long as the area covered by such features
does not exceed 5% of the total landscape planting area.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Location of Driveways
Intent
To maintain a contiguous, uninterrupted sidewalk by minimizing,
consolidating, and/or eliminating driveway access points.

Standards
1. All vehicular driveways are encouraged to be located off of arterials
whenever possible.
2. Driveways shall not be located along 56th Ave W, except where no
other vehicular access to the property is available. Properties that abut
other streets should have driveways on those streets. When no other
access is available, driveways along 56th Ave should be consolidated
between developments for shared access.
3. Where a driveway is allowed on arterials, driveway entrances shall:
• include an identifying feature, such as a trellis, monument, low
wall/column or special landscape treatment, and
• extend sidewalk paving material and grade across the driveway
entrance.
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TOWN CENTER

SITE DESIGN

Site Lighting
Intent
To provide pedestrian scale lighting, accent lighting, and festival lighting to
accompany street lighting in the Town Center.

Standards
1. Pedestrian scale lighting and/or bollard lighting shall be used to deﬁne
pedestrian walkways, crosswalks, connections and/or other pedestrian
areas within a site development.
2. Site lighting shall complement other lighting elements used throughout
the site, parking and/or adjacent developments and public right-ofway.
3. All lighting (except festival lighting) shall be shielded from the sky and
adjacent properties either through exterior shields or through optics
within the ﬁxture.
4. Accent lighting should be used to highlight special focal points, building/
site entrances, public art, and special landscape features.
5. Festival lighting is encouraged during holidays and festivals to reinforce
the character and image of the Town Center

MOUNTLAKE TERRACE

TOWN CENTER DESIGN STANDARDS

04/3/06

15

TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

General Standards
Intent
To ensure that the placement of buildings contributes to the liveliness of
streets and emphasizes key intersections.

Standards
1. Buildings, along with trees and landscaping, shall be predominant rather
than parking lots and free-standing signs.
2. Pedestrian access to the building shall be visually and functionally clear
and should offer a convenient alternative to walking through driveway
entrances and exits.
3. Storefronts, windows, merchandise, and other aspects of business
activity shall be visible by people traveling along commercial streets.
4. Development at intersections shall provide two or more of the
following:
a) placement of the primary pedestrian entry
b) tower form
c) corner plaza
d) other architectural feature, as approved by the City, to create
a distinctive and welcoming appearance from the two adjacent
rights-of-way
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Prominent Pedestrian Entrances
Intent
To ensure that building entrances are welcoming to pedestrians, easily
identiﬁable and accessible from streets and sidewalks.

Standards
1. Visual prominence - the principal entry to the building shall be marked
by at least one element from each of the following groups:
Group A
a) recess
b) overhang
c) awning/canopy
d) portico
e) porch
Group B
a) clerestory
b) sidelights ﬂanking door
c) ornamental lighting ﬁxtures
d) large textured entry door(s)
Group C
a) stone, masonry or patterned tile paving in entry
b) ornamental building name or address
c) pots or planters with ﬂowers
d) ﬁxed seating
2. Weather protection - some form of weather protection (wind, sun,
rain) shall be provided. This can be combined with the method used
to achieve visual prominence.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Backsides and Blank Walls
Intent
To ensure that buildings do not display unembellished walls visible from
the street, the public right-of-way, any pedestrian activity area, or from an
abutting residential zoning district.

Standards
1. Any side of a building shall be given architectural treatment to meet
the intent of this section by using two or more of the following:
a) varying rooﬂines with one foot or greater
changes of height at least every 20 feet
b) transparent windows that comprise at least
30% of the visible façade
c) secondary entrances that include glazing and
landscape treatment
d) balconies
e) awning/canopy
f) planted trellises
g) textured surfaces
h) projecting cornices at least 12 inches in
height
i) variation in form and materials
2. Where transparent windows are not provided on at least 30% of walls
(or portions of walls) to meet the intent of this section, at least four
of the following elements shall be incorporated:
a) masonry (but not ﬂat concrete block)
b) concrete or masonry plinth at wall base
c) belt courses of a different texture and color
d) projecting cornice
e) projecting awning/canopy
f) decorative tilework
g) trellis containing planting.
h) medallions at intervals of 12 feet or less
i) opaque or translucent glass windows
j) artwork of a scale clearly visible from the
associated right-of-way
k) vertical articulation
l) lighting ﬁxtures
m) recesses
n) an architectural element not listed above that
is approved as meeting the intent
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Massing and Articulation
Intent
To ensure that the size and volume of buildings in the Town Center are at
an appropriate pedestrian scale.

Standards
1. Buildings shall have a distinct “base” at the ground level, using two or
more of the following:
a) transparent windows and doors that comprise
at least 50% of the ground level façade
b) pedestrian-scaled architectural details (see
‘Ground Level Details’)
c) awnings/canopies (see ‘Weather Protection’)
d) overhangs of at least 12 inches
e) masonry strips and cornice lines
f) stone, masonry, or decorative concrete façade
on the ground level
2. The “top” of the building shall emphasize a distinct proﬁle or outline
with elements such as a projecting parapet, cornice, upper level setback,
or pitched rooﬂine.
3. Façades longer than 30 feet shall be broken down into smaller units
through the use of offsets, recesses, staggered walls, stepped walls,
pitched or stepped rooﬂines, overhangs and other elements of the
building’s mass. Simply changing materials or color is not sufﬁcient to
accomplish this goal.
4. Articulation shall be provided along façades visible from streets, rightof-ways and residential areas.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Setbacks
Intent
To ensure the visibility of retail businesses and establish active, lively uses
along the sidewalk.

Standards
1. Buildings located within the Town Center shall not be set back from
the required pedestrian activity area, with the following exceptions:
•

A setback of up to four (4) feet can be used to highlight
entrances and provide for wider sidewalks or plantings.

•

A setback of up to 10 feet may be allowed for the
purpose of providing landscaped public space that includes
seating.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Ground Level Details
Intent
To reinforce the character of the pedestrian-oriented streetscape by
encouraging the greatest amount of visual interest along the ground level
of buildings on Town Center streets.

Standards
1. Ground-ﬂoor, street-facing façades of commercial and mixed-used
buildings shall incorporate at least six (6) of the following elements:
a) lighting or hanging baskets supported by
ornamental brackets
b) medallions
c) belt courses
d) plinths for columns
e) kickplate for storefront window
f) projecting sills
g) tilework
h) pedestrian scale sign(s) painted on windows
i) planter box
j) an architectural element not listed above, that
is approved as meeting the intent
2. The sides of buildings not facing a street shall incorporate at least
four of the above mentioned items, unless the building side is less
than 18 inches from another existing building or otherwise will not
be visible.

belt course

ﬂower basket
and lighting
medallion
tilework
plinth

pedestrian sign
sill
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Transparency
Intent
To provide visual connections between activities inside and outside of
buildings.

Standards
1. A minimum of 50% of any ground ﬂoor façade facing the street shall
be comprised of windows with transparent glass.
2. A minimum of 30% of any ﬂoor above the ground level façade facing
the street shall be comprised of windows with transparent glass.
3. Reﬂective glass or ﬁlm shall not be permitted on the ground ﬂoor
façade.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Weather Protection
Intent
To provide weather protection for pedestrians.

Standards
1. Canopies or awnings shall be provided along the building façade facing
the street. The minimum depth of any canopy or awning shall be 5 feet.
The vertical dimension between the underside of a canopy or awning
and the sidewalk shall be at least 8 feet and no more than 12 feet.
2. Weather protection can be combined with the method used to achieve
visual prominence at entrances.
3. Plastic awning material is not allowed. All awnings/canopies shall have
closed ends.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Roof Expression
Intent
To ensure that rooﬂines present a distinct proﬁle and appearance for the
building and express the neighborhood character.

Standards
1. Buildings shall include extended parapets and projecting cornices to
create a prominent edge when viewed against the sky. Pitched roof
elements are strongly encouraged.
2. Flat, unembellished parapets shall not be permitted.
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TOWN CENTER

BUILDING DESIGN

Screening of Rooftop Equipment
Intent
To screen the view of any rooftop mechanical and communications
equipment from the ground level of nearby streets and residential areas.

Standards
1. Mechanical equipment shall be screened by extended parapet walls
or other roof forms that are integrated with the architecture of the
building.
2. Painting rooftop mechanical equipment or erecting fences are not
acceptable methods of screening rooftop equipment.
3. Any rooftop mounted voice/data transmission equipment shall be
integrated with the design of the roof, rather than being simply attached
to the roof-deck.
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TOWN CENTER

SIGN DESIGN

Integration with Site and Building Design
Intent
To ensure that signage is a part of the overall design approach of a project
-- not an additive element or afterthought.

Standards
1. The design of buildings and sites shall identify locations and sizes for
future signs. As tenants install signs, it is expected that such signs
shall be in conformance with an overall sign program that allows for
advertising which ﬁts with the architectural character, proportions, and
details of the development.
2. Monument signs may be up to 5 feet in height and shall incorporate
art features or plantings around the base.
3. Signs shall not project above the roof, parapet, or exterior wall.
4. Pole signs are not allowed.
5. Rooftop signs are not allowed.
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TOWN CENTER

SIGN DESIGN

Creativity, Craft, and Artistic Elements
Intent
To encourage interesting, creative and unique approaches to the design of
signs for both new buildings and old buildings with new tenants.

Standards
1. Signs should be expressive and individualized.
2. Signs should convey the product or service offered by the business in
clear, graphic form.
3. Projecting signs, supported by ornamental brackets and oriented to
pedestrians are strongly encouraged.
4. Internally illuminated boxes with formed or painted lettering are not
permitted.
5. Neon may be used in an artful way in signs; however, simply outlining
the roof or building in neon tubing shall not be allowed.

MOUNTLAKE TERRACE

TOWN CENTER DESIGN STANDARDS

04/3/06

27

