
 
 
 

AGENDA 
Lynnwood Planning Commission 

Meeting 
Thursday, February 12, 2015 — 7:00 pm 

Council Chambers, Lynnwood City Hall 
19100 44th Ave. W, Lynnwood, WA 98026 

 
 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER – ROLL CALL 
 
B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. January 8, 2015 meeting 
2. January 22, 2015 meeting 

 
C. CITIZEN COMMENTS – (on matters not scheduled for discussion or public hearing on 

tonight's agenda)  Note: Citizens wishing to offer a comment on a non-hearing agenda item, at 
the discretion of the Chair, may be invited to speak later in the agenda, during the 
Commission’s discussion of the matter.  Citizens wishing to comment on the record on matters 
scheduled for a public hearing will be invited to do so during the hearing. 

 
D. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Code Amendment:  Siting process for essential public facilities (CAM-002370-2014) – 
Continued from January 22, 2015. 

 
E. WORK SESSION TOPICS 

1. Comprehensive Plan:  Draft Capital Facilities Element 
2. Comprehensive Plan:  College District land use regulations 

 
F. OTHER BUSINESS 

 
G. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT 
 
H. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
I. COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS 
 
J. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

The public is invited to attend and participate in this public 
meeting.  Parking and meeting rooms are accessible to 
persons with disabilities.  Upon reasonable notice to the 
City Clerk’s office (425) 670-5161, the City will make 
reasonable effort to accommodate those who need special 
assistance to attend this meeting. 
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CITY OF LYNNWOOD 1 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 2 

January 8, 2015 Meeting 3 
 4 
 5 
Commissioners Present: Staff Present: 
Richard Wright, Chair Paul Krauss, Comm. Devt. Director 
Chad Braithwaite, Vice Chair Corbitt Loch, Dep. Director Comm. Devt. 
Maria Ambalada Todd Hall, Senior Planner 
George Hurst, Second Vice Chair  
  
Commissioners Absent: Other: 
Robert Larsen Councilmember Van AuBuchon 
Doug Jones Kristina Gallant, Alliance for Housing  
Michael Wojack      Affordability (AHA) 
 6 
Call to Order 7 
 8 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Wright at 7:00 p.m. 9 
 10 
Election of Officers 11 
 12 
Commissioner Braithwaite nominated Richard Wright for the position of Chair. 13 
Motion passed unanimously (4-0) to elect Richard Wright to the position of Chair 14 
for 2015. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Ambalada nominated Chad Braithwaite for Vice Chair.  17 
Motion passed unanimously (4-0) to elect Chad Braithwaite to the position of 18 
Vice Chair for 2015. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Ambalada nominated George Hurst for Second Vice Chair. 21 
Chair Wright nominated Maria Ambalada for Second Vice Chair. Commissioner 22 
Ambalada declined the nomination. 23 
 24 
Motion passed unanimously (4-0) to elect George Hurst to the position of 25 
Second Vice Chair for 2015. 26 
 27 
Approval of Minutes 28 
 29 
1. December 11, 2015 Special Meeting 30 
 31 
2. December 11, 2015 Regular Meeting 32 
 33 
Motion made by Commissioner Ambalada, seconded by Commissioner 34 
Braithwaite, to table the adoption of all the minutes until the next meeting to allow 35 
time for review. Motion passed unanimously (4-0). 36 
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Citizen Comments  1 
 2 
Ted Hikel commented that the City is at a tipping point of having more multi-3 
family housing than single-family housing. The multi-family housing is 4 
predominantly rentals, and an increasing number of single-family homes are 5 
becoming rentals. He asserted that non-owner occupied dwelling units indicate a 6 
less of a commitment to the community overall as evidenced by voter registration 7 
and voter participation as well as the increased transient population. He also 8 
expressed concern about the financial consequences of more multi-family 9 
housing in terms of increased police, firefighter/EMT, parks, and open space 10 
needs. He urged the Planning Commission to consider the welfare of this city 11 
and its citizens, not the desire of Snohomish County Tomorrow to flood our cities 12 
with more multi-family housing at the financial and congestive expense of the 13 
people who currently live here and pay the bills.  14 
 15 
Public Hearing 16 
 17 
None. 18 
 19 
Work Session 20 
 21 
1. Draft Housing Element - 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update 22 
 23 
Deputy Director Corbitt Loch reviewed the Draft Housing Element which 24 
describes housing conditions in Lynnwood and outlines housing policies. Staff 25 
has updated the language to match today’s legal and housing conditions. He 26 
noted that the Planning Commission reviewed the Housing Profile prepared for 27 
Lynnwood back in November. That document is an important resource to the 28 
Planning Commission as they consider the policies in the Housing Element.  29 
 30 
Commissioner Ambalada commended staff for their work on the Housing 31 
Element, but expressed concern about a lack of provisions for repairing/restoring 32 
low income senior housing. She then spoke against any new tax increases.   33 
 34 
Commissioner Hurst commented there are a lot of policies directed toward 35 
mobile homes. He referred to page 21 which refers to policies surrounding 36 
preservation of some of Lynnwood’s mobile home parks, but commented that 37 
“some” appears to mean “not all”. He asked for clarification of this. Director 38 
Krauss explained that a number of years ago there was a great deal of concern 39 
about the acquisition of some of the larger mobile home parks by a private 40 
developer who intended to clear and redevelop them. A great deal of effort and 41 
money were put into acquisition of two of them by the Snohomish County 42 
Housing Authority in order to preserve affordable housing. This was a very 43 
significant issue for many people in the community. At that time the City did an 44 
assessment and found it had 17 mobile home parks, and that 12 of the mobile 45 
home parks were worthy of efforts to preserve them. The other 5 for the most 46 
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part were not in residential zones and many had serious issues. As a result the 1 
City developed a program that made it a little more difficult to redevelop mobile 2 
home parks and incentivized the preservation of them.  3 
 4 
Commissioner Braithwaite commended staff for this draft Element. He asked if 5 
the objective for this is to be relevant for the longest period of time possible or if it 6 
is something they anticipate revising more frequently. Director Krauss replied 7 
under the State Growth Management Act the City is obligated to update this 8 
every seven years. These are definitely looked at periodically. Commissioner 9 
Braithwaite suggested that some of the commentary could be rephrased to be 10 
more factual. He asked about creating an Affordable Housing section in the 11 
narrative as opposed to interlacing it in the Introduction and the Findings. Also, 12 
rather than mentioning specific organizations within the Comprehensive Plan, he 13 
wondered if they should just say they plan to work with organizations in order to 14 
be more general and avoid having to update specific names. Additionally, he 15 
suggested some discussion about how the City could approach revitalization of 16 
existing single-family neighborhoods. Deputy Director Loch said he recalled also 17 
hearing comments about revitalization of single-family neighborhoods from 18 
Commissioner Larsen. He noted that at an earlier meeting the Commission had 19 
directed staff to not have the elements be too sterile. He noted that staff will try to 20 
find the ideal voice and tone as work on the Comprehensive Plan continues. 21 
 22 
Commissioner Hurst asked for clarification about the last sentence on page 35. 23 
Deputy Director Loch agreed that this could be interpreted in numerous ways. He 24 
said he reads it as a discussion about what could the City do to ensure that there 25 
is not a loss in the number of affordable housing units in the City as 26 
redevelopment occurs. One of the techniques that is used is a requirement that 27 
new development have some percentage of their dwellings be affordable to low 28 
income residents. Other jurisdictions might utilize an in lieu fee or offer 29 
development incentives. He thinks the sentence means that the City should 30 
consider those things, but it doesn’t give specific direction. It is talking about 31 
mitigation. Ms. Gallant said that to her the intention is to provide two concrete 32 
policy examples. Director Krauss acknowledged there is some ambivalence on 33 
the part of staff related to this. He stated that this has been in the Plan for a long 34 
time, but the City has never really taken it up. He invited Commission input. 35 
 36 
Commissioner Ambalada requested a status update on the City’s stand on giving 37 
mobile home parks their own zoning. Director explained some cities have put 38 
mobile home parks in a special zone where the only permitted use is mobile 39 
home parks. The idea is that this would make it a lot more difficult for property 40 
owners to do anything different with it. There has been a mixed history as to 41 
whether or not that is a successful strategy. Lawsuits have been settled both 42 
ways. Using this approach, the City must be willing to process rezones to another 43 
use in the future. He reviewed possible scenarios related to this and noted it is a 44 
very controversial issue. He pointed out that the State of Washington does not 45 
have great programs for mobile home park preservation. Commissioner 46 
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Ambalada discussed the importance of preserving low income options for home 1 
ownership. 2 
 3 
Chair Wright asked about seeing wage information for the City. Ms. Gallant 4 
reviewed data that had been used for the Element. Some of the income levels 5 
are set by HUD and are not specific to Lynnwood; they are benchmarks that 6 
cover both King and Snohomish County. They are there for comparison 7 
purposes. The cost burden standard looks at housing costs so that they compose 8 
no more than 30% of a household’s income. Median income numbers are from 5-9 
Year American Community Survey (ACS) estimates.  10 
 11 
Chair Wright referred to page 23 and pointed out an increase in the overall 12 
percentage of single-family dwellings and a decrease in multi-family. Previously, 13 
53% of the dwellings in Lynnwood were single family; it is now 54% of the 14 
dwellings. Previously, 47% were multi-family; currently 43% are now multi-family. 15 
He asked what changes occurred to drive those two numbers. Ms. Gallant 16 
thought it was the same formula, just updated numbers. Deputy Director Loch 17 
commented that the city boundaries may have changed also. Chair Wright 18 
expressed concern about the overall affordability and employment trends where 19 
most people are travelling outside the City for their employment. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Braithwaite referred to Objective H-14 at the bottom of page 32. 22 
He asked what “development tools” means. Ms. Gallant replied that this is a 23 
catchall statement to include new development forms (i.e. cottage housing) 24 
provided they are consistent with other areas. Director Krauss agreed and added 25 
adoption of state codes also factors into this.  Commissioner Braithwaite referred 26 
to H-16 (housing incentives) and commented that it is very vague. Director 27 
Krauss said there is not much out there at this time, but the state may come up 28 
with new programs sometime in the future. Staff doesn’t want to preclude good 29 
incentive programs that may exist in the future. Commissioner Braithwaite 30 
suggested replacing the draft language with, “ . . . take advantage of incentives 31 
that are offered.”  32 
 33 
Commissioner Braithwaite then referred to the trend toward accessory dwelling 34 
units and smaller lots.  He noted that while those kinds of housing solutions 35 
increase residential density within urban areas, they also can have a detrimental 36 
effect on surrounding single-family homes. Director Krauss commented that one 37 
of the concepts the City is committed to is the protection of existing single-family 38 
neighborhoods. The City made a very conscious choice not to allow density to 39 
occur in single-family neighborhoods like the County did with LDMRs.  While 40 
Lynnwood is obligated to accept growth, that growth has been assigned to areas 41 
outside of single-family neighborhoods-- like City Center and Highway 99. This 42 
was very intentional. Commissioner Braithwaite referred to Policy H-10 regarding 43 
facilitating affordable home ownership and rental opportunities by promoting an 44 
increased supply of lower cost housing types such as small lots. Policy H-1.1 45 
references mobile home parks. He wondered if all of that should be melded into 46 
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the policy above it (Policy H-9). Deputy Director Loch indicated staff would take a 1 
look at the structure and the organization of this. He added that some of the 2 
things they are discussing are not in this Element, but are in other sections of the 3 
Comprehensive Plan, like the Land Use Element and the Community Character 4 
Element.  5 
 6 
Commissioner Ambalada referred to the second paragraph on page 7 and asked 7 
who the CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) is. Director Krauss 8 
explained that it is a federal program that has been around for a long time. This is 9 
where the County gets a lot of the funding that they use for affordable housing. 10 
The County administers the program. For the City to administer its own program, 11 
it has to have a minimum population of 50,000. While Lynnwood doesn’t have 12 
this population now, one day it will. One of the benefits of reaching that level is 13 
becoming an “entitlement” city and directly receiving appropriations from the feds 14 
for CDBG funding. Commissioner Ambalada asked about having someone from 15 
the CDBG come to give a presentation to the Planning Commission so the City 16 
can ask for money to do an annexation. Director Krauss did not think that would 17 
be fundable, but commented that the City has representation on the County’s 18 
committee. Director Krauss explained that Lynnwood has projects that have 19 
received CDBG funding from the County.   20 
 21 
Deputy Director Loch summarized that staff has heard they are generally on the 22 
right path with this update. They have heard some suggestions for improvement 23 
and clarification. Unless directed otherwise, staff will try to address the comments 24 
and questions received tonight in the next iteration. They will identify those in a 25 
way that the Planning Commission can see they are changes.  26 
 27 
Commissioner Ambalada suggested that the Planning Commission ask the staff 28 
to follow up on the north Lynnwood annexation issue vigilantly. Chair Wright 29 
suggested that staff could come back and address that under Director’s 30 
Comments.  31 

 32 
Other Business 33 
 34 
Council Liaison Report  35 
 36 
Councilmember AuBuchon had the following comments: 37 

• The Council has been on break and is just coming back. 38 
• He wished the Planning Commission a Happy New Year. 39 
• He is looking forward to joint discussions regarding this Plan once it is 40 

further down the line.  41 
• He thanked the Planning Commission for their hard work. 42 
• He requested line numbers on documents. 43 

 44 
  45 
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Director’s Report 1 
 2 
Director Krauss had the following comments: 3 

• There has not been a lot of city business done since they left for the winter 4 
break.  5 

• Regarding annexation he and Mayor Smith met with their counterparts in 6 
Mukilteo to work out an agreement regarding where the dividing line 7 
between the two cities ought to be. They discussed ways to get that 8 
ratified by the two city councils and ultimately by Snohomish County. He 9 
stated that Mukilteo is willing to agree that the line ought to be where 10 
Lynnwood always thought it should be which is the extension of 140th over 11 
toward Norma Beach Road. The City is not ready to annex at this point, 12 
but wants to be ready when the time is right. He stated that Lynnwood’s 13 
Fire Chief has also had conversations with Mukilteo and Fire District 1. 14 
This is essential because special purpose fire districts have upended 15 
recent annexation attempts around the County. It is important to have a 16 
prior agreement with the Fire District worked out before annexation is 17 
pursued. 18 

 19 
Commissioners' Comments 20 
 21 
Commissioner Ambalada expressed support for the annexation. She said the 22 
Auditor’s Office told her in 2005 the City should pursue the annexation because it 23 
would double the City’s income. She expressed frustration that this has not 24 
happened yet. 25 
 26 
Commissioner Hurst asked when they would be addressing the shipping 27 
containers code amendment. Director Krauss replied staff is planning on coming 28 
back with an ordinance that is somewhat modeled after the one the Commission 29 
favored which had more of a design approach. Commissioner Hurst commented 30 
that shortly after the Planning Commission had discussed this, the Seattle Times 31 
had an article about how Starbucks is using shipping containers for drive-thru’s. 32 
Commissioner Ambalada commented that in San Francisco they are developing 33 
a housing community of constructed of shipping containers which is beautiful and 34 
artistic.  35 
 36 
Adjournment 37 
 38 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m. 39 
 40 
 41 
__________________________ 42 
Richard Wright, Chair 43 
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CITY OF LYNNWOOD 1 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 2 

January 22, 2015 Meeting 3 
 4 
 5 
Commissioners Present: Staff Present: 
Chad Braithwaite, Vice Chair Paul Krauss, Comm. Devt. Director 
Robert Larsen Corbitt Loch, Dep. Director Comm. Devt. 
Maria Ambalada Todd Hall, Senior Planner 
George Hurst, Second Vice Chair Michelle Szafran, Associate Planner  
Doug Jones  
Michael Wojack   
  
Commissioners Absent:  Other: 
Richard Wright, Chair Councilmember Van AuBuchon 
 6 
Call to Order 7 
 8 
The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Braithwaite at 7:00 p.m.  9 
 10 
Approval of Minutes 11 
 12 
1. Approval of Minutes of the December 11, 2014 Special Meeting 13 
 14 
Motion made by Commissioner Wojack, seconded by Commissioner Jones, to 15 
approve the minutes as presented. Motion passed unanimously (6-0). 16 
 17 
2. Approval of Minutes of the December 11, 2014 Regular Meeting 18 
 19 
Motion made by Commissioner Wojack, seconded by Commissioner Jones, to 20 
approve the minutes as presented. Motion passed unanimously (6-0). 21 
 22 
Citizen Comments  23 
 24 
Ted Hikel, 3820 – 191st Place SW, Lynnwood, WA 98036, commented that the 25 
door for people with disabilities in front of City Hall has been locked in the past 26 
and is locked tonight. He has brought this up to City Council, but expressed 27 
frustration that it is not consistently open for meetings.  28 
 29 
He spoke against using shipping containers in residential zones. He prefers 30 
Edmonds’ approach to prohibiting these in residential areas even if they are 31 
modified. He feels they are inappropriate in residential areas. 32 
 33 
  34 
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Public Hearing 1 
 2 
1.  Code Amendment: Siting process for Essential Public Facilities 3 

(EPF) (CAM-002370-2014) 4 
 5 
Staff Presentation: 6 
 7 
Director Krauss reviewed the background on this item. Last fall the City was 8 
approached by a potential EPF that was seeking to locate in the City. While they 9 
may or may not come forward with a proposal to do so, staff realized that the City 10 
never adopted an ordinance dealing with EPF’s. In order to be in compliance with 11 
the Growth Management Act (GMA) it is necessary to have an ordinance in 12 
place. Staff felt that the ordinance Mukilteo has in place is a fairly good model for 13 
Lynnwood to use. He explained to the Commission that the City doesn’t have the 14 
option of saying no to EPF’s. What they can do is try to get them sited as 15 
optimally as possible and get whatever impacts there are mitigated.  16 
 17 
Director Krauss commented that Sound Transit had some comments about the 18 
draft which were included. The most significant change was to make sure that 19 
EPF’s go through a public hearing process when they come to the City. At the 20 
suggestion of Sound Transit, staff kept the local-serving EPF’s as Conditional 21 
Use Permits (CUP’s). Those would go through the CUP process which has a 22 
hearing in front of the Hearing Examiner. Larger, more regional-serving services 23 
would go through a Development Agreement process. This would be a contract 24 
between the applicant and the Council. The adoption of a Development 25 
Agreement requires a public hearing in front of the City Council. 26 
 27 
Director Krauss clarified that there are no specific applications pending, but staff 28 
believes Sound Transit will come forward for the EPF siting process soon. Staff is 29 
recommending that the Planning Commission ultimately recommend that the 30 
Council adopt the EPF ordinance in order to be prepared to deal with these 31 
matters when and if they come forward. 32 
 33 
Commission Questions:  34 
 35 
Commissioner Ambalada noted there are two elements to be considered – 36 
regional and local. She asked why Snohomish County Tomorrow is involved in 37 
this process.  38 
 39 
Mr. Hikel objected to this meeting’s hearing process which he said did not follow 40 
the required public hearing procedures. He stated that comments and questions 41 
from the commissioners were not appropriate at this time. Director Krauss 42 
acknowledged they did not have the official script tonight, but noted that this 43 
hearing was not regarding any specific use or property. He solicited any conflict 44 
of interest issues from the Commission. None were raised. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Wojack asked about the definition of EPF’s. He asked about 1 
situations in which organizations might deem themselves EPF’s such as tent 2 
cities. Director Krauss acknowledged that this can happen. He said that the 3 
Growth Management Hearings Board heard cases on this subject, mostly in the 4 
1990’s. He noted there is a separate ordinance that deals with tent cities. He 5 
pointed out that the ordinance also provides for EPF’s that are non-6 
governmental, but fit the criteria.  7 
 8 
Commissioner Ambalada asked if mobile home parks can be classified as EPF’s. 9 
Director Krauss did not think so, but noted there are already zoning provisions in 10 
the City for mobile home parks so they wouldn’t need an EPF ordinance to be 11 
sited. Commissioner Ambalada expressed concern that the mobile home park 12 
ordinance isn’t strong enough in the event that an owner wanted to sell. Director 13 
Krauss clarified that the EPF ordinance would not alter the relationship between 14 
the property owner and tenants that the Commission is concerned about.  15 
 16 
Commissioner Jones stated that a siting process is required by law and will 17 
eventually save the City money. Director Krauss agreed it is a possibility that the 18 
City could get sued if they don’t have an EPF siting process. Additionally, if the 19 
City is in violation of the state law there could be implications with receiving state 20 
funding. 21 
 22 
Vice Chair Braithwaite opened the public hearing at 7:25 p.m. He and Director 23 
Krauss discussed the procedures for the public hearing.  24 
 25 
Public Testimony: 26 
 27 
Duane Huskey, Planning and Development Services Manager, Alderwood Water 28 
and Wastewater District, 3626 – 156th Place SW, Lynnwood, WA 98087, stated 29 
that they consider their major facilities EPF’s and they are not sure if they are 30 
going to be regional or local. He noted that they are not in the City, but are in the 31 
Urban Growth Area so this is a concern for them. He stated that he and Lauren 32 
Balisky would distribute a letter outlining their concerns. He referred to an issue 33 
paper that Renton put out on elevated, water storage tanks. He clarified that the 34 
Water District’s siting locations are pretty specific. They need to be either at the 35 
top of the hill or at the low point. Also, when they do a facility they spend a 36 
number of years doing research, planning, studying, and engineering. Having a 37 
Hearing Examiner tell them they need to consider an alternate site would not be 38 
good. He asked for clarification about the noise regulations and size issues. He 39 
apologized they were not able to meet with staff this week, but offered to meet 40 
with them another time soon to discuss this. 41 
 42 
Commissioner Ambalada commended the Alderwood Water District for the good 43 
job they do. She asked Mr. Huskey if they see any kind of problem in the future 44 
that would affect their services. Mr. Huskey replied that the concern now is if they 45 
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become a regional facility under this law the siting issues become more 1 
complicated and less certain.  2 
 3 
Director Krauss referred to Mr. Huskey’s concerns about noise and said he had 4 
noticed they have two versions of the code. There is a version that was prepared 5 
and went out with legal notice. There is another version that was edited in 6 
response to comments received from Sound Transit which is not included in the 7 
packet. The edited version struck the noise issue and some other things. He 8 
recommended continuing the public hearing to the next meeting and holding it 9 
open so the corrected version of the ordinance can be considered.  10 
 11 
Commissioner Larsen asked if known EPF’s will be mapped in some way. He 12 
commented that Alderwood Water and Wastewater District (Alderwood) has 13 
wellheads in our area and all throughout the county. He doesn’t know how big an 14 
issue this might be. Director Krauss replied that staff has not had an opportunity 15 
to review Alderwood’s concerns in detail. He commented that the City regularly 16 
processes similar utility improvements in the City for its own utilities using 17 
existing provisions of code. Most of the utility infrastructure is either approved 18 
outright as a permitted use or is listed as a conditional use and goes through that 19 
process. He noted that larger facilities might not comply with the zoning code, but 20 
the EFP ordinance gives a new mechanism to review those. Other large-scale 21 
projects include things like highways, Sound Transit, Community Transit, light rail 22 
stations, and transit centers.  23 
 24 
Lauren Balisky, Alderwood Water and Waste Water District, Utility Planner, 3626 25 
– 156th Street SW, Lynnwood, WA 98087, offered to answer any questions the 26 
Planning Commission might have of Alderwood.  27 
 28 
Ted Hikel, 3820 – 191st Place SW, Lynnwood, WA, 98036, spoke in support of 29 
rejecting negative impacts of the Growth Management Act. He noted the City 30 
Council is on record rejecting that Sound Transit’s operations and maintenance 31 
facility be sited in the City of Lynnwood. He commented that Lynnwood is a small 32 
city, and the County is already impacting the future of the City with extremely 33 
high-density, multi-family development just north and east of the City. He urged 34 
the Planning Commission to be careful what they ask for or approve because 35 
they just might get it. He thanked Commissioner Wojack and Commissioner 36 
Ambalada for bringing up the question of what else this allows because you just 37 
don’t know. He then noted that the conduct of public hearings is clearly set out in 38 
the RCW and the LMC. He doesn’t believe tonight’s process meets these 39 
requirements for a public hearing especially when Director Krauss mentioned the 40 
fact that the ordinance that was in the packet is not the ordinance that the 41 
Planning Commission will be asked to consider. He objected to this being a valid 42 
public hearing.  43 
 44 
Director Krauss clarified that the Ordinance that is in the packet is the current 45 
one, but there was also a redlined copy that would have showed the changes 46 
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made since the last time this was reviewed. That is the one that is not in the 1 
packet.  2 
 3 
Commissioner Comments and Questions: 4 
 5 
Commissioner Wojack asked if any current EPF’’s in the MUGA (Municipal Urban 6 
Growth Area) would be grandfathered in. Director Krauss affirmed that they 7 
would be grandfathered in. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Ambalada asked if there was property and money to 10 
accommodate these EPF’s. Director Krauss clarified that the City would not be 11 
advancing any EPF’s . Agencies like Sound Transit would acquire the property 12 
they need, clear it, and put it in. He referred to the Operations and Maintenance 13 
Facility for Sound Transit which the City opposed. That issue played out in the 14 
political process and the environmental review process at a regional scale long 15 
before they would have had to make an application as an EPF.  The City was 16 
successful in that instance, and ultimately Bellevue was selected as the location. 17 
However, if they decided it was going to be in Lynnwood, the City could not 18 
refuse because it’s an EPF. He commented that there is ample opportunity for 19 
the City to have a role in the process as they did in that situation.  20 
 21 
Commissioner Hurst asked staff it they would be reviewing Alderwood’s letter 22 
and meeting with them prior to the next public hearing. Director Krauss affirmed 23 
that they would since they have a collaborative relationship with Alderwood. Staff 24 
will also be bringing the redlined copy of the ordinance next time and will use the 25 
public hearing script.   26 
 27 
Seeing no further public testimony, Vice Chair Braithwaite noted that the public 28 
hearing would be continued until February 12, 2015. 29 
 30 
Work Session 31 
 32 
1. Code Amendment: Shipping containers in Residential Zones (CAM-33 

002289-2014) 34 
 35 
Associate Planner Michelle Szafran reviewed the background on this ordinance. 36 
Per the direction of the Planning Commission, staff has considered both the City 37 
of Mountlake Terrace and the City of Edmonds’ regulations for shipping 38 
containers. The City of Edmonds requires a design review process. Mountlake 39 
Terrace does not require design review, but requires that any structure in excess 40 
of 12 feet in height or 200 square feet in area shall feature exterior siding similar 41 
in appearance to and compatible with the building materials of the primary 42 
structure. The primary issue remains whether the bulky, industrial appearance of 43 
shipping containers will be consistent with the visual character of residential 44 
properties. The revised proposal allows the use of containers, but restricts them 45 
by size, location, appearance and number. Staff feels that the revised draft 46 
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Ordinance would be more restrictive than the City of Mountlake Terrace and less 1 
restrictive than the City of Edmonds. Staff feels that the current proposal 2 
achieves a reasonable balance regarding the use of shipping containers upon 3 
residential property.  4 
 5 
Commissioner Jones spoke in support of the Ordinance, but expressed several 6 
concerns. Starting on line 211 of page 51 it doesn’t state the height restrictions of 7 
12 feet which are listed in the staff report. He recommended clarifying that. He 8 
spoke against the architectural consistency requirement because he feels this 9 
basically says they need to have a shed. Additionally, he expressed concern that 10 
on lots that are a half-acre or more only one of these would be allowed, but 11 
someone who builds a shed could have as many as they want.  12 
 13 
Commissioner Ambalada asked about safety precautions for children (such as 14 
locking mechanisms) with shipping containers. Associate Planner Michelle 15 
Szafran was not sure if that would be part of the Building Code. She noted there 16 
would still be a building permit approval required.  17 
 18 
Commissioner Hurst asked if they are concerned at all about where these 19 
containers come from. He wondered if the age of the containers or the type of 20 
paint used on them would be factors to consider. He also asked if they should be 21 
fumigated and if any type of footing or foundation would be required. Director 22 
Krauss replied that the Building Code requires that the structures have an 23 
appropriate connection with the ground. Staff has no idea where the containers 24 
come from or the condition they are in, but they are definitely an industrial 25 
structure that would be used as an accessory structure on residential properties. 26 
 27 
Commissioner Wojack stated that none of his neighbors want shipping 28 
containers allowed in residential areas. He asserted that they are not reusable. 29 
Based on his research, the average shipping container is made in Malaysia and 30 
costs $3,000 for a 40-foot container. It is coated with a preservative that when 31 
removed by sandblasting gives you about 1,000 pounds of hazardous waste. The 32 
wood used in the base is a hard wood from Malaysia and is impregnated with 33 
chemicals to protect the wood. He commented that putting a roof and siding on 34 
them could not cover up the fact that it is a shipping container. He reviewed 35 
some of the historical uses of shipping containers as houses and noted that most 36 
banks will not finance these for use as houses. He spoke against allowing these 37 
at all in residential areas. 38 
 39 
Commissioner Hurst asked where Commissioner Wojack got his information. 40 
Commissioner Wojack replied it was from two companies that build homes from 41 
shipping containers. He commented that the initial cost of materials is 40% 42 
cheaper, but installation costs a lot more because the work requires skilled 43 
tradespeople with experience working work with shipping containers. 44 
 45 
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Commissioner Larsen asked what size accessory structures the City allows now. 1 
Staff replied that it is 120 square feet without a permit. Director Krauss replied 2 
that there is also a lot coverage requirement.  3 
 4 
Commissioner Jones asked if houses built out of shipping containers are 5 
currently allowed. Staff replied they could be allowed. Commissioner Jones noted 6 
that there are companies out there that are manufacturing and selling new 7 
shipping containers as sheds. He wondered if those would be covered under this 8 
code. Associate Planner Szafran thought the definition would clarify that. Director 9 
Krauss commented that it is very difficult to write a code that deals with people 10 
determined to work around it. There are a number of cities that just outlaw these 11 
outright which was staff’s initial recommendation to the Planning Commission 12 
based on what they thought the Council was asking for. He noted that it is still 13 
early in the evolution of alternative uses of shipping containers. He reviewed 14 
some of the ways these are being used elsewhere and that in Seattle’s 15 
Wallingford neighborhood there are several new homes that appear to have used 16 
shipping containers or something similar. He reiterated that the reason staff 17 
brought this to the Planning Commission was the result of concerns heard at a 18 
Council meeting that the example in the City was an abusive one. It was intrusive 19 
in the neighborhood and didn’t look good regardless of whether or not it was 20 
being used for legal purposes.  21 
 22 
Commissioner Jones referred to the existing 40-foot shipping containers in the 23 
City and asked if those would be grandfathered in. Director Krauss confirmed 24 
that they would be, but the code would prevent new ones. Commissioner Jones 25 
asked if there is any way of getting those out legally. Director Krauss replied that 26 
there is not. They are privately owned; they have a building permit, they are now 27 
properly secured and wired. There is nothing from a code standpoint that the City 28 
can do to cause the removal of permitted containers already in the City. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Larsen said he wouldn’t want to just focus on the looks. He 31 
doesn’t like how they are being used in Wallingford, but he thinks people have a 32 
right to freedom of expression. In terms of the way the City operates, he 33 
commented on the difficulty and possible toxicity of removing these containers by 34 
future homeowners. These structures are very difficult to deal with once they are 35 
installed. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Hurst commented that a 10’ x 20’ container is 5,000 pounds. This 38 
would be an issue to get out of your backyard. He spoke against using these in 39 
residential areas. Vice Chair Braithwaite spoke in support of modern architecture, 40 
but commented on the importance of preventing eyesores in people’s backyards 41 
and impacting neighbors. He spoke in support of a very restrictive ordinance like 42 
what Edmonds has. 43 
 44 
Director Krauss pointed out that staff initially brought forward an ordinance that 45 
prohibited shipping containers in residential areas. Tonight they brought forward 46 
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an ordinance as requested by the Planning Commission that allows shipping 1 
containers with some mitigation. He requested direction from the Planning 2 
Commission about where to go now.  3 
 4 
Commissioner Larsen said that after further review of the issue he was not in 5 
favor of allowing these in residential zones. Commissioner Ambalada said she 6 
was supportive of allowing them in residential zones as a less expensive 7 
alternative form of housing with architectural design such as in San Francisco. 8 
Director Krauss commented that they are only talking about whether or not to 9 
allow these as accessory structures in residential areas. Commissioner Hurst 10 
spoke against allowing shipping containers to be used as accessory structures.  11 
 12 
Commissioner Jones spoke in favor of allowing shipping containers to be used 13 
as accessory structures. He likes the City of Edmonds’ ordinance which allows 14 
them, but requires design review. However, since this would create more work 15 
for staff he recommended allowing them as the ordinance suggests. 16 
Commissioner Wojack spoke against allowing these since most of his neighbors 17 
are against them, but recommended reviewing this again in a few years to see 18 
how the industry may have evolved. Vice Chair Braithwaite concurred with 19 
Commissioner Wojack.  Director Krauss summarized that based on those 20 
comments, they would revert to the original ordinance, which prohibits shipping 21 
containers to be used as accessory structures in residential areas, and proceed 22 
to a public hearing. 23 
 24 
2. Comprehensive Plan: Draft Implementation Element 25 
 26 
Deputy Director Corbitt Loch introduced this item. He commented that this 27 
Element contains mainly housekeeping edits. This is the last of the Elements that 28 
Community Development is preparing although there are still three others coming 29 
in the next month or two from other departments – the Transportation Element, 30 
the Capital Facilities Element, and the Economic Development Element. He 31 
thinks that all of the edits will be available for review by the first meeting in 32 
March.  33 
 34 
Commissioner Hurst referred to page 57, lines 19 and 24, and suggested this 35 
should say “three” basic tools. Staff concurred. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Jones commented he likes the way this is put together. He 38 
thanked staff for their work. 39 
 40 
Vice Chair Braithwaite referred to page 67, Strategy I-7.5 (annexations), and 41 
asked if this is a different policy than the City has had before. Deputy Director 42 
Loch said it was a rephrasing of language that occurs later on in the document 43 
and is not a policy change. Vice Chair Braithwaite asked if this is a policy that 44 
they want to continue. He wondered if they should modify it to state something 45 
like, “ . . . if it’s consistent with the City’s budget.” Director Krauss agreed that 46 

Page 16



they could add some definition to it because the City would not proceed with it 1 
unless it made sense financially, politically, from a service standpoint, etc. He 2 
indicated he would look into this more, but commented that in principle this is a 3 
policy the City wants to continue. The Council has had periodic discussions 4 
about it; it’s just a matter of the timing. Vice Chair Braithwaite then referred to 5 
Strategy I-8.8, item 5 (comprehensive plan amendments), and suggested it 6 
would be more appropriate to say “shall be” instead of “should be.” Deputy 7 
Director Loch noted the two words are used interchangeably in the Plan. He 8 
suggested that comprehensive plan policies primarily use “should”, and Zoning 9 
Code regulations use “shall.” 10 
 11 
Other Business 12 
 13 
1. 2014 Annual Report 14 
 15 
Deputy Director Loch introduced this item, noting it is a requirement that a report 16 
be provided to the City Council annually. 17 
 18 
Motion made by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Vice Chair Braithwaite, to 19 
approve the Annual Report and forward it to the City Council. Motion passed 20 
unanimously (6-0). 21 

 22 
Council Liaison Report  23 
 24 
Councilmember AuBuchon reported that he has been reappointed as Council 25 
Liaison to the Planning Commission for 2015. 26 
 27 
Director’s Report 28 
 29 
Director Krauss stated that staff is gearing up to handle the growth spurt the City 30 
is anticipating. Deputy Director Loch stated he will look into how to unlock the 31 
ADA doors in front of City Hall so those doors can be unlocked for future 32 
meetings. 33 
 34 
Commissioners' Comments 35 
 36 
None 37 
 38 
Adjournment 39 
 40 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:37 p.m. 41 
 42 
 43 
__________________________ 44 
Richard Wright, Chair 45 
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 2 

January 20, 2015 3 

TO:  Lynnwood Planning Commission 4 

FROM: Paul Krauss, Director 5 

RE:  Essential Public Facilities (EPF), Ordinance Amendment  6 

  Modified for Public Hearing Extended to Feb. 12, 2015 7 

    8 

 9 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 10 

Last fall staff became aware that Lynnwood City Code’s (LMC) provisions for dealing with 11 
Essential Public Facilities (EPF’s) were inadequate and possibly non-compliant with the State 12 
Growth Management Act (GMA). The issue arose when the City was approached by a use that 13 
met the EPF definition and staff found LMC did not have a mechanism to effectively process 14 
the application. The issue was discussed at a City Council Work Session. The Council discussed 15 
two options.  The first was to amend the code to allow the specific use under a Conditional Use 16 
Permit.  The second was to draft and adopt a comprehensive EPF code amendment that could 17 
be used do deal with the issue at hand and any other EPF use that the City may be asked to 18 
consider in the future.  The Council elected to pursue adoption of a comprehensive EPF code.   19 

The Planning Commission discussed EPF’s, similar codes adopted by a number of other area 20 
cities and staff’s first draft of the code, at their December meeting.  The Commission 21 
scheduled a Public Hearing on the Code for January 22, 2015.  Staff informed the Commission 22 
that Sound Transit had approached staff to discuss their concerns about the draft and how it 23 
might impact City processing of the Lynnwood Link Light Rail extension but would be unable to 24 
meet until January.  Staff and Sound Transit did meet and useful input was offered and has 25 
since been incorporated.  While many of the edits were minor the most significant deals with 26 
the City process for handling what are defined as “Local” EPF’s as opposed to “Regional” EPF’s.  27 
The draft code proposes that local EPF’s be processed as Conditional Uses where a public 28 
hearing would be held before the City Hearing Examiner.  Regional EPF’s would require that 29 
the City and proponent enter into a Development Agreement which under State law requires a 30 
public hearing before the City Council. 31 
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At the Jan. 22, 2015 Planning Commission Public Hearing testimony was submitted by several 32 
people.  In particular, representatives from the Alderwood Water District offered extensive 33 
written testimony along with verbal comments.  Staff asked that the Planning Commission 34 
leave the hearing open and extend it to the next meeting on Feb. 12, 2015, to give time to 35 
analyze the comments and provide a response.  A detailed issue by issue response is attached.  36 
The District had earlier made staff aware of their general concerns via a brief email.  Their 37 
thinking appeared to be that all facilities they would propose in the City in the future would 38 
need to be processed as EPF’s.  This is certainly not the case.  Staff has prepared a table taken 39 
out of LMC that illustrates how most utility facilities are already allowed in the City as 40 
permitted or conditional uses.  If anything, the EPF code provides a new option allowing for 41 
the processing of more major facilities that may have been difficult to process.  The District 42 
raised several valid points and staff has accordingly offered several amendments to the draft 43 
ordinance.  However, the District also expressed a belief that locational decisions regarding 44 
EPF’s should largely by dictated by engineering decisions made by the proponent.  To do so 45 
would eliminate a city’s ability to have any influence over the location of an EPF.  Staff finds 46 
this position to be untenable, inconsistent with our reading the State law and associated legal 47 
decisions and the actions of the lengthy list of cities who have adopted similar regulations.  48 

Staff is also offering modifications to the code to delete unnecessary text.  We realized that 49 
the review standards for both local and regional EPF’s has become identical.  The difference is 50 
in how the applications would be processed by the City.  51 

Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission votes to recommend approval of the 52 
draft EPF code and forward it to the City Council for final adoption.  53 

 54 

GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT REQUIREMENTS 55 

The State Growth Management Act was adopted in the early 1990’s.  One of the statutes 56 
mandates cities and counties to accept facilities that are deemed “essential” for society but 57 
which may be difficult to locate.  The following is taken from the State Municipal Research and 58 
Services Center (MRSC) website): 59 

Essential Public Facilities 60 

Essential public facilities (EPFs) include those facilities that are typically difficult to site, such as 61 
airports, state education facilities and state or regional transportation facilities as defined 62 
in RCW 47.06.140, state and local correctional facilities, solid waste handling facilities, and in-63 
patient facilities including substance abuse facilities, mental health facilities, group homes, and 64 
secure community transition facilities as defined in RCW 71.09.020.  65 

Both cities and counties must develop criteria for the siting of EPFs as per RCW 66 
36.70A.200,  WAC 365-196-550, WAC 365-196-560, and WAC 365-196-570. RCW 36.70A.103 67 
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requires that "state agencies shall comply with the local comprehensive plans and development 68 
regulations and amendments thereto adopted pursuant to this chapter." On the other 69 
hand, RCW 36.70A.200 states that "no local plan or development regulation may preclude the 70 
siting of essential public facilities". Also, GMA county comprehensive plan rural elements “shall 71 
provide for a variety of rural densities, uses, essential public facilities, and rural governmental 72 
services needed to serve the permitted densities and uses” as per RCW 36.70A.070(5)(b). 73 

Taken together, it appears that a city does have zoning control over EPFs, but may not, through 74 
zoning, prevent siting of facilities which meet the definition of "essential public facilities." Some 75 
zoning restrictions apparently are possible, but not if the effect of these restrictions is to 76 
effectively preclude any EPFs from locating within the city. 77 

The Growth Management Hearings Boards have addressed issues related to EPFs. Each of the 78 
three boards has a Digest of Decisions posted on their respective Web pages. Each Digest of 79 
Decisions contains a keyword directory section that lists cases by category, including essential 80 
public facilities. The Digests also contain an Appendix with a list of hearing board cases that 81 
have been appealed to the courts. The main Growth Management Hearings Boards Website 82 
has links to Web pages for each of the three regional hearings boards where Digest of 83 
Decisions are posted. 84 

 85 

To date, the City apparently has only partly complied with the GMA’s requirements relating to 86 
EPFs in general.  See attached City Comprehensive Plan provisions.  The City has adopted 87 
Comprehensive Plan provisions that contain a “common site review” process for siting state-88 
wide and county-wide EPFs, consistent with the County-wide Planning Policies.  However, the 89 
Comprehensive Plan does not provide for siting other types of EPFs.  Further, even under the 90 
“common site review” process for state-wide and county-wide EPFs, the EPF proposal is 91 
reviewed under the City’s land use regulations.  And, the existing Comprehensive Plan policies 92 
contemplate that the City will adopt development regulations “to implement the siting of 93 
state, regional and local essential public facilities.”  Currently, the City’s development 94 
regulations do not specifically address EPFs, and the City’s zoning code does not provide at all 95 
for certain types of EPFs, such as in-patient treatment facilities.   96 

 97 
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Comm. Dev. Draft 1/29/15 1 
Comm. Dev. Draft 1/28/15 (2) 2 

Comm. Dev. Draft 1/14/15 3 
Comm. Dev. Draft 1/6/15 4 

Comm. Dev. Draft 12/3/14 5 
CITY OF LYNNWOOD 6 

 7 
ORDINANCE NO. ________ 8 

 9 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LYNNWOOD, 10 
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO IDENTIFICATION AND 11 
SITING OF ESSENTIAL PUBLIC FACILITIES, ADDING 12 
NEW DEFINITIONS TO CHAPTER 21.02 LYNNWOOD 13 
MUNICIPAL CODE (LMC), ADDING A NEW CHAPTER 14 
21.73 LMC, AND PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, AN 15 
EFFECTIVE DATE AND SUMMARY PUBLICATION. 16 

 17 
 18 

WHEREAS, under Chapters 35A.11 and 35A.63 RCW, the City Council of the 19 
City of Lynnwood has the authority to adopt ordinances relating to the use of real 20 
property located within the City; and 21 

 22 
WHEREAS, from time to time, it is in the public’s interest to amend the City’s 23 

land use and development regulations to ensure those provisions are consistent with 24 
and implement the comprehensive plan and support the public’s general health, safety, 25 
and welfare; and 26 

 27 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds these provisions are in the best interest of the 28 

health, safety and welfare of the community; and 29 
 30 
WHEREAS, the Washington State Growth Management Act (specifically RCW 31 

36.70A.200) requires that cities and counties establish a process for the identification 32 
and siting of essential public facilities (EPFs); and 33 

 34 
WHEREAS, the Capital Facilities and Utilities Element of the Lynnwood 35 

Comprehensive Plan contains policies relating to the identification and siting of EPFs, 36 
while Lynnwood’s Zoning Code lacks concise regulations for EPFs; and 37 

 38 
WHEREAS, the Washington State Growth Management Act [specifically RCW 39 

36.70A.040(4)] requires that Lynnwood’s development regulations be consistent with 40 
and implement the Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan; and 41 
 42 
 WHEREAS, on the 2nd day of January, 2015, the City of Lynnwood SEPA 43 
Responsible Official issued a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) on the proposal; 44 
and 45 

 46 
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WHEREAS, on the 16th day of December, 2014, notice of the proposed code 47 
amendment was sent to the Washington State Department of Commerce in accordance 48 
with RCW 36.70A.106; and 49 

 50 
WHEREAS, on the 22nd day of January, 2015, the Lynnwood Planning 51 

Commission held a public hearing on proposed amendments to the Lynnwood 52 
Municipal Code provided by this ordinance, and all persons wishing to be heard were 53 
heard; and 54 

 55 
WHEREAS, on the 22nd day of January, 2015, the Lynnwood Planning 56 

Commission continued the public hearing to February 12, 2015 to allow for additional 57 
public testimony on the proposed amendments; and 58 

 59 
WHEREAS, following the public testimony portion of the public hearing, the 60 

Planning Commission deliberated on the draft legislation and by regular motion voted to 61 
recommend that the Lynnwood City Council adopt the amendments to the Lynnwood 62 
Municipal Code as provided herein; and 63 
 64 

WHEREAS, on the __th day of _________, 2015, the Lynnwood City Council held 65 
a public hearing on proposed amendments to the Lynnwood Municipal Code provided 66 
by this ordinance, and all persons wishing to be heard were heard; now, therefore: 67 

 68 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LYNNWOOD, WASHINGTON, DO 69 

ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 70 
 71 
Section 1.  Findings.  Upon consideration of the provisions of this Ordinance in light of 72 
the decision criteria specified by LMC 21.20.500, the City Council finds that the 73 
amendments contained herein are: a) consistent with the comprehensive plan; and b) 74 
substantially related to the public health, safety, or welfare; and c) not contrary to the 75 
best interest of the citizens and property owners of the city of Lynnwood. 76 
 77 
Section 2.  Amendment.  Chapter 21.02 LMC is hereby amended by adding the 78 
following definitions for “essential public facility”, “essential public facility, local”, and 79 
“essential public facility, state and regional”, and by codifying such definitions in a 80 
manner that maintains alphabetical order, and by renumbering of sections within 81 
Chapter 21.02 LMC to maintain alphabetical order. 82 
 83 
Essential public facility. 84 

Essential public facility” or “EPF” means a facility that is typically difficult to site, 85 
such as an airport, a state education facility, a state or regional transportation facility as 86 
defined in RCW 47.06.140 and WAC 365-196-550, regional transit authority facilities as 87 
defined by RCW 81.112.020, a state or local correctional facility, a solid waste handling 88 
facility, or an inpatient facility, including substance abuse facilities, mental health 89 
facilities, group homes, and secure community transition facilities as defined in RCW 90 
71.09.020.  The term “essential public facility” includes all facilities listed in RCW 91 
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36.70A.200, all facilities that appear on the list maintained by the State Office of 92 
Financial Management pursuant to RCW 36.70A.200(4). 93 
 94 
Essential public facility, local. 95 

“Essential public facility, local” means an EPF that is owned, operated, or 96 
sponsored by the City of Lynnwood, a special purpose district such as Alderwood Water 97 
and Wastewater District, Snohomish County, or another unit of local government.  A 98 
local EPF may also be sponsored by a non-governmental entity with the primary 99 
purpose of providing services to residents of Lynnwood and surrounding communities.  100 
An EPF is “sponsored” by a local government when it is to be owned or operated by a 101 
nongovernmental entity pursuant to a contract with the local government to provide the 102 
EPF. 103 
 104 
Essential public facility, state and regional. 105 

“Essential public facility, state and regional” means an EPF that is owned, 106 
operated, or sponsored by Snohomish County or a regional governmental or private 107 
sector agency or corporation (including non-profit) whose service boundaries 108 
encompass an area that is greater than Lynnwood and surrounding communities in 109 
Snohomish County. 110 
 111 
Section 3.  Amendment.  Title 21 LMC is hereby amended by adding a new chapter 112 
21.73 LMC to read as follows: 113 
 114 
21.73.010  Purpose—Applicability. 115 

A.  Essential public facilities are necessary and important in the provision of 116 
public systems and services. The city of Lynnwood already hosts, is planning to host, or 117 
borders on a number of essential public facilities, including, but not limited to, the 118 
following: 119 

1.  I-5 120 
2.  Sound Transit/ Community Transit – Transit Center 121 
3.  Sound Transit Light Rail stations, parking facilities, tracks and related 122 
facilities 123 
4.  State Route 525 124 

B.  The purpose of this chapter is to implement the Growth Management Act and 125 
the Lynnwood comprehensive plan by establishing processes for the siting and 126 
expansion of essential public facilities in the City of Lynnwood as necessary to support 127 
orderly growth and delivery of public services.  The City’s goal in promulgating the 128 
regulations under this chapter is to ensure the timely, efficient and appropriate siting of 129 
EPFs while simultaneously identifying, analyzing, and mitigating adverse community 130 
and environmental impacts that may be created by such facilities.  Nothing in this 131 
chapter should be construed as an attempt by the city to preclude the siting of essential 132 
public facilities in contravention of applicable state law.  133 
 134 
21.73.020  General provisions and decision criteria. 135 

A.  Essential public facilities shall conform to applicable provisions of this code 136 
for development within the zoning district in which it is proposed to be located.  If a 137 
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proposed essential public facility does not meet all such provisions, the applicant must 138 
demonstrate that compliance with such provisions would preclude the siting of such 139 
facilities within the city or would not result in the public benefit related to the provision.  If 140 
the applicant is able to make such a demonstration, the hearing examiner/city council 141 
shall authorize the essential public facility to deviate from the provisions of this code to 142 
the minimum extent necessary to avoid preclusion. 143 

B.  The hearing examiner/city council may approve, or approve with 144 
modifications, and impose reasonable conditions upon a proposed essential public 145 
facility in order to ensure that: 146 

1.  Necessary infrastructure is or will be made available to ensure safe 147 
transportation access and transportation concurrency; 148 

2.  Adequate service capacity is or will be made available to ensure that 149 
public agencies have the capacity to handle changes in the demand for public services 150 
that may occur as the result of the facility, including but not limited to insurance costs, 151 
public awareness and public education costs and that the facility will not adversely 152 
affect public safety; 153 

3.  Any and all probable significant adverse environmental impacts 154 
including but not limited to, noise, vibration, air quality, habitat, soil quality and soil 155 
stability of neighboring properties and light pollution are adequately mitigated. 156 

C.  The hearing examiner/city council may not preclude the siting or expansion of 157 
an essential public facility within the City, but may impose reasonable conditions in 158 
order to mitigate adverse impacts that may otherwise occur. 159 
 160 
21.73.020  030  Siting or Expansion of Local Essential Public Facilities. 161 

A.  A Conditional use permit shall be required as provided by chapter 21. 24 LMC 162 
and in this section before any local essential public facility may be located or expanded 163 
within the City of Lynnwood, regardless of the zoning district in which such facility is or 164 
is proposed to be located. 165 

B.  A complete application for a Conditional Use Permit for a local essential 166 
public facility shall include all items set forth under Chapter 21.24 LMC.  167 

C.  A Conditional use permit for a local essential public facility shall be approved 168 
upon a determination that: 169 

1.  The project sponsor has demonstrated a need for the project, as 170 
supported by a detailed written analysis of the projected service population, an 171 
inventory of existing and planned comparable facilities, and the projected demand for 172 
the type of facility proposed; 173 

2.  The project sponsor has reasonably investigated alternative sites, as 174 
evidenced by a detailed explanation of site selection methodology, as verified by the city 175 
and reviewed by associated jurisdictions and agencies; and   176 

3.  The local essential public facility is not located in any residential zoning 177 
districts, except as provided in this subsection.  If the land on which a local essential 178 
public facility is proposed is located in a residential zoning district, the applicant must 179 
demonstrate that there is no other feasible location for the facility and that the exclusion 180 
of the facility from the residential districts of the city would preclude the siting of all 181 
similar facilities anywhere within the city.  If the applicant is able to make such a 182 
demonstration, the hearing examiner shall authorize the essential public facility to be 183 
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located in the residential zoning district;Necessary infrastructure is or will be made 184 
available to ensure safe transportation access and transportation concurrency; 185 

4. The local essential public facility meets all provisions of this code for 186 
development within the zoning district in which it is proposed to be located.  If a local 187 
essential public facility does not meet all such provisions, the applicant must 188 
demonstrate that compliance with such provisions would preclude the siting of all similar 189 
facilities anywhere within the city.  If the applicant is able to make such a demonstration, 190 
the hearing examiner shall authorize the essential public facility to deviate from the 191 
provisions of this code to the minimum extent necessary to avoid preclusion;  192 
Necessary infrastructure is or will be made available to ensure that public safety 193 
responders have the capacity to handle increased calls and expenses that will occur as 194 
the result of the facility, including but not limited to insurance costs, public awareness 195 
and public education costs. The facility will not adversely affect public safety; 196 

5.  The project sponsor has the ability to pay for all capital costs 197 
associated with on-site and off-site improvements; 198 

6.  The facility will not unreasonably increase noise levels in residential 199 
and commercial areas and school zones; 200 

7.  Visual screening will be provided that will mitigate the visual impacts 201 
from streets and adjoining properties; 202 

8.  The local essential public facility is not located in any residential zoning 203 
districts, except as provided in this subsection.  If the land on which a local essential 204 
public facility is proposed is located in a residential zoning district, the applicant must 205 
demonstrate that there is no other feasible location for the facility and that the exclusion 206 
of the facility from the residential districts of the city would preclude the siting of all 207 
similar facilities anywhere within the city.  If the applicant is able to make such a 208 
demonstration, the hearing examiner shall authorize the essential public facility to be 209 
located in the residential zoning district. 210 

9.  The local essential public facility meets all provisions of this code for 211 
development within the zoning district in which it is proposed to be located.  If a local 212 
essential public facility does not meet all such provisions, the applicant must 213 
demonstrate that compliance with such provisions would preclude the siting of all similar 214 
facilities anywhere within the city.  If the applicant is able to make such a demonstration, 215 
the hearing examiner shall authorize the essential public facility to deviate from the 216 
provisions of this code to the minimum extent necessary to avoid preclusion; and  217 

10.  Any and all probable significant adverse environmental impacts 218 
including but not limited to air quality, habitat, soil quality and soil stability of neighboring 219 
properties and light pollution are mitigated. 220 

D.  If the hearing examiner determines that any one or more of the decision 221 
criteria set forth in this chapter are not met by the proposal, the hearing examiner shall 222 
impose such reasonable conditions on approval of the special use permit as may be 223 
necessary in order to enable the facility to meet the decision criteria. 224 

ED.  The decision criteria set forth herein shall not be applied in such a manner 225 
as to preclude the siting or expansion of any local essential public facility in the City of 226 
Lynnwood.  In the event that a local essential public facility cannot, by the imposition of 227 
reasonable conditions of approval, be made to meet the decision criteria this section on 228 
the preferred site described in the proposal, the hearing examiner shall either: 229 
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1.  Require the local essential public facility to be located on one of the 230 
investigated alternative sites, if the proposal can be reasonably conditioned to meet the 231 
decision criteria at the alternative site; or 232 

2.  Approve the siting or expansion of the local essential public facility at 233 
the proposed site with such reasonable conditions of approval as may be imposed to 234 
mitigate the impacts of the proposal to the maximum extent practicable, if there is no 235 
available alternative site on which the decision criteria can be met. 236 
 237 
21.73.030  040  Siting and expansion of state and regional essential public 238 
facilities. 239 

A.  A development agreement shall be required as provided in by chapter 1.37 240 
LMC and this section before any state or regional essential public facility may be 241 
located or expanded within the City of Lynnwood.  Any proposal for the siting or 242 
expansion of a state or regional essential public facility shall follow the procedures 243 
established by LMC for the underlying land use permit, e.g., short subdivision, binding 244 
site plan, project design review, etc.; prior to the public hearing for the development 245 
agreement.  If the underlying permit ordinarily requires a public hearing, the public 246 
hearing required by this section shall be consolidated with the public hearing for the 247 
development agreement.  Notice of the application and the required public hearing shall 248 
be given as required for the underlying permit and for development agreements.  The 249 
siting process for a secure community transition facility is as provided by LMC 250 
21.24.410. 251 

B.  If the land on which a state or regional essential public facility is proposed is 252 
located in a residential zoning district, the applicant shall have the burden to 253 
demonstrate that there is no other feasible location for the facility and that the facility is 254 
not expected to result in unmitigated significant adverse impacts. If the applicant is able 255 
to make such a demonstration, the hearing examiner shall authorize the essential public 256 
facility to be located in the residential zoning district. 257 

C.  State and regional essential public facilities shall meet all applicable 258 
provisions of LMC.  If a proposed state or regional essential public facility does not meet 259 
all such provisions, the applicant shall have the burden to demonstrate that compliance 260 
with such provisions would either preclude the siting of such facilities in the city, or 261 
would not result in the public benefit related to the provision.  If the applicant is able to 262 
make such a demonstration, the development agreement may authorize the essential 263 
public facility to deviate from the provisions of this code to the minimum extent 264 
necessary. 265 

D.  The City may approve, or approve with modifications, and impose reasonable 266 
conditions upon the state or regional essential public facility in order to ensure that: 267 

1.  Necessary infrastructure is or will be made available to ensure safe 268 
transportation access and transportation concurrency; 269 

2.  Adequate service capacity is or will be made available to ensure that 270 
public agencies have the capacity to handle changes in the demand for public services 271 
that may occur as the result of the facility, including but not limited to insurance costs, 272 
public awareness and public education costs and that the facility will not adversely 273 
affect public safety; 274 
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3.  Any and all probable significant adverse environmental impacts 275 
including but not limited to, noise, air quality, habitat, soil quality and soil stability of 276 
neighboring properties and light pollution are adequately mitigated. 277 

E.  The City may not preclude the siting or expansion of a state or regional 278 
essential public facility, but may impose reasonable conditions in order to mitigate 279 
adverse impacts that may otherwise occur. 280 
 281 
Section 4.  Severability.  If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance 282 
should be held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such 283 
invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other 284 
section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance. 285 
 286 
Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance or a summary thereof consisting of the title 287 
shall be published in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect and be in 288 
full force five (5) days after publication. 289 
 290 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL, the ________ day of ______________, 2015. 291 
 292 

APPROVED: 293 
 294 
 295 
_________________________________ 296 
Nicola Smith, Mayor 297 

 298 
ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 299 
 300 
 301 
 302 
_______________________________________ 303 
__________________ 304 
Finance Director 305 
 306 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 307 
 308 
 309 
_______________________________________ 310 
Rosemary Larson 311 
City Attorney 312 
 313 
FILED WITH ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES:    314 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:     315 
PUBLISHED:     316 
EFFECTIVE DATE:     317 
ORDINANCE NUMBER:     318 
 319 
  320 
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 321 
 322 
On the _____ day of ___________, 2015, the City Council of the City of 323 

Lynnwood, Washington, passed Ordinance No. _______.  A summary of the content of 324 
said ordinance, consisting of the title, provides as follows: 325 
 326 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LYNNWOOD, 327 
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO IDENTIFICATION AND 328 
SITING OF ESSENTIAL PUBLIC FACILITIES, ADDING 329 
NEW DEFINITIONS TO CHAPTER 21.02 LYNNWOOD 330 
MUNICIPAL CODE (LMC), ADDING A NEW CHAPTER 331 
21.73 LMC, AND PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, AN 332 
EFFECTIVE DATE AND SUMMARY PUBLICATION. 333 
. 334 

 335 
The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed upon request. 336 
 337 
  DATED this    day of   , 2015. 338 
 339 
 340 

 341 
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January 22, 2015 
 
City of Lynnwood 
Planning Commission 
c/o Planning & Development Services 
PO Box 5008 
Lynnwood, WA 98046-5008 
 
 
Re:  Proposed Essential Public Facilities Ordinance 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The Alderwood Water & Wastewater District (District) has reviewed the City of Lynnwood’s 
(City) proposed ordinance (see Attachment A) concerning the identification and siting of 
Essential Public Facilities (EPFs), and we have concerns that it might affect our system and 
related facilities in the future.  
 
As you are aware, the District provides water and sewer service to a portion of 
unincorporated Snohomish County and to part or all of five cities with retail services, 
whereby we maintain pipes “to the front door” of customers, and bill them directly for the 
service. We also provide wholesale water to several other cities and water districts. The City 
of Lynnwood is one city where we have both retail water and sewer customers within the 
city limits, as well as having a wholesale contract to provide water to the City’s utility 
system. To make this all work, we construct, maintain, and replace not just water and sewer 
mains, but also reservoirs, pump stations, lift stations, and a wastewater treatment plant. 
 
Currently, the District not have any major facilities (other than water and sewer mains) 
located within the city limits of Lynnwood, and have no immediate plans to place any 
therein. However, we cannot say whether future residential and commercial growth will lead 
us to propose such facilities within the city, nor do we know whether future annexations will 
bring certain District-owned properties into the city which we may need for our operations. 
For those reasons, the District wishes to avoid having an ordinance in place that would 
make locating such facilities difficult or impractical.  
 
Overall, the District is concerned about the lack of specificity as to whether and how the 
ordinance would affect our facilities.  We have outlined our questions and suggestions as 
follows: 
 

1. Are water and sewer facilities considered “essential public facilities” (EPFs)? 
 
The definition for “essential public facility” (page 2, line 75) does not specifically 
mention either water or sewage facilities, but either could be implied by the definition 
of an EPF. Per RCW 36.70A.200(4), the State of Washington Office of Financial 

Written testimony received during the 
1/22/15 Planning Commission public 
hearing, with Community Development 
responses shown in red, italic font. 
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Management (WA OFM) is required to maintain a list of essential public facilities. In 
lieu of a list, the WA OFM uses the 2014 Facilities Inventory Instructions (see 
Attachment B), prepared by WA OFM, which states that facilities are EPFs if they 
meet the definitions found in: 
 

- RCW 36.70A.200 (included in Lynnwood’s definition); 
- RCW 47.06.140 (included); 
- RCW 71.09.020 (included); and 
- WAC 365.196.550 (excluded from Lynnwood’s definition). 

 
The WAC is of particular importance because it provides criteria for determining 
whether a facility is an essential public facility and difficult to site, under WAC 365-
196-550(1) and (2) (see Attachment C). These criteria include the need for a specific 
type of site, the need to locate near another facility, or is a facility which has or is 
perceived to have significant adverse impacts. Water and sewer facilities meet more 
than one of the criteria in the WAC of an “essential public facility,” and thus should 
be included in Lynnwood’s definition. 
 
Response:  The comment regarding referencing WAC 365.196.550 is a good one.  
The draft code has been amended.  The question of which Alderwood facilities 
would qualify is less clear.  Staff has attached a table illustrating how water and 
sewer facilities are already accommodated in LMC without needing to rely upon EPF 
criteria.  Major projects such as well fields, storage facilities and treatment facilities 
would be reviewable under the EPF process if existing codes are insufficient.  
 

2. Is Alderwood Water & Wastewater District a “local” or a “regional” EPF? 
 
It is unclear from the proposed definitions (page 2, line 85 and page 3, line 94) 
whether the District’s facilities would be considered a “local” or a “regional” provider. 
These definitions should be clarified either by A) specific organization (based on 
geographic coverage), B) by facility type, or C) by agency type.  
 
For example: 
 

A) If the definitions were clarified by organization, the definitions could include 
lists of the known public agencies which would fall under each category. For 
example, the Lynnwood water utility is a local (within the city) provider, 
whereas Alderwood could be listed as a regional provider. 
 

B) The definition could include types of facilities. A large reservoir, such as the 
District’s 28 million gallon tanks immediately north of the city, are regional 
facilities that serve all of our retail and wholesale customers, while our smaller 
reservoirs serve a discrete area. The same distinction could be applied to lift 
stations, which serve a defined area, and wastewater treatment facilities, 
which serve a region. 
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C) The definition for local and regional EPFs could be clarified so that special 
purpose districts (including water, sewer, fire, school, and hospital districts) 
are specifically included in one and excluded from the other. Per state law, 
we are in fact a “unit of local government” but some additional language 
would remove any doubt. 

 
Per WAC 365-196-550(3)(d), proposals which go through a regional or state siting 
process may not be required by the City to go through a second, local siting process. 
 
Response:  Alderwood facilities are intended to provide service to Lynnwood 
environs (south Snohomish County) and are therefore Local EPF’s.  The draft has 
been so amended.  By way of discussion, these facilities are clearly different than 
King County Metro’s Brightwater plant.  That facility is designed to serve a major 
portion of north King and south Snohomish County’s and was proposed by a 
Regional (as opposed to a sub-regional) agency. 
 

3. Per WAC 365-196-550(3)(a), the purpose of development regulations for EPFs is not 
to create provisions that “would make the siting of an essential public facility 
impossible or impractical.” 
 
The draft ordinance would require that EPFs apply for a Conditional Use Permit, 
which is reasonable. However, it includes some decision criteria which the District 
feels are problematic. These comments apply to both the “local” and the “regional” 
language, though the citations are provided only for the “local” language for ease of 
reading and reference: 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(2) (page 3, line 134) regarding reasonable investigation of 
alternative sites: 

 
What methodology is expected by the City and how will the City, associated 
jurisdictions and agencies be expected to review alternative sites? The 
District is especially concerned due to the amount of technical expertise 
required to site and design water and sewer facilities. 
 
Response: This requirement is quite standard with EPF ordinances.  
Generally, the proponent has an obligation to demonstrate that they went 
through a selection process that included alternative locations.  Eliminating 
this requirement would effectively render a city’s ability to question the 
location based upon impacts, difficult or impossible.  

 
• LMC 21.73.020(C)(3) (page 4, line 137) regarding transportation concurrency: 
 

Does “transportation concurrency” refer to the City’s traffic impact fee? 
Whether or not this provision refers to the traffic impact fee, it should be 
rewritten to clarify the requirement. 
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Response:  Staff is proposing to eliminate this specific requirement and 
substitute a general analysis of impacts as was already done for Regional 
EPF’s. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(4) (page 4, line 139) regarding public safety responders: 
 

This provision assumes that EPFs will cause impacts to public safety. For 
passive facilities, which make up the bulk of the District’s facilities, this makes 
little sense. It is also unclear whether the District and other similar agencies 
be required to pay for ongoing “insurance costs, public awareness and public 
education costs”? How will this be calculated and how will the applicant’s 
proportional share be documented and billed? Is the City proposing a public 
safety impact fee? A better vehicle for accomplishing this may be through the 
business licensing process rather than through the siting process. 
 
Response:  Staff is proposing to eliminate this specific requirement 
substituting a general analysis of impacts as was previously done for 
Regional EPF’s. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(5) (page 4, line 143) regarding ability of the applicant to 
pay for all associated capital expenses: 

 
It is unclear what documentation is required by the City to demonstrate ability 
to pay – does the applicant need to provide annual financial data or credit 
ratings? For a public agency, where this information is a matter of public 
record, this is not an issue, however clarification is warranted. If the intent 
instead is to have all capital improvements completed and paid for prior to 
final acceptance, then it would be helpful if the language reflected as much. 
 
Response:  Staff is proposing to eliminate this specific requirement 
substituting a general analysis of impacts as was previously done for 
Regional EPF’s. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(6) (page 7, line 145) regarding “not unreasonably 
increasing noise levels”: 

 
It is the District’s understanding that Lynnwood has a specific noise ordinance 
provided for in Chapter 10.12 LMC. It is unclear what “unreasonably increase” 
means. Does it mean that the facility shall not violate the maximum levels 
established in Chapter 10.12 LMC? Does it mean that EPFs can exceed the 
maximums in Chapter 10.12 LMC? If so, is that by a percentage or by total 
decibels?  
 
While the majority of our facilities are quiet and we take care to prevent noise 
pollution, clarification would be helpful for the design process. It should also 
be noted that some of the District’s facilities include emergency generators 
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which are essential to maintain service despite power outages, but which do 
generate noise. 
 
Response:  Staff is proposing to eliminate this specific requirement 
substituting a general analysis of impacts as was previously done for 
Regional EPF’s. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(7) (page 4, line 147) regarding visual screening: 
 

This requires that “visual screening” be provided to “mitigate the visual 
impacts” without giving any guidance as to how effective such screening 
should be. Such requirements open the door to significant debate by 
neighbors without providing a reliable base from which to assess the 
adequacy of a proposal, nor does it tie such visual screening to any existing 
LMC or design guideline standards. 
 
Response:  Staff is proposing to eliminate this specific requirement 
substituting a general analysis of impacts as was previously done for 
Regional EPF’s. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(C)(8) (page 4, line 149) regarding siting EPFs outside of 
residential zones: 

 
This provision states that EPFs should not be located within residential 
zoning, unless there is no other “feasible location.” Both water and sewer 
facilities are sited based on geography and especially topography. Relocating 
a reservoir to avoid public controversy could have significant cost, feasibility, 
and service impacts—which we believe the Essential Public Facilities 
requirements of the Growth Management Act were meant to avoid. 
 
In addition, due to geography, topography, and the amount of residentially 
zoned property, most water and sewer facilities are likely to be placed in 
residential areas. Requiring water and sewer utilities to justify not meeting this 
criterion every time an application is made is burdensome and runs counter to 
both the intent of the WAC and the engineering principles that govern 
placement of these facilities. 
 
Response:  Staff believes this is a reasonable requirement and should be 
retained.  Since most if not all water and sewer facilities serving a residential 
neighborhood are already allowed in LMC, we would only be using the EPF 
code to address major facilities such as well fields, sewage treatment plants 
and potentially storage facilities.  In these cases making the proponent 
explore alternatives to impacting a residential neighborhood seems to be a 
logical response.  
 

• LMC 21.73.020(D) (page 4, line 167) regarding if the criteria are unable to be 
met by the applicant: 
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This section states “approval of the special use permit” – is a special use 
permit required, or a conditional use permit? 
 
Response:  The District is correct; the code should refer to “conditional use 
permit”. 
 

• LMC 21.73.020(E) (page 4, line 176) regarding the ability of the hearing 
examiner to require the EPF be located at an alternative site: 

 
Having the City’s Hearing Examiner make siting decisions which are largely 
engineering matters seems unworkable. Since conditional use permits are 
site-specific permits, approval with a condition of locating the project 
elsewhere amounts to a denial of the proposal at the preferred site. Per WAC 
365-196-550(6)(a), “The siting process may not be used to deny the approval 
of the essential public facility. The purpose of the essential public facility siting 
process is to allow a county or city to impose reasonable conditions on an 
essential public facility necessary to mitigate the impacts of the project while 
ensuring that its development regulations do not preclude the siting of an 
essential public facility” (emphasis added).  
 
Response: The District apparently maintains that the sole factor in siting 
EPF’s should be their engineer’s opinion on the optimal location and further 
that the jurisdiction should have no ability to dispute or influence that opinion.  
If that was truly the case then there would be no reason for cities planning 
under GMA to even have EPF ordinances as their input would be entirely 
disregarded.  Staff disputes that opinion and proposes no amendments to this 
section. 
 

The District respectfully requests that these sections be rewritten to not preclude or deny 
siting of an EPF, as required by state law, and to include criteria which clearly define the 
expectations of the City with regard to environmental, aesthetic, aural and other impacts. 

 
Our staff is available to answer questions about our concerns, and will work with your staff 
as necessary to develop solutions that will serve the Lynnwood community. Our District has 
been serving the residents and businesses of Lynnwood for over eighty years, and we want 
to make sure that we can efficiently and effectively continue to do so well into the future. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. If you have any questions please feel free to 
contact me by email at jclarke@awwd.com or by phone at (425) 743-4605. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jeff Clarke 
General Manager 
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Attachments: 
 

A. City of Lynnwood Proposed Essential Public Facilities Ordinance, undated draft, 
received via email December 30, 2014 

B. Excerpt from State of Washington Office of Financial Management 2014 Facilities 
Inventory Instructions, cover and page 7 

C. WAC 365-196-550: Department of Commerce, Growth Management Act—
Procedural Criteria for Adopting Comprehensive Plans and Development 
Regulations, Essential Public Facilities 
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Summary – Existing Siting Procedures for Public Utility Facilities and Infrastructure 
 
No change to these existing provisions is proposed.  The essential public facilities (EPF) regulations offer 
provisions oriented primarily to EPFs other than utilities.  If desired, public utility providers could utilize 
the EPF provisions. 
 
Zone Categories Permitted Use? Code Reference Note: 
Single family Conditional use permit (CUP) 

required. 
Table 21.42.01 of LMC 
21.42.100 
LMC 21.42.110B and C 

Draft ordinance requires 
CUP for local EPFs. 

Multifamily Conditional use permit 
required. 

Table 21.43.01 of LMC 
21.43.100 
LMC 21.43.110B & C 

Draft ordinance requires 
CUP local EPFs. 

Commercial Permitted use (except B-2 
zone). 
B-2:  not permitted. 

Table 21.46.12 of LMC 
21.46.100 
LMC 21.46.110B.4 
LMC 21.46.118B 

 

Planned Regional 
Center (PRC) 

As allowed in commercial 
zones. 

LMC 21.48.100 
LMC 21.48.110B.4 
LMC 21.48.118B 

 

Industrial BTP: conditional use permit 
required. 
LI: not permitted. 

Table 21.50.01 of LMC 
21.50.100 

 

Public As allowed by CUP in RS-8. LMC 21.44.100B 
LMC 21.44.100D 

 

Mixed use All permitted. LMC 21.52.100  
City center All permitted, except 

wastewater treatment 
plants. 

LMC 21.60.300  

ACCTA Generally prohibited. LMC 21.61.250  
Hwy 99 Mixed 
Use 

Not specified. LMC 21.62.200  

Mobile home Conditional use permit 
required. 

LMC 21.71.150 Draft ordinance requires 
CUP for local EPFs. 

 
 
1/28/15 
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Essential Public Facilities - Meeting Minutes Compendium 
 
 
Excerpt – Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, January 22, 2015 
 
Public Hearing    1.    Code Amendment: Siting process for Essential Public Facilities 

(EPF) (CAM-002370-2014) 
 
Staff Presentation: 
 
Director Krauss reviewed the background on this item. Last fall the City was approached by a potential 
EPF that was seeking to locate in the City. While they may or may not come forward with a proposal to do 
so, staff realized that the City never adopted an ordinance dealing with EPF’s. In order to be in 
compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) it is necessary to have an ordinance in place. Staff 
felt that the ordinance Mukilteo has in place is a fairly good model for Lynnwood to use. He explained to 
the Commission that the City doesn’t have the option of saying no to EPF’s. What they can do is try to get 
them sited as optimally as possible and get whatever impacts there are mitigated.  
 
Director Krauss commented that Sound Transit had some comments about the draft which were included. 
The most significant change was to make sure that EPF’s go through a public hearing process when they 
come to the City. At the suggestion of Sound Transit, staff kept the local-serving EPF’s as Conditional 
Use Permits (CUP’s). Those would go through the CUP process which has a hearing in front of the 
Hearing Examiner. Larger, more regional-serving services would go through a Development Agreement 
process. This would be a contract between the applicant and the Council. The adoption of a Development 
Agreement requires a public hearing in front of the City Council. 
 
Director Krauss clarified that there are no specific applications pending, but staff believes Sound Transit 
will come forward for the EPF siting process soon. Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission 
ultimately recommend that the Council adopt the EPF ordinance in order to be prepared to deal with 
these matters when and if they come forward. 
 
Commission Questions:  
 
Commissioner Ambalada noted there are two elements to be considered – regional and local. She asked 
why Snohomish County Tomorrow is involved in this process.  
 
Mr. Hikel objected to this meeting’s hearing process which he said did not follow the required public 
hearing procedures. He stated that comments and questions from the commissioners were not 
appropriate at this time. Director Krauss acknowledged they did not have the official script tonight, but 
noted that this hearing was not regarding any specific use or property. He solicited any conflict of interest 
issues from the Commission. None were raised. 
 
Commissioner Wojack asked about the definition of EPF’s. He asked about situations in which 
organizations might deem themselves EPF’s such as tent cities. Director Krauss acknowledged that this 
can happen. He said that the Growth Management Hearings Board heard cases on this subject, mostly in 
the 1990’s. He noted there is a separate ordinance that deals with tent cities. He pointed out that the 
ordinance also provides for EPF’s that are non-governmental, but fit the criteria.  
 
Commissioner Ambalada asked if mobile home parks can be classified as EPF’s. Director Krauss did not 
think so, but noted there are already zoning provisions in the City for mobile home parks so they wouldn’t 
need an EPF ordinance to be sited. Commissioner Ambalada expressed concern that the mobile home 
park ordinance isn’t strong enough in the event that an owner wanted to sell. Director Krauss clarified that 
the EPF ordinance would not alter the relationship between the property owner and tenants that the 
Commission is concerned about.  
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Commissioner Jones stated that a siting process is required by law and will eventually save the City 
money. Director Krauss agreed it is a possibility that the City could get sued if they don’t have an EPF 
siting process. Additionally, if the City is in violation of the state law there could be implications with 
receiving state funding. 
 
Vice Chair Braithwaite opened the public hearing at 7:25 p.m. He and Director Krauss discussed the 
procedures for the public hearing.  
 
Public Testimony: 
 
Duane Huskey, Planning and Development Services Manager, Alderwood Water and Wastewater District, 
3626 – 156th Place SW, Lynnwood, WA 98087, stated that they consider their major facilities EPF’s and 
they are not sure if they are going to be regional or local. He noted that they are not in the City, but are in 
the Urban Growth Area so this is a concern for them. He stated that he and Lauren Balisky would 
distribute a letter outlining their concerns. He referred to an issue paper that Renton put out on elevated, 
water storage tanks. He clarified that the Water District’s siting locations are pretty specific. They need to 
be either at the top of the hill or at the low point. Also, when they do a facility they spend a number of 
years doing research, planning, studying, and engineering. Having a Hearing Examiner tell them they 
need to consider an alternate site would not be good. He asked for clarification about the noise 
regulations and size issues. He apologized they were not able to meet with staff this week, but offered to 
meet with them another time soon to discuss this. 
 
Commissioner Ambalada commended the Alderwood Water District for the good job they do. She asked 
Mr. Huskey if they see any kind of problem in the future that would affect their services. Mr. Huskey 
replied that the concern now is if they become a regional facility under this law the siting issues become 
more complicated and less certain.  
 
Director Krauss referred to Mr. Huskey’s concerns about noise and said he had noticed they have two 
versions of the code. There is a version that was prepared and went out with legal notice. There is 
another version that was edited in response to comments received from Sound Transit which is not 
included in the packet. The edited version struck the noise issue and some other things. He 
recommended continuing the public hearing to the next meeting and holding it open so the corrected 
version of the ordinance can be considered.  
 
Commissioner Larsen asked if known EPF’s will be mapped in some way. He commented that Alderwood 
Water and Wastewater District (Alderwood) has wellheads in our area and all throughout the county. He 
doesn’t know how big an issue this might be. Director Krauss replied that staff has not had an opportunity 
to review Alderwood’s concerns in detail. He commented that the City regularly processes similar utility 
improvements in the City for its own utilities using existing provisions of code. Most of the utility 
infrastructure is either approved outright as a permitted use or is listed as a conditional use and goes 
through that process. He noted that larger facilities might not comply with the zoning code, but the EFP 
ordinance gives a new mechanism to review those. Other large-scale projects include things like 
highways, Sound Transit, Community Transit, light rail stations, and transit centers.  
 
Lauren Balisky, Alderwood Water and Waste Water District, Utility Planner, 3626 – 156th Street SW, 
Lynnwood, WA 98087, offered to answer any questions the Planning Commission might have of 
Alderwood.  
 
Ted Hikel, 3820 – 191st Place SW, Lynnwood, WA, 98036, spoke in support of rejecting negative impacts 
of the Growth Management Act. He noted the City Council is on record rejecting that Sound Transit’s 
operations and maintenance facility be sited in the City of Lynnwood. He commented that Lynnwood is a 
small city, and the County is already impacting the future of the City with extremely high-density, multi-
family development just north and east of the City. He urged the Planning Commission to be careful what 
they ask for or approve because they just might get it. He thanked Commissioner Wojack and 
Commissioner Ambalada for bringing up the question of what else this allows because you just don’t 
know. He then noted that the conduct of public hearings is clearly set out in the RCW and the LMC. He 
doesn’t believe tonight’s process meets these requirements for a public hearing especially when Director 

Page 40



Krauss mentioned the fact that the ordinance that was in the packet is not the ordinance that the Planning 
Commission will be asked to consider. He objected to this being a valid public hearing.  
 
Director Krauss clarified that the Ordinance that is in the packet is the current one, but there was also a 
redlined copy that would have showed the changes made since the last time this was reviewed. That is 
the one that is not in the packet.  
 
Commissioner Comments and Questions: 
 
Commissioner Wojack asked if any current EPF’’s in the MUGA (Municipal Urban Growth Area) would be 
grandfathered in. Director Krauss affirmed that they would be grandfathered in. 
 
Commissioner Ambalada asked if there was property and money to accommodate these EPF’s. Director 
Krauss clarified that the City would not be advancing any EPF’s . Agencies like Sound Transit would 
acquire the property they need, clear it, and put it in. He referred to the Operations and Maintenance 
Facility for Sound Transit which the City opposed. That issue played out in the political process and the 
environmental review process at a regional scale long before they would have had to make an application 
as an EPF.  The City was successful in that instance, and ultimately Bellevue was selected as the 
location. However, if they decided it was going to be in Lynnwood, the City could not refuse because it’s 
an EPF. He commented that there is ample opportunity for the City to have a role in the process as they 
did in that situation.  
 
Commissioner Hurst asked staff it they would be reviewing Alderwood’s letter and meeting with them prior 
to the next public hearing. Director Krauss affirmed that they would since they have a collaborative 
relationship with Alderwood. Staff will also be bringing the redlined copy of the ordinance next time and 
will use the public hearing script.   
 
Seeing no further public testimony, Vice Chair Braithwaite noted that the public hearing would be 
continued until February 12, 2015. 
 
 
Excerpt – Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, December 11, 2014 
 
Work Session    2.  Code Amendment: Essential Public Facilities 
 
Director Krauss explained that Lynnwood doesn’t have a code that adequately provides for handling 
Essential Public Facilities as defined by state law. This proposed code amendment is based largely on 
Mukilteo’s code but with a new definition. It proposes a two-track review process with a higher level of 
criteria and findings required for large regional facilities than would be required for smaller facilities 
designed to serve a local population. 
 
Commissioner Wojack referred to item C(3) under Siting or Expansion of Local Essential Public Facilities 
on page 52 and asked if the City is required to pay for the referenced infrastructure. Director Krauss 
stated that the idea was that the proponent would handle that. He explained how the City is working with 
Sound Transit to mitigate traffic impacts.  
 
Commissioner Braithwaite referred to the last paragraph on page 50, line 89, and recommended that 
“essential” be inserted before services. He then asked if there will be latitude for the hearing examiner or 
whoever will be making the determination that there is no mitigation that would allow certain essential 
facilities to be cited in some locations. Director Krauss explained that the Essential Public Facility process 
says that the applicant will have to prove why a certain site works and how it will be mitigated. The 
regional facilities have a higher level of analysis than the smaller, local facilities. Commissioner 
Braithwaite commented that the overall approach staff has come up with is a sound one.  
 
Commissioner Larsen said he was mostly comfortable with this, but wondered if in some situations the 
decision might be referred to the City Council by the Hearing Examiner because of the particulars of the 
situation. Director Krauss commented that this code properly puts the onus on the applicant to 
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demonstrate how proposed location was an appropriate site. Commissioner Larsen asked Director 
Krauss if he was aware of any situations where a Hearing Examiner had said they didn’t feel like they had 
the information they needed or they didn’t feel like it was their decision to make. Director Krauss wasn’t 
aware of that happening.  
 
Commissioner Ambalada discussed the need for local services for detoxification and mentally ill people 
picked up by the police department. She commented that Swedish Hospital had helped to provide that 
service since Everett was too far away and was often full, but suggested that more facilities could also be 
put in the proposed justice center. Director Krauss cautioned against getting into specifics. 
 
Commissioner Jones spoke in support of the proposed ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Larsen referred to line 165 and 229 where it talks about significant adverse environmental 
impacts. He asked if it would be appropriate to add things like lighting, traffic, noise, privacy, etc. Director 
Krauss noted that it says, “. . . including but not limited to . . .” He pointed out that there are traffic and 
noise provisions elsewhere, so he is comfortable with the language the way it is.  
 
Motion made by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Braithwaite, to move this item forward 
for a public hearing. Motion passed unanimously (7-0). 
 
 
Excerpt – Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, November 13, 2014 
 
Work Session    3. Draft Essential Public Facilities Code Amendment 
 
Director Krauss stated that the Growth Management Act (GMA) created Essential Public Facilities which 
are uses that are required for societies’ needs, but which people tend to not want in their own backyards. 
These include things such as airports, sewage treatment plants, and waste transfer stations which are 
needed, but are difficult to site. The GMA says that if something is determined to be an Essential Public 
Facility it can supersede local zoning controls and cities can’t just refuse to accept them. He explained 
that staff was approached by an in-patient drug and alcohol treatment facility that wants to go into the 
City. That is one of the uses that is specifically determined by state law to be an Essential Public Facility, 
but it isn’t currently allowed anywhere in the City. The proponents appear to be very credible and 
responsible and want to locate in one of the City’s Light Industrial areas. As a result of this situation, staff 
realized that the code doesn’t deal with Essential Public Facilities the way it should. After briefing Council 
on this situation, the Council indicated an interest in implementing an Essential Public Facilities ordinance 
that would cover this and other situations. Staff will be bringing a draft ordinance to the Planning 
Commission for review in the near future.  
 
Commissioner Wojack asked about the vetting of the process for Essential Public Facilities. He wondered 
what happens if someone gets approved for an Essential Public Facility and then wants to use the 
property for something else later. Director Krauss explained that it is a Conditional Use Permit. A different 
use would be subject to the existing zoning. Commissioner Wojack asked if there are any time limits 
associated with this. Director Krauss replied that as long as the business stays the same it would be 
allowed. Commissioner Wojack asked if it matters if it is a public or private entity. Director Krauss 
indicated that didn’t matter as much as the service that is provided.  
 
Commissioner Braithwaite asked about defining a zone or a code for Essential Public Facilities without 
designating any specific areas. Then if an Essential Public Facility comes into being you can rezone that 
particular land for that. Director Krauss explained that the difficult part is that some are fairly straight 
forward, but some are not. He spoke to the need to make an Essential Public Facility justify its need to be 
in your community.  
 
Vice Chair Larsen asked about limiting the size. Director Krauss explained that the previously mentioned 
drug treatment facility would have 15 beds, which is the maximum for federal funding. Vice Chair Larsen 
referred to Site Evaluation Criteria #4 which states that the facility’s service area population should 
include a significant share of the host community’s population. Director Krauss commented that in this 

Page 42



particular case the applicant can demonstrate that, but there are Essential Public Facilities where this 
cannot be demonstrated. Vice Chair Larsen asked about police involvement. Director Krauss commented 
that the Police Department is supportive of this proposal because currently when they pick up somebody 
their choice is to take them to the emergency room which isn’t equipped to deal with them, take them to 
Everett if they have the staff and if there is a bed, or let them go back on the streets. To have a credible 
facility in the City in coordination with the emergency providers would be a real boon. Vice Chair Larsen 
noted that the City of Mukilteo did a list of Essential Public Facilities in their city. He wondered if 
Lynnwood should do that. Director Krauss did not think that was necessary.  
 
Commissioner Hurst referred to the definition of Essential Public Facility on page 112 which mentions 
group homes. To him this seems to imply it would be in a residential area. Director Krauss said it didn’t 
necessarily indicate that. He reiterated that the request they were talking about was looking at an 
industrial building in an industrial zone.  
 
Commissioner Braithwaite asked what staff’s approach would be in drafting an ordinance. Would it be 
very detailed or more process oriented. Director Krauss agreed that this is an important question because 
state law is fairly vague. Commissioner Braithwaite commented that it seems important to be able to 
funnel everything into a review process to capture the differences in the uses.  
 
Vice Chair Larsen commented that the facility they were discussing might not have that much controversy 
associated with it depending on the location. Director Krauss concurred.  
 
Commissioner Wojack asked if they would have to go back to revise other zoning codes if they adopt an 
ordinance related to Essential Public Facilities. Director Krauss replied that if the City already makes 
allowances for it, they don’t need to reconsider it. 
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Summary 
The purpose of this agenda item is to introduce the draft Capital Facilities & 
Utilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan for the Commission’s initial review.  
This project is part of the 2015 Update of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Action 
Review the draft Element and provide direction to staff. 
 
Background 
The existing Capital Facilities & Utilities Element the Comprehensive Plan has 
been revised as part of the 2015 update of the Comprehensive Plan. This 
Element contains a summary of all capital facilities and utilities providing service 
within the City of Lynnwood. Most of the existing text has been removed for 
clarity/readability, and instead a capital facilities inventory has been provided 
which refers to other facility and infrastructure plans containing the information 
required by the Growth Management Act.  Goals and policies are also included at 
the end of the element and are organized by service type. 
 
In general, staff’s amendments are intended to promote clarity and technical 
accuracy. Staff has provided an annotated, “track changes” version that readily 
identifies all edits proposed.  Also provided is a “clean” version with changes 
incorporated and new formatting applied. 
 
Previous Planning Commission / City Council Action 
None specific to the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element. 
 
Adm. Recommendation 
Review the draft Element and provide direction. 
 
Attachments 

1. Draft Capital Facilities & Utilities Element (track-change and annotated version) 
2. Draft Capital Facilities & Utilities Element (clean version) 

 
Planning Commission 

Meeting of February 12, 2015 
 

Capital Facilities & Utilities 
Element Update 
Agenda Item:  E.1 
 
Staff Report 
 

 
    Public Hearing 
    Work Session 
    Other Business 
    Information 
    Miscellaneous 
 

Staff Contacts:  Todd Hall, Community Development; Bill Franz / Jeff Elekes, Public Works 
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Comprehensive Plan Review History As of 2/12/15 
 

 Element/Topic Planning Commission City Council 
  Date Description Date Description 
 Cover & Title Pages     

1. Introduction 10/23/14 First review.   
2. Land Use 6/26/14 

7/24/14 
8/28/14 
9/11/14 

Deferred to future meeting. 
Deferred to future meeting. 
First review. 
Second review. 

  

3. Community Character 10/23/14 First review.   
4. Economic Development     
5. Transportation     
6. Parks, Recreation & Open Space 11/13/14 First review-formatting only.   
7. Housing 11/13/14 

1/8/15 
Review of Housing Profile. 
First review. 

  

8. Environment 2/27/14 
8/28/14 

First review. 
Second review.  One additional review 
requested. 

  

9. Capital Facilities and Utilities 2/12/15 First review   
10. Implementation 1/22/15 First review.  Review complete.   

 Appendices     
A.1 City Center Subarea Plan     
A.2 Highway 99 Subarea Plan     
A.3 ACCTA Subarea Plan     

 General 12/19/13 
1/23/14 

Project scope and overview. 
Public participation plan 

2/3/14 Project scope and overview. 
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CAPITAL FACILITIES & 
UTILITIES  ELEMENT 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The Capital Facilities and Utilities Element is used to demonstrate that all capital facilities serving Lynnwood 
support the current and future population and economy.  Capital facilities, also referred to as public facilities, 
include the transportation system (roadways, sidewalks, street lights, and traffic signals), domestic water, sanitary 
sewer and stormwater systems, park and recreational facilities, and other community buildings.  This Element 
consists of two components: the twenty-year plan and the six-year plan.  The twenty-year plan, which is this 
chapter, contains capital facilities related goals and policies that are consistent with other goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Capital Facilities Plan is a six-year plan that contains an inventory of existing and 
proposed capital facilities, forecasts the future needs of facilities for six years, identifies deficiencies in capital 
facilities and the actions necessary to meet such deficiencies, and contains a six-year finance plan.  The Capital 
Facilities Plan is a separate document which is reviewed and updated by the City annually to coincide with the 
City Council budgeting process.  The Utilities portion of this Element includes a summary of the privately owned 
utilities, such as electrical, telecommunication, and cable lines, and natural gas facilities.   

Economic Considerations 
Lynnwood’s development policy is that new development will pay for the portion of facility improvements 
related to its demand on the system.  These improvements to the City’s utility systems allow for a more equitable 
distribution of costs and help to keep rates lower. 

In cases where one development occurs prior to another and is not adjacent to existing infrastructure, the new 
development may have to extend utilities across the frontage of another undeveloped site and incur the cost of 
such extensions.  Lynnwood has some mechanisms of reimbursement, such as a latecomers agreement, to provide 
a mechanism for fair share financing in such cases.  The original developer would be reimbursed for costs 
associated with the portion of the extension that is later used by another developer. 

In limited cases, and with City Council approval, the City allows extensions of utilities outside of the city limits.  
Because general rates should not be used to fund and operate systems outside of the City boundaries, differential 
rates and/or connections fees are established to ensure that City residents are not subsidizing service outside of 
City boundaries. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comprehensive Plan 
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The following is a summary of the capital facilities and utilities providing service within the City of Lynnwood.  
Separate documents containing the detailed inventory are listed in the right-hand column of the table.  For outside 
agencies that  provide services within Lynnwood, document names (if available) are listed in the right-hand 
column.   
 
Facilities Inventory Description Related Document 
City of Lynnwood 
Transportation The Transportation Element contains 

a generalized inventory of 
Lynnwood’s transportation system.  
A detailed inventory is kept by the 
Public Works Department.  
Lynnwood annually prepares and 
adopts the Six-Year Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP).  This 
plan lists street and non-motorized 
projects and revenue sources.  This 
plan is prepared for transportation 
project scheduling, prioritization and 
grant eligibility purposes. 
   

Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan;  Asset 
Management Systems Incorporated 
(AMSI);  Six-Year TIP; 
Transportation Business Plan, City 
Center Street Master Plan; Non-
Motorized Multimodal Plan 

Water Lynnwood’s water system includes 
approximately 168 miles of water 
mains, two pressure reducing 
stations, two reservoirs, one booster 
pump station and other related 
appurtenances.   

City of Lynnwood Water 
Comprehensive Plan, Section 1.4; 
Comprehensive Water, Sewer and 
Storm Utility Rate Study 

Sewer (Wastewater) Lynnwood’s wastewater system is 
comprised of approximately 100 
miles of gravity pipe.  These gravity 
lines are fed into six existing sewer 
lift stations which then pump into 
gravity interceptors, and eventually 
to the Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(WWTP) which is located on the 
Puget Sound.   

City of Lynnwood Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan, Sections 6.1 
and 6.2; Comprehensive Water, 
Sewer and Storm Utility Rate Study 

Stormwater (Surface 
Water) 

Lynnwood has 18 different drainage 
basins throughout the City, and 
maintains all associated drainage 
infrastructure.  Operation, 
maintenance and management of the 
stormwater system is funded through 
the City’s Surface Water Utility.   

City of Lynnwood Surface Water 
Management Comprehensive Plan; 
Comprehensive Water, Sewer and 
Storm Utility Rate Study 

Parks & Recreation  Parks and Recreation Plan; Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Element 
of the Comprehensive Plan; Asset 
Management Systems Incorporated 
(AMSI)   

City Buildings Buildings owned by the City of 
Lynnwood 

Facilities Condition Assessment Plan 

Other Community The AMSI System contains a Asset Management Systems 
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(Public) Buildings complete inventory of all other City 
owned buildings.  These include 
facilities such as the Police Station, 
Fire Station, the library, 
administration buildings, and Public 
Works buildings.  The Lynnwood 
Library is operated by the Sno-Isle 
Libraries Foundation.   

Incorporated (AMSI); Sno-Isle 
Libraries Capital Facility Plan 

   
Outside Agencies / Privately Owned Utilities 
Schools Lynnwood residents are served by 

the Edmonds School District (ESD).  
ESD operates seven elementary 
schools, two middle schools, and one 
high school within the City.   

Edmonds School District Capital 
Facilities Plan 

Water and Sewer Alderwood Water & Wastewater 
District (AWWD) services portions 
of Lynnwood in the northeast and 
southeast.   

AWWD Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) 

Electrical Power Provided by Snohomish County 
Public Utility District No. 1 
(SNOPUD).  

SNOPUD Electric System Capital 
Plan 

Natural Gas Provided by Puget Sound Energy 
(PSE).  

PSE Integrated Resources Plan 

Telecommunications 
(Cable, Internet & 
Phone) 

Several companies provide 
telecommunication services within 
Lynnwood, including AT&T, 
Comcast, DirecTV, Dish Network, 
Frontier FiOS, among others.  Most 
major wireless service carriers are 
available within Lynnwood and are 
governed by the Washington 
Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (WUTC).  

 

Solid Waste Garbage and recycling services are 
provided by Waste Management NW 
for residents east of Highway 99, and 
by Republic Services for residents 
west of Highway 99.  Snohomish 
County is the solid waste 
management planning authority for 
all jurisdictions within the County.   

Snohomish County Comprehensive  
Solid and Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan 
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GOAL 1: 
Planning 

 Planning that considers both changes in regulations, requirements, and 
best available science, studies existing and future conditions and specifies 
non-structural and structural solutions including system upgrades, 
maintenance and replacements based on established Level of Service 
(LOS) standards for the purpose of meeting future challenges as they 
arise. 

 

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT    

Policy CC-1.1.1 Implement the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System 
(NPDES) and assess the areas in stormwater runoff management that require the City to 
make appropriate planning, regulatory, procedural or policy changes. 
 

Policy CC-1.1.2 Update and adopt ordinances that meet the requirements of NPDES and Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for water quality and quantity control from development and 
redevelopment. 

 
Policy CC-1.1.3 Review and update the City’s Comprehensive Flood and Drainage Management Plan 

approximately every five years, depending on changes in best available science and the 
regulatory climate. 

 
Policy CC-1.1.4 Study and update the Surface Water Utility rates, and method of billing regularly to better 

reflect changes in surface water management, maintenance and operations, and capital 
project needs. 

 
Policy CC-1.1.5 Complete and implement an emergency response plan to be used for responding to 

surface and ground water contamination emergencies.   

 

SANITARY SEWER    

Policy CC-1.2.1 Provide review for all development considering the land use plan. 
 

Policy CC-1.2.2 Utilize contemporary materials and construction techniques. 
 

Policy CC-1.2.3 Review and update the City’s Wastewater Comprehensive Plan approximately every five 
years, depending on changes in best available science and the regulatory climate. 

Policy CC-1.2.4 Plan and initiate the necessary analysis and public review to identify wastewater system 
financial needs and implement results of those efforts. 

 
WATER SYSTEM    

 
Policy CC-1.3.1 Conduct ongoing monitoring and analysis of the water system to identify deficiencies and 

system expansion needs related to current and future growth and list options 
(administrative changes and capital projects) that would resolve deficiencies identified 
and the improvements needed. 
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Policy CC-1.3.2 Plan and initiate the necessary design efforts to address identified system deficiencies, 
system upgrades and expansions. 

Policy CC-1.3.3 Plan and initiate the necessary analysis and public review to identify water system 
financial needs and implement results of those efforts. 

Policy CC-1.3.4 Regularly review and initiate changes to the operation and regulation of the water system 
relative to changing State and Federal regulations and prudent fiscal and environmental 
considerations.  For example, conservation requirements. 

Policy CC-1.3.5 Regularly coordinate with other jurisdictions to assure that interties, local agreements and 
common issues are addressed. 

Policy CC-1.3.6 Review and update the City’s Water Comprehensive Plan approximately every five years, 
depending on changes in best available science and the regulatory climate. 

 

GOAL 2: 
Maintenance 
and 
Operations 
(M&O) 

 Continue to identify facilities that are in need of repair, cleaning or 
replacement and revise the maintenance program to schedule these 
activities in an efficient, and timely manner so that the systems 
perform in a manner that will optimize the use and life of the facilities, 
while also making necessary changes in the program, as necessary, to 
protect the natural environment and aesthetic character of the city. 

 
 

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT    

Policy CC-2.1.1 Operate the North Scriber Regional Detention Facility to decrease erosive and flood 
flows and to enhance environmentally sensitive areas in the Scriber Creek Drainage 
Basin. 
 

Policy CC-2.1.2 Update and adopt ordinances that meet the requirements of the NPDES Phase 2 
Municipal Permit for maintenance of the system by both the City of Lynnwood and 
private property owners. 

 
Policy CC-2.1.3 Perform M&O activities to the currently adopted schedule such that cleaning, repairs, and 

replacements are made quickly and efficiently, or immediately in the case of 
emergencies. 

 
Policy CC-2.1.4 Review and update the City’s Comprehensive Flood and Drainage Management Plan list 

of problems and corrective solutions, depending on changes in best available science and 
the regulatory climate. 
 

Policy CC-2.1.5 Every year prioritize, schedule, fund, and construct capital improvements in the Six-Year 
Capital Facilities Plan, as identified in the Comprehensive Flood and Drainage 
Management Plan, to decrease incidents of flooding, enhance water quality in the system, 
and make improvements to natural habitat. 

 

SANITARY SEWER    
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Policy CC-2.2.1  Provide financial support annually for funding the Pre-treatment Program. 
 

Policy CC-2.2.2 Clean sewers on a frequency determined by historical need. 
 

Policy CC-2.2.3 Remedy one infiltration/inflow concern each year. 
 

Policy CC-2.2.4 Prevent any large and control any small wastewater overflows each year. 
 

Policy CC-2.2.5 Monitor air and water quality on a daily basis.  
 

Policy CC-2.2.6 Maintain the equipment preventative maintenance schedule. 
 

Policy CC-2.2.7 Limit odor complaints as practicable. 
 
 

WATER SYSTEM   

 
Policy CC-2.3.1 Respond within one hour to any emergency water system failure.  Repair all non-critical water 

system problems within three days of knowledge of the problem.   

Policy CC-2.3.2 M&O activities will be based on an annual schedule established for the upcoming year during 
the budget process of the preceding year.  The schedule will be developed from field reviews 
of the water system (flow, pressure and leak testing) and life cycle information combined with 
field verification inspections.   

Policy CC-2.3.3 Stay abreast of current water quality standards and make adjustments to monitoring and testing 
to assure continual, consistent compliance with the standards and conditions of the Department 
of Health operating permit. 

GOAL 3: 
Interjurisdictional 
Relations 

 Cooperate and coordinate planning, capital facilities planning 
and development, as appropriate, with adjacent jurisdictions 
and stakeholders for the purpose of improving levels of service 
and reducing costs for all services and utilities.   

 

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT    
 

Policy CC-3.1.1 Participate in interjurisdictional coordination to help solve common stormwater runoff 
management problems, coordinate land use plans, development regulations and capital facility 
plans on a watershed basis.   
 

Policy CC-3.1.2  Design and implement a Public Involvement Program that builds upon the current school 
grants program and expands to businesses as well as general citizen groups.   

 
SANITARY SEWER    

 
Policy CC-3.2.1 Maintain air and water quality to standards required by regular authority. 

 
Policy CC-3.2.2 Coordinate contractual relationships with adjacent agencies for services. 
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WATER SYSTEM    

 
Policy CC-3.3.1 Maintain coordination and communications with the Lynnwood water supplier, Alderwood 

Water & Wastewater District as well as AWWD’s supplier, the City of Everett, so that the 
contract with AWWD is adhered to and the City’s interests are protected. 

Policy CC-3.3.2 Conservation issues will be reviewed, goals and programs established relative to the impact 
conservation has on long term costs of water, summer flow and peaking issues, and regulatory 
and contract issues such that conservation efforts will be implemented that meet the 
established goal and regulatory standards. 

GOAL 4: 
Capital Facilities 

 Provide capital facilities to properly serve the community in a 
manner that enhances quality of life and economic 
opportunities, optimizes the use and protection of existing 
facilities and provides for future needs.   

 

OBJECTIVE CF-1   Implement levels of service (LOS) for water, sewer and storm water systems as minimum  
standards for facility design and planning, land development permitting, and operation and maintenance.   

 

Policy CC-4.1.1 Utilize professionally accepted methods and measures in determining LOS standards. 

Policy CC-4.1.2 Land development review will include coordination of the development requirements 
according to pertinent adopted plans, the land development regulations, and the availability of 
system capacities needed to support such development. 

Policy CC-4.1.3 Water, sanitary sewer, and storm water system improvements shall be designed and 
constructed to the size required to serve the City's projected capacity needs consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy CC-4.1.4 Require the private sector to provide fair share, project related capital facility improvements 
and contributions in connection with the development of land. 

Policy CC-4.1.5  Development should be encouraged only when adequate utilities, including water, sewer, 
power, natural gas, telecommunications and storm drainage facilities are available or will be 
made available in conjunction with development. 

 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS AND PROJECTS    

The Capital Facilities Plan Element identifies projects to construct new facilities, or to expand or rehabilitate 
existing facilities.  These projects must be completed in a timely manner in order to maintain acceptable service 
levels. 

OBJECTIVE CF-2   Implement capital facilities plans for water, stormwater, sewer, transportation, parks, 
recreation, public safety, and other municipal facilities.  

Policy CC-4.2.1 Maintain a 20-year Capital Facilities Plan that supports the Land Use Plan, and includes the 
implementation of a Six-Year Capital Facility Plan.  Implement the following facility plans for 
City utilities, parks and recreation and transportation facilities.  These plans will be prepared 
and implemented such that they are coordinated and consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
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• Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan 
• Water Comprehensive Plan Update  
• Wastewater Comprehensive Plan  
• Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan  
• Parks Plan 
• Non-Motorized Plan  

• Transportation Business Plan 

Policy CC-4.2.2 Include the Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan and capital budget as a part of the annual budget 
process. 

Policy CC-4.2.3 Evaluate, categorize and prioritize proposed capital improvement projects in the Six-Year 
Capital Facilities Plan according to the following categories: 

Category 1 Project specifically satisfies legal, operational, health or safety requirements 
mandated by local, state and federal statutes. 

Category 2 Project is required to obtain basic services relating to public health, safety, 
welfare, and applicable levels of service (LOS) standards. 

Category 3 Project is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or other adopted Capital 
Facilities Plans. 

Category 4 Project is a public benefit or service improvement relating to general welfare of 
the community. 

Policy CC-4.2.4 Requests for new capital facilities will be considered concurrently with requests for 
maintenance, repair and staffing costs of existing capital investments. 

 
Policy CC-4.2.5 Identify acceptable funding methods and debt service standards as guidelines for financing 

capital facility and utility projects. 
 

Policy CC-4.2.6 Identify capital facility improvements and implementation strategies to encourage 
redevelopment at appropriate locations and for the Activity Center plans. 

 
Policy CC-4.2.7 Actively seek local, state, and federal funding and grants for the capital facilities projects. 

 
Policy CC-4.2.8 Amend the following capital facility plans as necessary to include current regulations, 

standards, techniques and conditions. In addition, comprehensively review and revise these 
plans at least every five years.  Revisions, updates and amendments to the plans shall be 
consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

• Six-Year Transportation Plan 

• Water Comprehensive Plan Update 

• Wastewater Comprehensive Plan 

• Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan  

• Parks Plan 

• Non-Motorized Plan 
 

• Transportation Business Plan 
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CAPITAL FACILITIES MAINTENANCE    

Preserving adequate service levels in developed areas will require proper maintenance of existing facilities. 

OBJECTIVE CF-3   Ensure that existing capital facilities are maintained and operated in a manner that will 
optimize the use and life of the facility.  

Policy CC-4.3.1 Capital improvements needed to maintain and improve  existing facilities shall be prioritized 
in the capital facilities plans. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY  

Carefully design, construct, operate and maintain facilities to minimize environmental impacts.   

OBJECTIVE CF-4   Develop environmentally responsible strategies and standards for capital facilities.  

Policy CC-4.3.2 Design and develop capital facilities that minimize or mitigate adverse impacts. 

Policy CC-4.3.3 Develop, operate and maintain capital facilities located in neighborhoods to minimize or 
mitigate facility related impacts on residential uses. 

Policy CC-4.3.4 Capital facility improvements and maintenance should be compatible with the natural 
constraints of slope, soil, geology, vegetation, wildlife habitat and drainage. 

Policy CC-4.3.5 Evaluate capital projects, plans and programs to determine their impact to locally significant 
historical resources. 
 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER JURISDICTIONS AND SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Neighboring cities and the County provide similar services, and other providers also serve City residents and 
businesses.  Cooperation and coordination among all jurisdictions and service providers can improve levels and 
reduce costs for all services and utilities. 

OBJECTIVE CF-5   Coordinate capital facilities planning and development with appropriate jurisdictions and 
service providers.  

Policy CC-4.4.1 Work closely with other jurisdictions and service providers to ensure the proper extension or 
expansion of utility services. 

Policy CC-4.4.2 Encourage the County, Federal, and State, regional and special purpose agencies to participate 
in the implementation of capital facilities that are mutually beneficial. 

Policy CC-4.4.3 Work with the appropriate jurisdictions and agencies to coordinate stormwater management 
activities. 

SITING OF ESSENTIAL PUBLIC FACILITIES 

The GMA requires the City to develop a process for siting essential public facilities in Lynnwood.  At present, the 
County is identifying such facilities for the County and developing a county-wide siting program.  The City will 
need to adopt a City siting program when the County has completed its program that is consistent with state 
requirements and the County program. 

OBJECTIVE CF-6   Facilitate efficient and equitable siting of essential public facilities.  

Policy CC-4.5.1 Ensure that the siting and construction of capital facilities considered essential public facilities 
are not precluded by the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy CC-4.5.2 Establish a review process for the siting and construction of essential, local public facilities.  
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Policy CC-4.5.3 Participate in an interjurisdictional review and selection process for the siting of essential 
public facilities having interjurisdictional significance. 

Policy CC-4.5.4 Locate and develop essential public facilities to provide the necessary service to the intended 
users of the facility with the least impact on surrounding land uses. 

RELATED DESIGN STANDARDS AND PROGRAMS 

The City has standards for the design and construction of sewer water and stormwater utilities, and programs to 
develop new or expand utility systems.  These standards should include the most recent design techniques so that 
these utilities are constructed and operate in an efficient manner. 

OBJECTIVE CF-7   Design and construct sewer, water and stormwater utility systems to ensure efficient 
service, and the use of best management practices. 

Policy CC-4.6.1 Require connection to the City sewer system for all new development. 
Policy CC-4.6.2 Design sewer systems to provide efficient and reliable service while minimizing cost.  Gravity 

feed shall be used whenever feasible. 
Policy CC-4.6.3 Continue to actively pursue elimination of high infiltration and inflow situations. 
Policy CC-4.6.4 Support and implement conservation strategies aimed at reducing average annual and peak day 

water use.  These strategies can include: billing rate structures which encourage conservation, 
water restrictions at appropriate times, technical assistance for leak detection, design of low-
water use irrigation and other water saving measures, public information, use of drought 
tolerant plantings and native vegetation in City landscaping and development regulations, and 
construction codes requiring water saving devices. 

Policy CC-4.6.5 Design water delivery and storage systems to provide efficient and reliable service while 
minimizing cost.  These design methods can include: the use of gravity feed whenever 
feasible, the development of a looped system, and standardization of transmission facilities 
sizing and/or materials. 

Policy CC-4.6.6 New development shall construct water system improvements and dedicate easements 
necessary to serve the development and to provide a reliable integrated distribution system. 

Policy CC-4.6.7 Maintain adequate water storage facilities to meet demand loads. 
Policy CC-4.6.8 Open channel drainage systems, natural or man-made (except roadway drainage ditches), 

should be retained and new systems encouraged and utilized when feasible. 
Policy CC-4.6.9 Stormwater management systems shall be designed and constructed to minimize adverse 

impacts to natural watercourses. 
Policy CC-4.6.10 Stormwater retention/detention facilities shall be allowed to be used as partial fulfillment of 

open space requirements. 
Policy CC-4.6.11 Encourage co-location of utilities in shared trenches and easements. 
Policy CC-4.6.12 Coordinate utility construction with public improvements  when possible to minimize costs 

and related service disruption. 
Policy CC-4.6.13 Require underground utilities for all new development. 
Policy CC-4.6.14 Require, where feasible, that existing utility lines be relocated underground when areas are 

redeveloped, or as streets are constructed, reconstructed, or widened. 
Policy CC-4.6.15 Promote, where safe, the joint use of utility corridors for recreational facilities, such as non-

motorized trails.  
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Policy CC-4.6.16 Design utility facilities that are aesthetically complementary to surrounding land uses and 
minimize adverse visual impacts. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The 1990 State Growth Management Act requires all comprehensive plans to contain a Utilities Element 
that “includes the general location, proposed location, and capacity of all existing and proposed utilities, 
including but not limited to electrical lines, telecommunication lines, and natural gas lines” (RCW 
36.70a.070-(4)).  The main purpose of the utility element is to ensure that development within the City of 
Lynnwood has adequate utility capacity to support the Land Use Plan.  This section also emphasizes the 
quality, reliability, safety and regulation of the services provided.  The Act also requires a Capital 
Facilities Element (RCW 36.70a.070 (3)). “A capital facilities plan element consisting of: (a) An 
inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations and 
capacities of the capital facilities; (b) a forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities; (c) 
the proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; (d) at least a six-year 
plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding capacities and clearly 
identifies sources of public money for such purposes; and (e) a requirement to reassess the land 
use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing needs and to ensure that the land 
use element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan within the capital facilities plan 
element are coordinated and consistent. Park and recreation facilities shall be included in the 
capital facilities plan element.” 

 
 
The Capital Facilities and Utilities Element is used to demonstrate that all capital facilities serving 
Lynnwood support the current and future population and economy.  Capital facilities, also referred to as 

Objective of proposed change:  Removed and summarized in the next paragraph for brevity and 
readability (this text is taken verbatim from the RCWs). 
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public facilities, include the transportation system (roadways, sidewalks, street lights, and traffic signals), 
domestic water, sanitary sewer and stormwater systems, park and recreational facilities, and other 
community buildings.  This Element consists of two components: the 20-year plan and the 6-year plan.  
The 20-year plan, which is this chapter, contains capital facilities related goals and policies that are 
consistent with other goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The Capital Facilities Plan is a 6-
year plan that contains an inventory of existing and proposed capital facilities, forecasts the future needs 
of facilities for six years, identifies deficiencies in capital facilities and the actions necessary to meet such 
deficiencies, and contains a six-year finance plan.  The Capital Facilities Plan is a separate document 
which is reviewed and updated by the City annually to coincide with the City Council budgeting process.  
The Utilities portion of this Element includes a summary of the privately owned utilities, such as 
electrical, telecommunication, and cable lines, and natural gas facilities.  protect the public health and 
safety and help maintain a high quality of life in Lynnwood.  In Lynnwood, as in many cities, utilities are 
provided by a combination of city-managed and non-city-managed providers.  Depending on their 
service, these are variously state-regulated, federally-licensed and/or municipally-franchised providers.   

City-managed utilities are sewer, water, and surface water.  Non-city-managed utilities are electricity, gas, 
telephone, personal wireless services, solid waste, and cable television.  Non-city-managed utilities 
providers include Puget Sound Energy (PSE) (electricity and gas), Frontier Communications (“land-line” 
telephone), and a number of personal wireless companies. These utilities are regulated by the state 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). 

Personal wireless service providers serving Lynnwood in the Seattle Major Trading Area are those 
licensed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in the Radio Frequency Spectrum for 
wireless telecommunications service and regulated to do business in Lynnwood.  Cable television services 
are provided by Comcast under municipal franchise.   

Usually these services are invisible to City residents and businesses; they draw attention only when they 
are not available.  Providing these services depends on building and maintaining major capital facilities.  
Each of these services requires extensive networks of pipes, wires or other major conveyance systems.  
Constructing and improving these capital facilities requires long lead times and substantial investments of 
public or private funds.  The service capacity provided by new and expanded facilities is required to be 
available when new development is occupied in order keep service levels above minimum acceptable 
standards. 

This Element identifies the existing and projected levels and types of capital facilities and utilities.  
Underlying this discussion is the City's intent to maintain acceptable levels of service for City-provided 
utility services and to work with other providers to insure that service capacity keeps pace with new 
development.  For City owned utility services this Element describes existing conditions, facilities and 
service levels, projects service demands from new development, states minimum acceptable service level 
standards, and presents goals, objectives and policies for providing facilities and services to meet these 
standards.  Capital Facilities data, plans and policies relating to Parks and Recreation, and Transportation 
are found in their respective elements of the Comprehensive Plan.   

For services provided by other providers, it describes existing conditions, facilities and service levels, 
projects service demands from new development, and presents goals, objectives and policies for 
cooperating with the service provider(s) to help ensure that facilities and services meet level of service 
standards that may be set by the provider.  This element also includes a 20 year Capital Facilities Plan that 
delineates the capital projects, (streets, parks and recreation, water, sewer and surface water utilities, 
municipal buildings and police and fire service facilities) that are needed for current and future municipal 
utility services and capital facilities. 

Changing environmental regulations, especially those created by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 2 for cities with populations less 
than 100,000, have placed increased demands upon utilities.  For example, stormwater management will 
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be held to a much higher water quality and procedural standards.  The water and sewer utilities may also 
have to make procedural changes in response to the ESA, such as increased maintenance monitoring and 
reporting. 

This Element has been coordinated with other Elements of this Plan and with other City planning 
documents.  The Land Use Element presents the growth requiring new utility facilities and services.  The 
City's annual budget includes funding for construction of new or expanded City-owned facilities.  It also 
provides funding and staffing for operation of these facilities.  The City has also adopted functional plans 
for each City owned utility service, namely sewer, water, and stormwater management.  These plans are 
briefly described elsewhere in this Element.  Each functional plan should be consulted for more detailed 
information related to each City owned utility. 

In addition, other service providers have adopted capital facilities and service operations for other 
agencies and private companies are programmed by those agencies and/or companies.  These plans are 
also briefly described herein. 
 

 
 
PLANNING CONTEXT 

Growth Management Act: 
The following state planning goals are most relevant to the Capital Facilities and Utilities Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

Urban Growth:   Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and 
services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. 

Public Facilities and Services:    Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to 
support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is 
available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally 
established minimum standards. 

 
This Element is consistent with these goals because it plans for providing adequate public facilities and 
services for new development in Lynnwood, concurrent with the availability of such development, and it 
establishes minimum service level standards and goals, objectives and policies to insure that new facilities 
are provided in a cost-efficient manner.  The Capital Facilities Plan identifies facility improvements that 
will be needed to provide expanded services and the scheduling and financing for those improvements. 
 
Economic Considerations: 
Lynnwood’s development policy is that new development will pay for the portion of facility 
improvements related to its demand on the system.  These improvements to the City’s utility systems 
allow for a more equitable distribution of costs and help to keep rates lower. 

In cases where one development occurs prior to another and is not adjacent to existing infrastructure, the 
new development may have to extend utilities across the frontage of another undeveloped site and incur 
the cost of such extensions.  Lynnwood has some mechanisms of reimbursement, such as a latecomers 
agreement, to provide a mechanism for fair share financing in such cases.  The original developer would 
be reimbursed for costs associated with the portion of the extension that is later used by another 
developer. 

Objective of proposed change:  Intro section was rewritten for brevity and readability.  The 
“paragraph style” used above was updated and reorganized by utilizing the table below, and by 
referencing existing documents.  As these documents are maintained by other City departments and 
outside agencies, this will allow any annual updates to the Comp Plan to be more efficient.  
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In limited cases, and with City Council approval, the City allows extensions of utilities outside of the city 
limits.  Because general rates should not be used to fund and operate systems outside of the City 
boundaries, differential rates and/or connections fees are established to ensure that City residents are not 
subsidizing service outside of City boundaries. 
 
County-wide Planning Policies: 
The County-wide Planning Policies call for the orderly provision of public services and utilities 
concurrent with new development, so that minimum acceptable service levels are maintained.  The goals, 
objectives and policies of this Element are consistent with those policies because the City intends to 
manage its services and cooperate with other service providers to ensure that services are provided 
concurrent with new development. 
 
 
The following is a summary of the capital facilities and utilities providing service within the City of 
Lynnwood.  Separate documents containing the detailed inventory are listed in the right-hand column of 
the table.  For outside agencies that provide services within Lynnwood, document names (if available) are 
listed in the right-hand column.   
 
Facilities Inventory Description Related Document 
City of Lynnwood 
Transportation The Transportation Element contains 

a generalized inventory of 
Lynnwood’s transportation system.  
A detailed inventory is kept by the 
Public Works Department.  
Lynnwood annually prepares and 
adopts the Six-Year Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP).  This 
plan lists street and non-motorized 
projects, and revenue sources.  This 
plan is prepared for transportation 
project scheduling, prioritization and 
grant eligibility purposes. 
   

Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan;  Asset 
Management Systems Incorporated 
(AMSI);  Six-Year TIP; 
Transportation Business Plan, City 
Center Street Master Plan; Non-
Motorized Multimodal Plan 

Water Lynnwood’s water system includes 
approximately 168 miles of water 
mains, two pressure reducing 
stations, two reservoirs, one booster 
pump station and other related 
appurtenances.   

City of Lynnwood Water 
Comprehensive Plan, Section 1.4; 
Comprehensive Water, Sewer, and 
Storm Utility Rate Study 

Sewer (Wastewater) Lynnwood’s wastewater system is 
comprised of approximately 100 
miles of gravity pipe.  These gravity 
lines are fed into six existing sewer 
lift stations which then pump into 
gravity interceptors, and eventually 
to the Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(WWTP) which is located on the 
Puget Sound.   

City of Lynnwood Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan, Sections 6.1 
and 6.2; Comprehensive Water, 
Sewer and Storm Utility Rate Study 

Stormwater (Surface 
Water) 

The main drainage basins in the City 
include: Meadowdale Pond, Scriber 

City of Lynnwood Surface Water 
Management Comprehensive Plan, 
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Creek, Hall Creek, and Golde Creek.  
Lynnwood has 18 different drainage 
basins throughout the City, and 
maintains all associated drainage 
infrastructure.  Operation, 
maintenance and Mmanagement of 
the stormwater system in Lynnwood 
is funded through the City’s Surface 
Water Utility.   

Cartêgraph Database; 
Comprehensive Water, Sewer and 
Storm Utility Rate Study 

Parks & Recreation  Parks and Recreation Plan; Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Element 
of the Comprehensive Plan; Asset 
Management Systems Incorporated 
(AMSI)   

City Buildings Buildings owned by the City of 
Lynnwood 

Facilities Condition Assessment Plan  

Other Community 
(Public) Buildings 

The AMSI System contains a 
complete inventory of all other City 
owned buildings.  These include 
facilities such as the Police Station, 
Fire Station, the library, 
administration buildings, and Public 
Works buildings.  The Lynnwood 
Library is operated by the Sno-Isle 
Libraries Foundation.   

Asset Management Systems 
Incorporated (AMSI); Sno-Isle 
Libraries Capital Facility Plan 

   
Outside Agencies / Privately Owned Utilities 
Schools Lynnwood residents are served by 

the Edmonds School District (ESD).  
ESD operates seven elementary 
schools, two middle schools, and one 
high school within the City.   

Edmonds School District Capital 
Facilities Plan 

Water and Sewer Alderwood Water & Wastewater 
District (AWWD) services portions 
of Lynnwood in the northeast and 
southeast.   

AWWD Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) 

Electrical Power Provided by Snohomish County 
Public Utility District No. 1 
(SNOPUD).  

SNOPUD Electric System Capital 
Plan 

Natural Gas Provided by Puget Sound Energy 
(PSE).  

PSE Integrated Resources Plan 

Telecommunications 
(Cable, Internet & 
Phone) 

Several companies provide 
telecommunication services within 
Lynnwood, including AT&T, 
Comcast, DirecTV, Dish Network, 
Frontier FiOS, among others.  Most 
major wireless service carriers are 
available within Lynnwood and are 
governed by the Washington 
Utilities and Transportation 
Commission (WUTC).  
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Solid Waste Garbage and recycling services are 
provided by Waste Management NW 
for residents east of Highway 99, and 
by Republic Services for residents 
west of Highway 99.  Snohomish 
County is the solid waste 
management planning authority for 
all jurisdictions within the County.   

Snohomish County Comprehensive  
Solid and Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan 

   
 

 
 
PLANNING BY SERVICE PROVIDERS 

The complex arrangement of public service providers, private service providers, and regulatory agencies 
results in a complicated planning process for service and utility facilities.  Three different types of service 
providers serve the City: 

• City Owned Utilities:  (sewer, water, surface water utilities, parks and recreation, police and fire service); 

• Private Owned Utilities:  (gas, telephone); and, 

• Utilities Owned by other agencies:  (electricity, schools, solid waste landfill). 

While the City has direct control over services that it provides directly, there is no formal connection 
between the City and either the private companies (second group) or the other agencies (third group).  The 
City must closely coordinate their efforts at both the technical and policy levels.  In addition, regional, 
state and federal agencies oversee many of these services, either directly or in connection with 
environmental protection programs, and they impose minimum service levels or other requirements that 
service providers must meet. 
 
Sewer: 
The City adopted a Comprehensive Wastewater Plan in 2006 that provides planning direction for 
management and maintenance of the sewage collection and treatment system.  This plan provides 
for compliance with discharge requirements and limitations imposed by the State Department of 
Ecology under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System and the federal Clean Water 
Act.  The federal Environmental Protection Agency and Puget Sound Air Pollution Control 
District regulate air pollutant emissions from incinerating sewage sludge.  An update of this plan 
is in preparation. 
 

Regarding the table above:  Staff received the following information via email from Joyce Phillips at the 
Dept. of Commerce:  
The Capital Facilities Element of the comprehensive plan must include an inventory of existing capital 
facilities owned by public entities that shows the locations and capacities of the capital facilities.  If that 
information is contained elsewhere, the city can adopt/include it by reference.  In doing so, the city 
should identify where the information exists (especially if it is in more than one place) and summarize 
the pertinent information in the plan.  Many jurisdictions include the inventory information for the 
facilities owned by the jurisdiction in the plan, while summarizing and adopting by reference the work 
of other public agencies or districts, such as schools, PUDs, etc.  Many jurisdictions adopt by 
reference the functional plans that contain significant information, such as from general sewer plans, 
water system plans, etc., into the comprehensive plan. 
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Water: 
The City adopted a Water System Comprehensive Plan Update (2005) that includes an 
evaluation of the existing water system, incorporates anticipated growth, and presents a plan for 
water system improvements.  This Update projects needed improvements through 2020, 
consistent with rules and regulations for public water systems from the state Board of Health.  
The federal Safe Drinking Water Act and state Department of Health require water providers to 
meet safety standards.  An update of this Plan is in preparation. 
 
Stormwater Runoff Management: 
The City adopted a Comprehensive Plan for surface water management in 2009.  That Plan is 
document responds to both state and federal requirements for managing surface water in the 
City.  The Plan reviews current and anticipated regulatory requirements, discusses current 
stormwater management programs, identifies flooding and water quality programs and discusses 
the resources needed for the City to implement the plan fully.  Management of surface waters in 
the City is funded through the City’s Surface Water Utility (established in 1991).   
 
Parks and Recreation: 
The City regularly prepares and adopts a Parks Plan in compliance with IAC guidelines for parks 
planning, recreation programming and grant eligibility purposes.  Consistency is maintained between the 
Parks Plan and Parks & Recreation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, which is updated annually. 
 
Transportation: 
The City annually prepares and adopts a six-year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).  This plan lists 
street and non-motorized projects, and revenue sources.  This plan is prepared for transportation project 
scheduling, prioritization and grant eligibility purposes. 
 
Electricity:  
The Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) No.1 provides electricity service in Lynnwood.   
 
Natural Gas: 
Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides Lynnwood with natural gas.   
 
Solid Waste: 
The Washington Solid Waste Management Recycling and Recovery Act (RCW 70.95) requires 
each county, in association with its cities and towns, to prepare a 20-year comprehensive solid 
waste management plan (CSWMP) and to update the plan at least every 5 years.  Snohomish 
County is the solid waste management planning authority for all jurisdictions in this County.  
The County’s Solid Waste Plan Update was adopted by the County, Lynnwood and other 
participating jurisdictions initially in February 1990 and further revised and adopted in 2004.  
The CSWMP was extended to show the long-range needs 20 years into the future.  A revised 6-
year construction and capital improvement plan was adopted by the County in 2009.  
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Schools: 
The Edmonds School District regularly adopts and updates the Edmonds School District Capital 
Facilities Plan.  This plan describes when new schools will be needed, and what funds may be 
available for these facilities. 
 
Library: 
Lynnwood's library is located in the Civic Center at 19200 – 44th Avenue W.  The facility was recently 
expanded and includes more than 87,000 items in its collection.  The library is a member of the Sno-Isle 
Regional System, allowing members to borrow materials from 18 other libraries in Snohomish and Island 
Counties. 
 
Telecommunication Services: 
Frontier Communications provides “land-line” telephone service for Lynnwood and their facilities are 
adequate for the foreseeable future. 
 

 
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES  

Based on the service and facility needs identified in the preceding sections, the following major issues for 
capital facilities and utilities face the City. 
 
Sewer: 
The Sewer Utility operates and maintains the sewage collection system that serves the needs of residents 
and commercial establishments.  Any extension of the system is typically funded by development.  The 
collection system discharges to the City owned wastewater treatment plant which is located on the shores 
of Puget Sound and surrounded by the City of Edmonds.   

Flows through the waste water treatment plant are expected to increase to 6.5 million gallons per day 
which is well within the design capacity of the exiting facility.  The sludge incinerator is expected to 
require extensive maintenance or replacement within the next five years.   

While the system does not require any extensive improvements to meet the expected growth within the 
utility’s service area, which is generally the existing City boundaries, some significant projects are 
proposed to address current deficiencies.  Most of these deficiencies deal with aging sewer pump stations, 
and surcharging of the collection system during heavy rain events.  Any increase in development density 
may require localized improvements, but the overall system capacity would be sufficient.  Future 
emphasis will focus on maintaining the existing infrastructure, incorporating technology to optimize the 
existing system, and complying with any new regulatory requirements.  
 
Water: 
The Water Utility purchases water from the Alderwood Water District.  Water is distributed through 
mains operated and maintained by the water utility to residential, commercial, and industrial users.   

The City has been able to control peak water flows by managing the use and recharge of the existing 
water tanks for supplemental flow.  Peak flows at full build out are calculated to be 7.52 million gallons 
per day (MGD) which is less than the system capacity in the connection to Alderwood Water District.   

Objective of proposed change:  These paragraphs are all summarized in the table above and details for 
each are available in the referenced documents.  
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The system is currently sized to provide for the expected growth within the utility’s service area which is 
generally the existing City boundaries.  Any increase in development density may require localized 
improvements, which would typically by funded by development, but the overall system capacity would 
be sufficient.  Future emphasis will focus on maintaining the existing infrastructure, incorporating 
technology to optimize the existing system, and complying with any new regulatory requirements. 
 
Stormwater Runoff Management: 
Responding to and meeting the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Phase 2 will be the major issue facing the Surface Water Utility over the next 
few years.  The implications that these issues have to stormwater runoff management include 
changes to ordinances and development standards as well as changes to how the City maintains 
its infrastructure.  
Eliminating existing flooding problems may require increasing the capacity of existing 
stormwater facilities or constructing new facilities.  The NPDES requirements will require 
modification to our existing Best Management Practices (BMPs) and our design standards and 
policies. 
 
Parks and Recreation: 

See the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element. 
 
Transportation: 
See the Transportation Element. 
 
Other Services and Utilities: 
Continuing to cooperate and coordinate facility planning and construction so that new or 
expanded services are provided concurrent with new development. 
 

 

SEWER 

The City of Lynnwood is responsible for providing sewer service to its residents, and the maintenance 
and operation of the treatment plant and the collection and transmission systems.  The City’s wastewater 
treatment plant was converted to secondary treatment in 1992, increasing the plant’s capacity to an 
average annual flow of 7.4 million gallons per day (MGD).  Additional improvements to the wastewater 
treatment plant were completed in 1998.  These were replacement of the treatment plant outfall, sludge 
handling improvements, addition of a bar screen, and extensive odor control improvements.  In 2010 a 
backup generator for the secondary treatment system was added.  This improvement will allow the plant 
to fully process wastewater even during a power outage, eliminating  the problem of sending only primary 
treated effluent into Puget Sound. 

The following analysis is based on information contained in the City’s Comprehensive Wastewater Plan 
(January 2006). Technical data and information has also been collected from documents revised or 
created since the 1995 City of Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan. These include the 1998 Comprehensive 
Sewer Plan, and the 1996 Wastewater Facilities Plan Amendment.  These documents serve as a reference 
and background information for this city comprehensive plan. 

Objective of proposed change:  This section is addressed in other documents (as listed in the table 
above) and in their respective elements.   
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Collection System: 
The Lynnwood wastewater service area is divided into four major drainage basins: Swamp Creek, Scriber 
Creek, McAleer Creek, and Browns Bay. These basins are further divided into 17 unit sub-basins. The 
wastewater collection system is for sanitary sewage only; storm water discharges into the system are not 
allowed. 

The majority of the collection system was installed prior to 1975.  Additions to the original system have 
been numerous, particularly in recent years during annexation and development in the northern and 
eastern parts of the City.  Four small lift stations (No. 4, 7, 8 and 14) serve local areas in the system; these 
lift stations (LS) were constructed after the original sewer system was installed.  Wintertime storms 
sometime inundate the system and hydraulic overloads occur in some areas of the system, causing raw 
sewage to flow onto the streets and into the stormwater system.  Two projects are planned to deal with the 
worst locations of overloads:  The trunk sewer on 76th Ave W just south of the Treatment Plant will be 
upsized; and, a new lift station will be added just north of Scriber Lake.  Another, longer term solution is 
for the reduction of infiltration/inflow into the system, either by replacing or repairing specific pipelines 
and manholes, or reducing inflow from storm drains that are incorrectly connected to the sanitary sewer.  
The success of these programs will be monitored.   
 
Transmission System: 
The components for the transmission system were installed with the original system and originally 
included two lift stations (LS Nos. 10 and 12), a force main and gravity trunk sewer from LS NO. 10 to 
LS No. 12, and a second force main and gravity trunk sewer system from LS No. 12 to the treatment 
plant.  In 1993, LS No. 10 was extensively refurbished at the existing site, and a new force main which 
bypassed LS No. 12 was installed to the gravity main in 76th Avenue W. LS No. 12 was also modified and 
updated during 1993. 

LS No. 10 receives flow from the Scriber Creek and Swamp Creek drainage basins.  Flows received at LS 
No. 10 are pumped through a 24-inch diameter force main to a gravity sewer trunk line that leads to the 
treatment plant. The capacity of the force main is approximately 8.5 MGD at the maximum velocity of 8 
feet per second (fps). 

Flows received at LS No. 12 are pumped through an 18-inch diameter force main to a 24-inch diameter 
gravity line that leads to the wastewater treatment plant. At the maximum recommended velocity of 8 fps, 
the flow capacity of the force main is approximately 9.1 MGD. The 24-inch gravity trunk line also 
receives tributary flows from Edmonds and the Browns Bay Drainage basin at several points along the 
alignment. 

Current transmission capacity generally meets the needs of the City. Isolated areas are subject to 
surcharging due to heavy infiltration during larger storm events. 
 
Treatment Plant: 
The City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade was completed in 1992. The project upgraded the 
existing primary treatment plant to a secondary treatment plant utilizing the activated sludge process and 
incineration for solids handling. The plant design parameters were to handle an average annual flow of 
7.4 million gallons per day (MGD) and an influent biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) of 15,120 lbs/day 
for the design year 2010. The maximum month average flow is not to exceed 7.4 MGD. The report 
assumed projected population for the City of Lynnwood is 44,700 people and a total population 
equivalent of 52,080 for the service area, which includes a portion of Edmonds, and all commercial 
contributions. The plant produces an effluent at or below the discharge limitations set by the Washington 
Department of Ecology (DOE). 
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The treatment plant currently operates under a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit issued by the Department of Ecology. Limitations under the permit are listed under 
“Level of Service Standards,” below. 

When either the actual flow or waste load reaches 85 percent of the design capacity or when the projected 
increases would reach design capacity within five years, whichever occurs first, the City is required to 
submit to the Department of Ecology a plan and a schedule for continuing to maintain capacity at the 
facility sufficient to achieve the effluent limitations and other conditions of the NPDES permit.  

In 1998 a review of the capacity and the Biological Oxygen Demand on the plant were reviewed and a 
new permit applied for.  The hydraulic capacity remained at 7.4 mgd but the BOD was raised to 15,120 
pounds per day.  The permit was approved in January of 1998 and the plant is now below the 85% 
threshold. 

The plant capacity was evaluated in 1995 and a report was issued in January 1996 that identified capacity 
limits or “bottlenecks” in the system.  All of the improvements have been implemented. The Department 
of Ecology issued the current City of Lynnwood NPDES operating permit; allowing for an increase of 
BOD and total suspended solids increases of 17% over previous permitted levels.  Hydraulic capacity was 
not increased, but neither was it originally identified as being within 85% of design capacity as identified 
above. 
 
In the last five years, the only major upgrades at the plant has been the addition of the secondary system 
backup generator (2010) and the replacement of the outfall diffuser(2011).  With the age of the last major 
upgrade now nearing 20 years, many major system are nearing upgrade or replacement again.  Projects 
are being scoped to upgrade the incinerator controls, replace the incinerator heat exchangers, and replace 
the two major shell buildings that house the primary treatment system and the incinerator. 
 
Demand Forecasts: 
Based on the growth anticipated in this Plan, average annual flows are projected to increase from the 
current 4.30 MGD for 2010 to 6.50 MGD in 2023. This projected flow would not exceed the design flow 
capacity of the plant. 

An analysis of BOD loadings based on a population of 43,601 results in a projected average BOD loading 
of 10,629 lbs/day with the growth anticipated in this Plan. This projected BOD loading is below the 
current DOW permit limitation of 15,120 lbs/day and below the 85% design capacity, which would 
trigger a design review. 
 
Level of Service and Design Standards: 
Treatment plant, pipe connection size and flow rate are all levels of service standards for the sewer 
system. 
 

Flows: 
• 70 gallons per day per capita 

 
Pipes: 
• 8” minimum diameter 
• 6” side sewer connection 

 
Treatment Plant: 
• Waste Loadings:  Unknown 
• Average flow for the maximum month – 7.4 MGD; 
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• Biochemical Oxygen Demand (5 day) (BOD5) loading for maximum month – 15,120  
lbs/day; 

• Influent total suspended solids (TSS) – 15,120 lbs/day. 
• Effluent limitations: (Monthly Average) 

• CBOD5 – 25 mg/L, 1,534 lbs/day 
• TSS – 30 mg/L, 1,851 lbs/day 
• Fecal Coliform Bacteria – 200/100 mL 
• Chlorine – 318 ug/L (7.16 lbs/day) [daily maximum – 834 ug/L] 

• Effluent limitations: (Weekly Average) 
• CBOD5 – 40 mg/L, 2,469 lbs/day 
• TSS – 45 mg/L, 2,777 lbs/day 
• Fecal Coliform Bacteria – 400/100 mL 
• pH shall not be outside the range of 6.0 to 9.0 

 
The NPDES permit also sets limits for effluent concentrations. The monthly average effluent 
concentration limitations for CBOD5 shall not exceed 25 mg/L or 15 percent of the influent 
concentration; the monthly average effluent concentration limitations for TSS (total suspended solids) 
shall not exceed 30 mg/L or 15 percent of the influent concentration. Additional design standards relating 
to level of service are found in the Capital Facilities Plan provided (HD). 
 
Needs Assessment: 
Improvements to sledge handling capabilities in 1999 allowed the increase in our NPDES permit to 15120 
lbs/day for both BOD and TSS.  This should allow the facility to remain in compliance with existing 
codes through 2018. 
 

 

WATER 

Inventory and Existing Conditions: 
 
1. Supply: 
Lynnwood receives its potable water supply from the watershed around the headwaters of the Sultan 
River.  The City of Everett supplies water via pipelines to regional purveyors in south Snohomish County.  
The Alderwood Water District (AWD) purchases water from Everett and resells it to the City of 
Lynnwood. 

The City of Lynnwood water service area includes all of the area within the corporate city limits, which 
now totals approximately 4,900 acres, except for the parcels north of 180th St SW and east of 36th Ave W 
and the Spruce Hills development on Spruce Way at 172nd Street SW which are served by the AWD.  
AWD also services the area of Lynnwood east of I-5 and south of I-405, and they have a major 
transmission line running down 36th Ave W from 184th St to Alderwood Mall Boulevard. 

In 2010, the City of Lynnwood and the AWD entered into an new agreement for water supply.  The 
agreement provides for the delivery of water needed by the City for the next fifty years.   
 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  The Wastewater Comp Plan (referenced in 
the table above) contains all applicable information for the City sewer system. 
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2. Pressure Zones: 
There are four pressure zones that distribute water within the City of Lynnwood -- the 573, 635, 680 and 
724 zones.  The City serves the 573, 635 and 680 pressure zones, while the 724 pressure zone is served by 
the AWD. 

The 724 zone serves an area approximately from 168th Street SW to 172nd Street SW and from Spruce 
Way to 36th Avenue W.  Water and storage for this pressure zone is supplied from Alderwood Water 
District's 2.0 million gallon (MG) reservoir located one mile north of 168th Street SW near 35th Avenue 
W.  Static water pressure in the area ranges from 50 psi to 80 psi.  Service is provided from a 12" water 
loop with 8" distribution lines into the residential areas.  A pump station containing 3 pumps capable of 
1.4 million gallons per day (MGD) fills the storage tank. 

The 680 zone serves the area between 188th St. SW on the south and 179th St. SW on the north and several 
blocks east and west of 40th Ave. W.  This new pressure zone was created in 2000 with the placement of a 
new booster pump next to the two water tanks at 40th Ave. W. and 185th St. SW.  These tanks serve the 
573 zone.  This new zone provides pressures in the area of 65 psi. 

The 635 zone serves an area approximately from 196th Street SW to 172nd Street SW and from 40th 
Avenue/Spruce Way to 36th Avenue W.  North of 172nd Street SW the westerly boundary moves west to 
Highway 99.  Water is supplied through the city's master meter at 168th Street SW and Spruce Way.  The 
water is supplied from the Alderwood Water District's reservoirs totaling 76 MG.  Service is provided 
from 10" and 12" mains feeding 8" distribution lines.  Static pressure in the area is 35 psi to 90 psi.  The 
City currently requires the installation of individual booster pumps for new construction within those 
areas affected by low water pressure. 

The 573 zone serves the remainder of the city.  The water is supplied through the City's master meter and 
goes through the pressure reducing station located at Spruce Way and 173rd Street SW.  Water is stored 
in the City's two reservoirs totaling 5.7 MG located at 40th Avenue W and 185th Street SW.  Static water 
pressure in the area ranges from 60 psi to 100 psi. 
 
3. Generalized Existing Potable Water System: 
 
A. Transmission and Distribution System: 
The primary water transmission main for the City is a 24" concrete cylinder pipe that runs along 35th 
Avenue W and Spruce Way from AWD's terminal storage facilities at 153rd Street SW to the intersection 
of 164th Street SW and Spruce Way.  A pressure-reducing valve (PRV) vault, located at 173rd Street SW 
and Spruce Way on the 24" main, reduces the pressure of the incoming supply from Alderwood to feed 
the City's supply lines.  Two transmission mains (a 16" line and an 18" line) split off at the termination of 
the 24" main.  The 16" main supplies water to the northwestern portion of the City and the 18" main 
supplies the City's storage reservoirs.  A 24" main runs from the storage reservoirs and connects to a 
combination of 18", 16" and 12" mains that distribute water to the remaining portions of the City. 

A second PRV station, located at 196th Street SW and 40th Avenue W. provides a secondary means of 
supplying the 573 pressure zone when the main PRV is out of service or when there are high demands on 
this zone.  If the main PRV were out of service for an extended period, the secondary PRV would be 
unable to meet the demand in the 573 pressure zone.  The distribution system off the second PRV consists 
of looped 6" through 12" water mains. 
 
B. Storage: 
The City has a total of 5.49 million gallons (MG) of usable storage capacity with two reservoirs located at 
185th Street and 40th Avenue W.  Both reservoirs are in the 573 pressure zone.  In 2009, the total 
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required storage (fire, equalizing, operational, and standby) for the 573 pressure zone was 10.39 MG; the 
balance of the required storage is provided by AWD by agreement. 

Storage for the 635 and 724 pressure zones is also provided by the AWD 

 
 
C. Demand Forecasts: 
Residential, commercial, and industrial growth associated with the City's land use alternatives would 
increase consumptive uses and would place increased demands on existing water supplies and facilities.  
Estimated total average and peak daily demand in 2023 at full development based on the 2005 Water 
System Plan are 5.27 MGD and 8.96 MGD, respectively (based on a 2023 population of 38,113, and 
planned development in the City Center).  

Estimates for this Plan are based on an average daily demand of 105 gallons per capita per day and are 
taken from the City's 2005 Water System Comprehensive Plan Update.  Estimates do not reflect 
conservation measures, and are assumed to meet the annual 1% Conservation Goal set by the Everett 
Water Utility Committee.  Applying the conservation goal, the 2023 average daily demand would be 
reduced to 4.31 MGD.  Actual water demand would depend on household size, employment, the type of 
land uses that develop (particularly industrial uses), implementation of water conservation measures, and 
other factors. 
 
D. Future Supply: 
The Sultan River watershed has the capacity to supply the current and projected future demands for the 
City of Everett and its service area, which includes the City of Lynnwood. 
 
E. Future Storage: 
The Water Supply Plan Update projects water storage requirements for the 573 pressure zone as 12.52 
MG by the year 2023.  The required storage for this pressure zone includes: operational storage of 0.90 
MG; fire flow storage of 2.16 MG, equivalent to 6,000 gpm for 6 hours (the fire flow requirement for 
Alderwood Mall); emergency storage equivalent to the maximum day demand of 9.02 MG; and 
equalizing storage equivalent of 0.44 MG. 
 
F. Level of Service Standards: 
Fire flow, equalizing, and emergency storage are required to be provided by the City of Lynnwood by 
terms set in the agreement with the Alderwood Water District. 
 
G. Fire Flows and Water Storage: 

• Commercial: 
6,000 gpm; storage for a 6-hour supply (2.16 million gallons) 

• Multi-Family: 
3,000 gpm; storage for a 3-hour supply (0.54 million gallons) 

• Residential: 
1,000 gpm; storage for a 2-hour supply (5.3 million gallons) 

• Emergency Storage: 
800 gallons per connection (5.3 million gallons) 

 
H. Fire Hydrants: 

• Commercial Area - one hydrant every 330 feet 
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• Residential Area - one hydrant every 600 feet 
 
 
I. Distribution System: 

• 8" minimum pipe size 
• 30 pounds per square inch minimum 
• Maximum velocity of 8 feet per second 

 
J. Consumption: 

• The average daily demand is approximately 105 gallons per capita per day. 
 
Needs Assessment: 
The amount of water used per person per day has been decreasing over the last twenty years.  This is 
likely due to more personal attention to conservation, desire not to waste resources, and more water 
efficient appliances.  This conservation will likely offset any growth in demand from population increases 
in the next twenty years.  The only expansion of water system facilities will be accomplished by 
development to address localized deficiencies.  The City of Lynnwood Water System Comprehensive 
Plan Update contains a list of recommended improvements that were developed to meet the projected 
requirements of the City's water system.  These projects are replacements of existing mains that are 
undersized for existing standards or have exceeded their useful life. 

While water pressure generally ranges from 30 psi to 100 psi, during periods of high use the pressure in 
the 635 zone can fall below the minimum of 30 psi due to falling water tank elevations and increased 
head loss due to velocity in the mains.  Future water system improvements should resolve low pressure 
problems. 
 

 
 

STORMWATER RUNOFF MANAGEMENT 

Inventory and Existing Conditions: 
 
1. Existing Drainage Basins: 
The City of Lynnwood's drainage system consists of Scriber Creek (with two primary tributaries (Popular 
Creek and Golde Creek), Meadowdale Pond, Swamp Creek (with its primary tributary – Tunnel Creek), 
Hall's Lake, Hall's Creek, Perrinville Creek,  and Lund’s Gulch Creek.  The public portion of the drainage 
system contains approximately 4,700 catch basins and manholes, 484,800 lineal fee of storm pipe, 42,200 
lineal feet of ditches, 37 detention ponds, 85 underground detention tanks and pipes, and several miles of 
streams. 
 
2. Stormwater Runoff Management Requirements: 
The National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) is a section of the federal Clean Water 
Act, and is administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology. The NPDES Phase II 
Municipal Stormwater Permit (the Permit) took effect in 2007, and requires all counties and cities (with 
populations over 1,000) within the state to implement a host of actions aimed at improving water quality, 
including public education and outreach, controlling pollution and illicit discharges, controlling runoff 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  The Water Comp Plan (listed in the table 
above) contains the applicable information.  
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from new development and redevelopment, improved mapping, and improving maintenance and 
operations. The Permit allows the City to phase-in these actions over a 5-year permit period. The next 5-
year permit cycle is expected to begin in 2012. 

The City of Lynnwood currently requires all new and redevelopment projects over 1 acre  to comply with 
Department of Ecology's Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, 2005 Edition.  This 
is in accordance with the requirements of the Permit. 

In June 2006 the Department of Ecology developed a TMDL to address high fecal coliform bacteria in the 
Swamp Creek Watershed (Ecology Publication #06-10-021). Approximately 61% of Lynnwood is in the 
Swamp Creek Watershed (comprising approximately 20% of the entire watershed). The City is currently 
implementing the required and recommended actions included in this report. 

In 2010, the City adopted strict water quality regulations, prohibiting illicit discharges and pollution, and 
requiring regular maintenance of privately owned water quality and quantity facilities. 
 
 
Demand Forecasts: 
Future conversion of open space to residential, commercial, and industrial development would result in 
increased volumes and peak flow rates of stormwater runoff.  In general, the greater the level of 
development, the greater the increase in impervious surfaces and stormwater runoff.   
 
Low impact development (LID) techniques encompass a broad range of land use planning, site design, 
and policy tools collectively aimed at reducing or eliminating the adverse effects of development and 
related land use conversion on the environment. Stormwater management is one of the key components of 
LID. Stormwater management in the context of LID seeks to mimic natural hydrologic processes to 
negate increases in runoff volumes and peak flow rates, reduce pollutant loadings in runoff to surface 
waters, and recharge groundwater.  

It is anticipated that during the next Permit cycle, the City will be required to incorporate regulations for 
non-structural preventative actions and source reduction approaches, including LID techniques, to 
minimize the creation of impervious surfaces, and measures to minimize the disturbance of soils and 
vegetation where feasible. 
 
Level of Service Standards: 
Drainage improvements on private and public land must be designed and constructed to reduce or prevent 
run-off, promote water quality, and provide adequate protection of natural habitat. 
 
Generalized Existing Stormwater Management System 

1. Sizing and Capacity of Conveyance Systems: 
• Systems on private property must be designed to pass the 25-year storm.  No minimum size requirements. 
• Public systems in right-of-way or in city easements must be designed to pass the 25-year storm, or 12" 

minimum.  8" may be used if run is less than 50' from a curb inlet. 
 
2. Detention System Requirements: 

• Detention is generally required of new development or redevelopment greater than 5,000 square feet, 
pursuant to the Department of Ecology's Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, 2005. 
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3. Water Quality Requirements: 
• Water quality facilities, such as biofiltration swales, two-celled ponds, and wet vaults, are required of new 

development and redevelopment greater than 2,000 square feet, pursuant to the Department of Ecology's 
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, 2005. 

 
Needs Assessment: 
Localized, temporary flooding has been a problem in areas of the City due to increased development and 
insufficient capacity.  Flooding also occurs as a result of drainage conveyances becoming clogged, debris 
plugging inlets to catch basins and pipes backing up.   

Water quality problems resulting from the effects of urban development are common in urban cities such 
as Lynnwood.  Pollutants of concern include erosion and sedimentation (silts), fecal coliform bacteria, 
petroleum products, chemical fertilizers and pesticides, metals and solid wastes.  Pollutants in the surface 
water system the potential uses, create human health hazards, and degrade the natural habitat. 

Fish habitat problems also result from urban development and are common in the City.  These problems 
include erosive flows in streams, channelization, damage from poor water quality, and migration 
blockages from culverts and pipes. 
 

 

 
ELECTRICITY 

Inventory and Existing Conditions: 
The Snohomish County PUD provides electrical service in Lynnwood.  The PUD receives power from 
the Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) distribution system through a cooperative agreement.  The 
PUD also operates its own generating sources.  The PUD maintains several 115 kilovolt (kV) lines and 
230 kV lines in Snohomish County. 

Power is distributed by 115 kV lines from BPA’s SnoKing station to six distribution substations where it 
is transformed from 115 kV down to 12.5 kV and distributed to Lynnwood and surrounding areas.  The 
existing 115 kV line will be at 70 percent capacity within 5 years. 

The PUD is completing a 20-year plan to identify capital projects.  The plan is based on several factors: 
peak demand during the winter peak utility, energy forecasts, land use permits, zoning, and historical 
data.  This information is then broken down into 7-year forecasts for capital improvements.  As the 
provider of electricity services to the City, the PUD will determine the timing, place and manner of 
providing new or expanded facilities. 

In 2005, the PUD plans to upgrade the existing Alderwood Substation, including the addition of 
distribution circuits. 
 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  The Surface Water Management Comp Plan 
(listed in the table above) contains the applicable information.  

Page 75



Demand Forecasts: 
Future development under this Plan will result in energy 
consumption increases.  Although energy conservation efforts 
help to curb energy demands, certain uses inherently consume 
more energy than others do.  The Energy Demand Table shows 
average annual energy consumption for urban land uses. 

The PUD states that there would be adequate power to supply 
the future population that is projected for the Lynnwood.  The 
PUD states that it has the ability and capital to buy additional 
power and/or build its own power resources. 
 
Needs Assessment: 
The PUD has identified no facility needs for electricity service 
in addition to those already planned by the PUD.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
NATURAL GAS 

Inventory and Existing Conditions 
Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides natural gas service to Lynnwood.  Natural gas is supplied to the 
Lynnwood area through two supply mains owned and operated by the Williams Company that together 
are known as the North Seattle Lateral. 

As of July 2000, there were approximately 10,482 natural gas customers in Lynnwood and the 
surrounding Urban Growth Areas.  These customers are served through PSE’s distribution system which 
consists of the following components: 

Gas Supply Mains: These are generally larger diameter (8” and over) steel wrapped mains 
designed to operate at higher pressure (100 psig to 250 psig) to deliver natural gas from the 
supply source to pressure reducing stations (district regulators). 

Pressure Reducing Stations: These are located at various locations throughout the system to 
reduce pressure to a standard distribution operating pressure of approximately 60 psig. 

Distribution Mains: Distribution mains are fed from District Regulators.  These mains vary in 
size (usually less than 8” in diameter) and the pipe material is typically polyethylene. 

 
Demand Forecasts 
The average energy use for residential customers is 50 cubic feet per hour during winter heating months.  
Energy use from office, commercial and industrial development varies.  New hookups will trend similar 
to residential and commercial growth within the city, since the majority of new developers request natural 
gas service. 

 
ENERGY DEMAND 

 

 
LAND USE 

ANNUAL  
ENERGY USE 

(KWH/GSF/YEAR) 

Single Family 
Residence 5.7 

Multi-family 
Residence 3.6 

Retail 19 

Office 23 

Manufacturing Varies 

Source: 
Bonneville Power Administration, 1993. 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  Snohomish County PUD’s Capital Plan 
(listed in the table above) contains the applicable information.  
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Needs Assessment 
There are four types of typical projects that PSE could have in the Lynnwood area: 
• System reinforcement required to supplement existing system and improve reliability. 
• New installation due to new customers or conversions from an alternate fuel. 
• Main replacement projects to improve system reliability. 
• Replacement or relocation of facilities due to municipal and state improvement projects. 

At this time there is one long-term system reinforcement project under review in Lynnwood.  PSE’s 10 
year plans call for adding additional supply main to improve pressure and link the existing 16” systems on 
the east and west sides of south Lynnwood.  Timing of this project is dependent on load and/or customer 
growth within the service area.  The project route will be reviewed with the City of Lynnwood early in the 
planning stages. 
 

 
 
 
SCHOOLS 

Inventory and Existing Conditions 
The City of Lynnwood lies within the Edmonds School District.  The Edmonds School District covers 
approximately 36 square miles of southwest Snohomish County.  The District boundaries encompass the 
cities of Brier, Edmonds, Lynnwood, and Mountlake Terrace, the town of Woodway and unincorporated 
Snohomish County.  The Edmonds School District's student enrollment for fall 2009 was 20,279.  The 
District has 19 schools serving grades K-6, two schools serving grades K-8, 4 middle schools (grades 7-
8), 5 high schools, one resource center for grades K-12 home-schooled students and one district program 
for students with severe disabilities.  The City of Lynnwood contains 10 of the schools belonging to the 
District, plus the District's administration offices and the maintenance and transportation buildings (“bus 
barn”). 

Within the City of Lynnwood, there are 7 elementary schools (Beverly, Cedar Valley, College Place, 
Lynndale, Lynnwood Intermediate, Meadowdale, and Spruce Primary), 2 middle schools (College Place 
and Meadowdale Middle), and one high school (Meadowdale High).  The location of public schools 
within the City of Lynnwood is shown on the map of Existing Public Buildings. 
 
Planned Improvements 
In 2006, voters approved capital construction bonds for the district.  Those projects have, in general been 
completed, with the exception of the planned relocation of the District’s administrative services center 
and “bus barn” to property on Cedar Valley Road and renovation of the administrative services center to 
accommodate Scriber Lake High School.   

Demand Forecasts 
SPI Enrollment Projections: 

Enrollment projections are generated annually by the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) using a 6-
year forecast period.  SPI uses the cohort survival methodology for projecting student enrollment for 
grades 1 through 12.  Kindergarten enrollment is projected based on a least squares linear regression 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  PSE’s Integrated Resource Plan (listed in the 
table above) contains the applicable information.  
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analysis of actual kindergarten enrollment over the previous six years.  This methodology assumes 
enrollment trends that have occurred over the previous six years will likely continue through the next six 
years.   
 
Needs Assessment 
The School District projects needs for new or expanded facilities in its annual Capital Facilities Plan.  The 
Plan includes detail forecasts and facility planning for the following six-year period and more general 
forecasts for a twenty-year period.  In the District’s 2010 Plan, the District forecasts that it currently owns 
enough school sites to accommodate the need for housing students through the year 2015.  Similarly, the 
District expects to have sufficient capacity for housing projected student populations through the year.    
 

 

 

PUBLIC LIBRARY 

Inventory and Existing Conditions 
The Lynnwood Library is the flagship of the Sno-Isle library system.  Located in a building of 
approximately 26,000 square feet in size (renovated in 1999), the Lynnwood library has the most diverse 
customer base in the district.  It serves families, teens, adults and seniors, as well as a high percentage of 
ESL customers.  It is the only library in the district to offer materials in all seven international languages, 
as well as programs in a variety of languages.  In 2005, circulation at this library totaled 846,475 
materials, almost one-third of which were children’s materials.  At that time, about 70% of Lynnwood 
residents held a library card. 

The Library offers many electronic databases that can be used in a search for materials.  Some of these 
resources are: several magazine databases; a general encyclopedia online; a biographical resource; a 
health reference; and two business databases with investment and company information. 

The Lynnwood library includes: 

• The System Reference Center: A reference collection of over 10,500 books that is especially useful to 
business people and those looking for education, career, and job opportunities.  Reference professionals also 
assist with Internet and database searches. 

• The Career Reference Center: Reference and circulating books on choosing a career, writing resumes, 
etc.  Two computers are available to aid in career assessment. 

• Inter Library Loan Services: For items not owned by Sno-Ilse, there is a computerized listing of more 
than 40 million library materials all over the country, most of which can be obtained for Lynnwood Library 
patrons. 

• Business Indexes and Databases: Experian Real Estate Database, General Business File ASAP, Investex, 
Reference USA, Small Business Legal Pro, Stat-USA, and Wall Street Journal. 

• Children’s Programs: In addition to the children’s collection, the library offers many programs for 
children – from toddlers to school age, including storytimes, puppet shows, movies, craft programs and a 
summer reading club. 

A remodeling of the Library was completed in 1999.  The remodeling resulted in a doubling of the size of 
the Library.  The additional space allows for an expansion of children’s and adult services.   

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  Edmonds School District Capital Facilities 
Plan (listed in the table above) contains the applicable information.  
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Lynnwood is the Sno-Isle Regional Reference Center and has unique and out-of-print material at its 
disposal that other Sno-Isle branches do not have, as well as offering more materials in greater depth.   

The community supports the Library as evidenced by the funds donated to and the ongoing support by the 
Friends of the Library. 
 
Needs Assessment 
Due to more rapid than anticipated usage and the addition of technological advances and materials which 
evolve as our society changes, the Lynnwood Library Board anticipates the need for a new library 
approximately double the current size or larger in the near future.  

In order to meet the goal of providing high quality of service to library patrons, the Library Board is 
planning for development of a new library generally between 2011 and 2015, as use of the present library 
is exceeding the service capacity of the existing building.  Due to the fact that the serviceable life of the 
Library building itself will likely be longer than the useful function as a library, provisions need to be 
made for alternative uses of the building. 

The exploration of alternate funding sources is encouraged.  Some alternatives may be corporate and Sno-
Isle partnering, grants, service fees, and alternative taxing methods. The Library Board will need to 
involve the citizenry in the exploration and analysis of alternative financing methods. 
 

 
 
 
TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES 

Inventory and Existing Conditions 
Frontier Communications recently replaced Verizon as the provider of land-based (“land-line”) telephone 
service in Lynnwood.  It maintains facilities that include switching equipment and other telephone 
facilities in Lynnwood.  These facilities provide residential and business service in the City.  Verizon had 
reported that they have adequate capacity to meet the existing demand.   

Wireless communication service has increased greatly in the last few years.  Lynnwood has numerous 
wireless communication facilities, serviced by AT&T, Sprint, Verizon Wireless, , and T-mobile.  
Adequate facilities are available to meet existing needs of the Lynnwood area. 
 
Demand Forecasts 
Service demands are expected to increase with new development.  Long-term quantified projections of 
such large amounts of new development like Lynnwood is seeing cannot be reliable due to the rapidly 
changing technology in the telecommunications industry.   
 
Needs Assessment 
Verizon reported that they had adequate facilities for the expected service requirements into 2012.  It 
expected that there will be sufficient digital technology to manage new development.  

Wireless communication providers constantly monitor the use of their facilities to determine where 
additional facilities will be required.  As the number of customers increases, supplementary wireless 
communication sites will need to be located.  Additional facilities are frequently being added within the 
city.   
 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  Sno-Isle Libraries Capital Facility Plan (listed 
in the table above) contains the applicable information.  
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CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 

For the City owned services (sewer, water, and stormwater management), the Capital Facilities Plan 
(CFP) identifies planned and proposed projects for the next twenty years.  The City reviews and updates a 
financially balanced, six year Capital Facilities Plan on a yearly basis.  The functional plans for these 
services also discuss planned and proposed improvements to resolve current service deficiencies and to 
provide services to new development.  For the services provided by other agencies or utilities, each 
provider determines the timing, place and manner of providing new or expanded facilities. 

This Capital Facilities Plan has been developed to identify public facility capital improvements that will 
be needed to adequately serve the community as it grows under the provisions of the Lynnwood 
Comprehensive Plan.  The CFP has been developed consistent with the requirements of the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) which requires: 

• An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing their locations and capacities. 

• A forecast of the future needs for such facilities. 

• The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new facilities. 

• At least a six-year plan that will finance such facilities within projected 
  funding capacities, and that clearly identifies sources of public money 
  for such purposes. 

GMA also requires that jurisdictions reassess the Land Use Element of their comprehensive plans if 
probable funding falls short of meeting identified capital needs (RCW 36.70A.070(3)). 

The following public facilities are included in the CFP: transportation facilities (streets, sidewalks, traffic 
signals, etc.); the sanitary sewer system; the public water system; stormwater management facilities; 
parks, recreation facilities and open space; and general government facilities including fire and police 
facilities, the library, City Hall. etc. 

This CFP focuses on public facilities, or improvements to those facilities that have a relatively long life 
and substantial cost, since it is difficult to adequately plan for and finance such facilities through an 
annual budget process alone.  For the purposes of this CFP, a capital improvement is defined as the 
acquisition or improvement of land, equipment or structures costing $40,000 or more and having a useful 
life of at least five (5) years.  This definition is used for planning purposes and the Six-Year and Long 
Range Capital Facilities Plans may also identify expenditures less than $40,000 that are considered 
significant. 
 
Approach: 
The City's overall approach to capital facility planning and financing is reflected in the goals, objectives 
and policies established in the Transportation, Capital Facilities and Utilities, and Parks, Recreation and 
Open Space Elements.  These policies will guide future facility planning and funding decisions to ensure 
appropriate coordination between changing community needs and capital investments.  
 
Existing Public Buildings: 
Other Elements of the Comprehensive Plan provide an inventory of existing capital facilities and a 
forecast of future needs for each category of public facility (transportation, sewer, water, etc.).  The 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  Many of the major telecommunication 
providers are available within Lynnwood, as noted in the Table above.   
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inventory and needs information included in the CFP has been derived largely from previous planning 
efforts, which have been updated where needed to reflect the community growth rates anticipated and the 
land use patterns established by the Land Use Element of the Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan.  In the case 
of transportation systems, the identification of needs has also been guided by established level of service 
standards.  For other categories of public facilities (e.g., parks, water systems, etc.), appropriate level of 
service planning guidelines or other criteria were used to help identify needed improvements. 

A six-year Capital Facilities Plan with a financial plan for meeting capital facility needs over the planning 
period is included.  This finance plan lists each capital improvement project identified as needed during 
that six-year period, and identifies its estimated cost, timing and probable funding sources.   

It should be noted that the CFP, including the six-year finance plan, is based on a number of key 
assumptions about the community's future.  These assumptions include: 

• That the community will grow generally consistent with the timing, land use patterns and land use 
intensities anticipated by the Land Use Element of the City of Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan; 

• That the existing tax structure (tax rates and types of taxes levied) will remain essentially unchanged over 
the planning period; 

• That the City will continue to have success in securing grant funding and other forms of financial assistance 
from state and federal sources; 

• That the City will continue to experience moderate growth (4 percent per year) in retail sales tax revenues 
(this is significantly lower than sales tax growth experienced during the 1980's, but slightly higher than 
average growth for the last three years); 

• Voted general obligation bonds will be used for large scale capital projects related to community growth 
and are primarily dependent on General Fund revenues, such as parks or community services. 

The Capital Facilities Plan, and especially the six-year finance plan, will be reviewed on an annual basis 
and modified as conditions warrant.  For example, if community growth occurs more slowly than 
anticipated by the Land Use Element, the timing of some capital improvement projects may require 
modification (since they may not be needed as soon as anticipated, and supporting revenues may 
accumulate more slowly than forecast).  Other circumstances that may require modification of the CFP 
include slower than anticipated sales tax revenue or assessed value growth, significant tightening of 
outside funding availability (e.g., grants), or a more rapid community growth rate than anticipated. 
 

 

 

 

ESSENTIAL PUBLIC FACILITIES SITING PROCESS 

Goal:  
Facilitate Actively participate in the siting of eEssential pPublic fFacilities sponsored by public and 
private entities in a manner that results in the least negative impact on surrounding properties and 
the community as a whole. 

 

Objective of proposed change:  This section was deleted.  The City maintains and annually updates the 
Capital Facilities Plan (as noted in the first paragraph above).  

Objective of proposed change:  The following “Essential Public Facilities” section was moved to the 
Land Use Element but is left in this Track Changes version so any edits are apparent. Also, for 
consistency, the “Goals”, “Objectives” and “Policies” will be moved to the end of this EPF section. 
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ObjectivesPolicies: 

EPF-1: Comply with sState law by accepting state and regional essential public facilities within the 
corporate limits of Lynnwood, subject only to reasonable impact mitigation measures. 

EPF-2: Actively Wwork with Snohomish County and other local jurisdictions to prepare, adopt, and 
maintain develop a common siting process for various types of essential public facilitieEPFs; 
including common. 

EPF-3: Establish criteria defining and guiding the siting of local essential public facilities. 

 

EPF-4: Prepare and adopt  development regulations to implement the siting of state, regional and local 
essential public facilities consistent with the goal, objectives and policies of this section of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and Countywide Planning Policies EPF-1 through EPF-5.  Approval of an 
EPF Ppermits shall be granted by the City Council upon recommendation of the Planning 
Commission and after public hearings before the Commission and the Council should be 
processed as a Process 1; Hearing Examiner decision after a public hearing. 

Policies: 
Policy EPF-1: The City of Lynnwood shall follow the common process for siting state and regional 

essential public facilities, as adopted by Snohomish County Tomorrow, and as 
presented in this section of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Policy EPF-2: The City of Lynnwood will review and modify its development regulations and 

administrative procedures as necessary to fully implement the common siting process 
within its area of jurisdiction. 

 
Policy EPF-3: The City of Lynnwood shall not prevent the siting of a state or regional essential 

public facility through imposition of regulatory requirements.  The City will mitigate 
negative impacts of such facilities by the application of mitigation measures applied 
through an EPF Permit processEnsure that the Comprehensive Plan does not preclude 
siting of an EPF.  Approval of an EPF Permit shall be granted by the City Council 
upon recommendation of the Planning Commission and after public hearings before 
the Commission and the Council. 

Policy EPF-4: Criteria may be established for siting of public facilities which are essential to the 
local area.  Regulation of such local facilities may utilize the common siting process 
designed for state and regional essential public facilities.  The regulation of local 
essential public facilities may require a Conditional Use Permit, which may include 
the possibility of denial of the permit.  Regulation of such local facilities shall not be a 
means for regulation of or denial of siting state or regional essential public 
facilitiesEnsure that EPFs are located proportionally throughout the City, County, and 
State; no jurisdiction or area should take on a disproportionate share of EPFs. 

Objective of proposed change:  Policy “EPF-3 is essentially the same as “EPF-2”; “EPF-2” and “EPF-4” 
were combined for the sake of brevity.  

Objective of proposed change:  The information in this policy is covered in the policies above.  

Objective of proposed change:  This policy is addressed in EPF-2.  
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EPF-5: The siting of an EPF should not encroach on single-family neighborhoods.  

EPF-6: Sponsors of a proposed EPF shall consult with the City prior to choosing a site within 
the City in order to seek information about potential sites, identify potential impacts to 
the community, and to provide siting incentives or mitigation measures.   

 

Purpose: 
In accordance with tThe requirements of the Washington Growth Management Act (GMA), and 
following an extensive policy review process by the Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering Committee, 
the Snohomish County Council has adopted a series of countywide planning policies to guide the 
preparation of city and county comprehensive plans.  Included therein are policies addressing the siting of 
“public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature” (identified as Policies CF-1 through CF-5), 
as specifically required by the GMA.  These policies commit the GMA planning jurisdictions of 
Snohomish County to develop a common siting process for these facilities. requires the Comprehensive 
Plan to include 

 The GMA further requires local governments to develop a process for identifying and siting “eEssential 
pPublic fFacilities” and to incorporate that process into their local comprehensive plans.  The GMA 
defines1 As indicated and defined by WAC 365-195-340 eEssential pPublic fFacilities (EPF) as those 
facilities that are typically can be difficult to site, due to the potential impacts many of these facilities may 
have on the community and their location in a community may be locally unpopular.  Local and state 
governments are charged by GMA with the task of ensuring that such facilities, as needed to support 
orderly growth and delivery of public services, are sited in a timely and efficient manner., such as noise, 
odor, traffic, and pollution generation.  Often these facilities are utilized by several jurisdictions or 
agencies and can be operated by a governmental agency (e.g. correctional facilities, light-rail facilities) or 
by a private entity providing a public service (e.g. substance abuse facilities).  Facilities can also be 
owned by the State and used by in-state residents as well as people from all over the nation and world; 
such as Edmonds Community College.  Per the GMA, “no local comprehensive plan or development 
regulation may preclude the siting of essential public facilities.”  This section of the Comprehensive Plan 
includes Goals and Policies for siting an EPF; development regulations for the Lynnwood Municipal 
Code (LMC) still need to be developed.   

The process described here is intended to address the siting of essential public facilities not already sited 
by the Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan, or other City facility plans, and for which land use action is 
required.  The Establishing a siting process set forth as follows is also intended to meet mandate of the 
GMA requirements, as well as  and the intent of the cCountywide pPlanning pPolicies EPF-1 through 
EPF-5.  A final objective is to enhance public participation during the early stages of facility siting so as 
to reduce the time spent analyzing unacceptable sites, and thereby produce earlier siting decisions that are 
also consistent with community goals.The Office of Financial Management (OFM) maintains a list of 

1 RCW 36.70A.200 defines essential public facilities as “those facilities that are typically difficult to site, such as 
airports, state education facilities and state or regional transportation facilities as defined in RCW 47.06.140, 
regional transit authority facilities as defined in RCW 81.112.020, state and local correctional facilities, solid 
waste handling facilities, and inpatient facilities including substance abuse facilities, mental health facilities, 
group homes, and secure community transition facilities as defined in RCW 71.09.020.” 

Objective of proposed change:  Specifically addressing or considering a “local” EPF differently than any 
other EPF should be avoided; development regulations should to be created should be consistent.  
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EPFs “that are required or likely to be built within the next six years” per RCW 36.70A.200(4); see 
OFM’s “Facilities Inventory System” to view this list.  

 

Definition of Essential Public Facility: 
Any facility owned or operated by a unit of local or state government, by a public utility or transportation 
company, or by any other entity providing a public service as its primary mission may qualify as an 
“essential public facility” (or, EPF).  In general, an essential public facility will be characterized by the 
following: 

• it is a necessary component of a system or network which provides a public service or good; and 

• it may be difficult to site because of potential significant opposition. 

Essential public facilities of a countywide nature are those which serve a population base extending 
beyond the host community.  This may include several local jurisdictions within Snohomish County or a 
significant share of the total County population.  Such facilities may include, but are not limited to, the 
following examples: airports, state education facilities, state or regional transportation facilities, state or 
local correctional facilities, solid waste handling facilities, in-patient facilities including substance abuse 
facilities, mental health facilities, and group homes.2  Other facilities meeting the basic definition above 
and whose sponsor desires to utilize this siting process may be qualified as essential public facilities by 
completing the designation procedure described below. 

Essential public facilities of a regional or statewide nature may include, but are not limited to, those 
facilities listed above which serve a multi-county population base; and other large public facilities 
appearing on the Office of Financial Management (OFM) list to be maintained under RCW 36.70A. 

 
Essential Public Facilities Eligible for Common Site Review: 

Procedures for siting an EPF were approved by the Essential public facilities of a countywide or statewide 
nature which are not already sited in a local comprehensive plan are eligible for review under the 
common siting process described below.  Candidate facility proposals may be submitted for review under 
this Common Siting Process by either the project sponsor or by a local jurisdiction wishing to site the 
project (the “host community”). 

A facility may be designated an essential public facility eligible for review under this process under the 
following conditions: 

2 The application of this definition for group homes and similar facilities, as well as of the siting process for these 
facilities, will be within the legal parameters of fair housing laws. 

Objective of proposed change:  Reworded for brevity and readability; this text was taken verbatim 
from an existing document, Snohomish County’s “General Policy Plan, Appendix B”.  A reference will 
be included elsewhere in this EPF section for said document. 

Objective of proposed change:  This “Definition” section was deleted. A more concise definition is 
provided in the footnote above. The (deleted) text was taken verbatim from an existing document, 
Snohomish County’s “General Policy Plan, Appendix B”.  A reference will be included elsewhere in 
this EPF section for said document.  
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• The Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering Committee in 1995.  This document3 is hereby adopted 
by reference within this Element.  or the governing board of the host community makes a determination that 
the proposed facility meets the definition of an essential public facility; or, the facility appears on the state, 
county, or the host community’s list of essential public facilities; AND 

• Either the sponsoring agency or the host community determines that the facility will be difficult to site. 

Common Site Review Process: 
Either the sponsor of an essential public facility within Snohomish County which is eligible for review 
under the Common Site Review Process, or the proposed host community, may elect to follow the 
process described herein.  Alternatively, sponsors of such facilities having a preferred site location 
already identified may choose to seek siting approval under the local process provided by the host 
community (the jurisdiction having land use authority over the site), if that approach is acceptable to the 
host community. 

The Common Site Review Process will involve the steps described below. 

• Determination of Eligibility. The project sponsor must receive a determination of eligibility from either the host 
community or the Snohomish County Tomorrow Steering Committee that the proposed facility constitutes an 
essential public facility as defined above.  This initial step will also include a determination, as a threshold 
matter, of whether the facility in question presents siting difficulties.  If the facility does not present siting 
difficulties, it should be relegated to the normal siting process, as recommended in WAC 365-195-340 
(2)(a)(iii). 

• Site Search Consultation. As an optional service to project sponsors, the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) 
and/or the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee (ICC) will, upon request, provide a forum for project 
sponsors prior to the initiation of the formal siting review process.  Sponsors will have the opportunity to 
present proposed projects involving essential public facilities for the purpose of seeking information on 
potential sites within Snohomish County and about potential concerns related to siting.  Sponsors may also 
propose possible incentives for host communities. 

Through the PAC/ICC, local jurisdictions may be requested to provide information to sponsors regarding 
potential sites within their communities.  The sponsor of an eligible project electing to utilize this siting process 
may initiate this communication by contacting Snohomish County Tomorrow and requesting aid in the siting of 
its proposed facility. 

• Local Land Use Review. Following site consultation with the PAC and/or ICC (when that step is taken by the 
sponsor), the sponsor may then apply for site approval with the local land use permit authority, as required 
under local law.  The local jurisdiction shall conduct its review as required by this common siting process, as 
well as its own codes and ordinances.  This shall include the conduct of public hearings required for any land 
use action which may be needed by the proposal, including comprehensive plan amendment, rezoning, 
conditional use permit, or similar approval. 

The local authority shall evaluate the proposal against the common siting criteria described herein, as well as 
against any local criteria generally applicable to the type of action required, in making its land use decision on 
the project proposal.  Where no local land use action is required the sponsor may proceed directly to the permit 
application stage. 

3 The document referenced is Appendix B of the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan General Policy Plan titled 
“Process for Siting Essential Public Facilities of a Countywide or Statewide Nature in Snohomish County”; the 
location of this document is 
http://www.co.snohomish.wa.us/documents/Departments/pds/10_year_update/GPP/15Appendixb.pdf 

Page 85



1. Advisory Review Process. The local land use authority’s decision, as it relates to matters 
encompassed by the site evaluation criteria described below, is subject to an advisory review 
process as provided herein.  This process, if utilized, would occur prior to any appeal processes 
already provided by local ordinance. 

Within 21 days following the decision by the local land use authority required to approve the 
proposal, and advisory review process may be utilized by the sponsor involving a three member 
advisory review board appointed by the Snohomish County Tomorrow Executive Board.  
Qualifications for board members, as well as procedures for board creation and conduct of board 
business shall be governed by written guidelines to be established by Snohomish County 
Tomorrow, provided that no official or employee of Snohomish County or any local jurisdiction 
within Snohomish County shall be a board member. 

The advisory review board shall not have the authority to overturn a local decision.  The board, on 
a review of the record, shall only find that the local decision does or does not accurately reflect the 
evidence provided by the sponsor, or that adequate consideration was or was not given to the 
evaluation criteria, and may recommend to the local agency that it reconsider its decision. 

A recommended alternative for host communities and sponsors would be to use arbitration as the 
final recourse for resolution of differences.  In cases where this option is agreed to in advance, a 
pre-selected arbitrator would serve as the appeal agent for these parties. 

Nothing herein shall be construed to limit the administrative appeal or legal remedies otherwise 
available to sponsors, host communities, or third parties. 

2. Permit Application. Upon receipt of the required land use approvals by the local land use 
authority, the sponsor may then apply for the required permits to construct the proposed facility.  
When a permit is denied for reasons relating to this siting process, the permitting authority will 
submit in writing the reasons for permit denial to the sponsor. 

 
Site Evaluation Criteria: 
The following criteria will be utilized by all county and city review authorities in evaluating siting 
proposals made by sponsoring agencies seeking to site an essential public facility (EPF) in Snohomish 
County.  The sponsor shall provide the information needed for the reviewing body to evaluate a site(s) 
and make a recommendation or decision on a specific proposal.  These criteria encompass an evaluation 
of regional need and local site suitability for the proposed and designated essential public facility.  
Findings concerning the proposal’s conformance with each criterion shall be included in the 
documentation of the local authority’s decision. 

1. Documentation of Need. Project sponsors must demonstrate the need for their proposed EPF’s.  Included in 
the analysis of need should be the projected service population, an inventory of existing and planned 
comparable facilities and projected demand for this type of essential public facility. 

2. Consistency with the Sponsor’s Plans. The proposed project should be consistent with the sponsor’s own 
long-range plans for facilities and operations. 

3. Consistency with Other Plans. The proposal must demonstrate the relationship of the project to local, 
regional, and state plans.  The proposal should be consistent with the comprehensive plan and other 
adopted plans of the prospective host community.  In evaluating this consistency, consideration shall be 
given to urban growth area designations and critical area designations, population and employment holding 
capacities and targets, and the land use, capital facilities and utilities elements of these adopted plans. 

4. Relationship of Service Area to Population. The facility’s service area population should include a 
significant share of the host community’s population, and the proposed site should be able to reasonably 
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serve its overall service area population.  [Note: Linear transmission facilities are exempt from this 
criterion.] 

5. Minimum Site Requirements. Sponsors shall submit documentation showing the minimum siting 
requirements for the proposed facility.  Site requirements may be determined by the following factors: 
minimum size of the facility, access, support facilities, topography, geology, and mitigation needs.  The 
sponsor shall also identify future expansion needs of the facility. 

6. Alternative Site Selection. In general, the project sponsor should search for and investigate alternative sites 
before submitting a proposal for siting review.  Additionally, the proposal should indicate whether any 
alternative sites have been identified that meet the minimum site requirements of the facility.  The 
sponsor’s site selection methodology will also be reviewed.  Where a proposal involves expansion of an 
existing facility, the documentation should indicate why relocation of the facility to another site would be 
infeasible. 

7. Concentration of Essential Public Facilities. In considering a proposal, the local review agency will 
examine the overall concentration of essential public facilities within Snohomish County to avoid placing 
an undue burden on any one community. 

8. Public Participation. Sponsors should encourage local public participation, particularly by any affected 
parties outside of the host community’s corporate limits, in the development of the proposal, including 
mitigation measures.  Sponsors should conduct local outreach efforts with early notification to prospective 
neighbors to inform them about the project and to engage local residents in site planning and mitigation 
design prior to the initiation of formal hearings.  The sponsor’s efforts in this regard should be evaluated. 

9. Consistency with Local Land Use Regulations. The proposed facility must conform to local land use and 
zoning regulations that are consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies.  Compliance with other 
applicable local regulations shall also be required. 

10. Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses. The sponsor’s documentation should demonstrate that the site, 
as developed for the proposed project, will be compatible with surrounding land uses. 

11. Proposed Impact Mitigation. The proposal must include adequate and appropriate mitigation measures for 
the impacted area(s) and community(ies).  Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to, natural 
features that will be preserved or created to serve as buffers, other site design elements used in the 
development plan, and/or operational or other programmatic measures contained in the proposal.  The 
proposed measures should be adequate to substantially reduce or compensate for anticipated adverse 
impacts on the local environment. 

 
Amendments: 
This siting process may be amended, upon recommendation by the Snohomish County Tomorrow 
Steering Committee, through established procedures for amending the Comprehensive Plan in accordance 
with local code and the State Growth Management Act. 

 

Objective of proposed change:  This text was taken verbatim from an existing document, Snohomish 
County’s “General Policy Plan, Appendix B”.  This document is adopted by reference.  
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

GOAL: Capital facilities, regulations, policies, and procedures which serve the needs of 
current and future residences and businesses, property owners, and commuters by 
providing utility services which meet basic level of service standards.   

 

SubgGoal 1: Planning 

Planning that considers both changes in regulations, requirements, and best available science, 
studies existing and future conditions and specifies non-structural and structural solutions 
including system upgrades, maintenance and replacements based on established Level of 
Service (LOS) standards for the purpose of meeting future challenges as they arise. 

ObjectivesSubgoal 1:  Surface Water Management (SWM): 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.1:   Study the legal issues and practical requirements of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and assess the areas in stormwater runoff management that 
require the City to make appropriate planning, regulatory, procedural or policy 
changes. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.2:   Develop an ESA compliance program that establishes appropriate 
planning, regulatory, procedural, and policy changes for the purpose of protecting 
the City against liability and goes towards the goal of enhancing the habitat of listed 
species. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.31:   Implement the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
and Elimination System (NPDES) and assess the areas in stormwater runoff 
management that require the City to make appropriate planning, regulatory, 
procedural or policy changes. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.24:  Update and adopt ordinances that meet the requirements of the 
Puget Sound Water Quality Management Plan, NPDES and Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) for water quality and quantity control from development and redevelopment. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.35:   Review and update the City’s Comprehensive Flood and Drainage 
Management Plan approximately every five years, depending on changes in best 
available science and the regulatory climate. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.46: Study and update the Surface Water Utility rates and method of 
billing  regularly to better reflect model and resource/staffing needs and propose 
appropriate changes that reflect both changes in surface water management, 
maintenance and operations, and capital project needs. costs of business since the 
rates were adopted in 1991 and requirements of regulations, such as ESA. 

Objective of the following changes:  For simplicity, Staff combined the following “Objectives”, 
“Policies”, “Principles”, (bullet points) etc. into a single category titled “Policies”.  The “Subgoals” are 
now the “Goals”.   
Goals (the over-arching intent and vision) 

Policies (values and guidance that support the “Goals” and, in some cases. include specific steps or 
tasks to be undertaken to achieve the “Goals”) 

Objective of proposed change:  This goal was deleted; this information is included in the Introduction 
above, and in the following Subgoal 1.   
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SWMPOLICY CFU-1.1.57: Complete and implement an emergency response plan to be used 
for responding to surface and ground water contamination emergencies.  Staff from 
different City departments should work together. 

ObjectivesSubgoal 2:  Sanitary Sewer (SS): 

SSPOLICY CFU-1.2.1  Provide review for all development considering the land use plan. 

SSPOLICY CFU-1.2.2  Utilize contemporary materials and construction techniques. 

POLICY CFU-1.2.3   Review and update the City’s Wastewater Comprehensive Plan 
approximately every five years, depending on changes in best available science and the regulatory 
climate. 

POLICY CFU-1.2.4  Plan and initiate the necessary analysis and public review to identify 
wastewater system financial needs and implement results of those efforts. 

SS-1.3  Provide construction services to insure quality construction. 
 

  ObjectivesSubgoal 3:  Water System (WS): 

WSPOLICY CFU-1.3.1 Conduct ongoing monitoring and analysis of the water system to identify 
deficiencies and system expansion needs related to current and future growth and list 
options (administrative changes and capital projects) that would resolve deficiencies  
identified and the improvements needed. 

WSPOLICY CFU-1.3.2 Plan and initiate the necessary design efforts to address identified system 
deficiencies, system upgrades and expansions. 

WSPOLICY CFU-1.3.3 Plan and initiate the necessary analysis and public review to identify 
water system financial needs and implement results of the those efforts. 

WSPOLICY CFU-1.3.4 Regularly Rreview and initiate changes to the operation and regulation 
of the water system relative to changing State and Federal regulations and prudent 
fiscal and environmental considerations .at least once each year.  For example, 
conservation requirements. 

WSPOLICY CFU-1.3.5 Regularly Ccoordinate with other jurisdictions to assure that interties, 
local agreements and common issues are addressed.  This should be done at least once 
per year. 

 
POLICY CFU-1.3.5  Review and update the City’s Water Comprehensive Plan approximately 

every five years, depending on changes in best available science and the regulatory 
climate. 

 
SubgGoal 2: Maintenance and Operations (M&O) 

Continue to identify facilities that are in need of repair, cleaning or replacement and revise 
the maintenance program to schedule these activities in an efficient, and timely manner so 
that the systems perform in a manner that will optimize the use and life of the facilities, while 
also making necessary changes in the program, as necessary, to protect the natural 
environment and aesthetic character of the city. 

ObjectivesSubgoal 1:  Surface Water Management (SWM): 
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SWMPOLICY CFU-2.1.1 Operate the North Scriber Regional Detention Facility to decrease 
erosive and flood flows and to enhance and create environmentally sensitive areas in 
the Scriber Creek Drainage Basin. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-2.1.2 Update and adopt ordinances that meet the requirements of the Puget 
Sound Water Quality Management Plan, ESA, and NPDES Phase 2 Municipal Permit 
for maintenance of the system by both the City of Lynnwood and private property 
owners. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-2.1.3 Perform M&O activities to the currently adopted schedule such that 
cleaning, repairs, and replacements are made quickly and efficiently, or immediately 
in the case of emergencies. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-2.1.4 Review and update the City’s Comprehensive Flood and Drainage 
Management Plan list of problems and corrective solutions, depending on changes in 
best available science and the regulatory climate. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-2.1.5 Every year prioritize, schedule, fund, and construct capital 
improvements in the Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan, as identified in the 
Comprehensive Flood and Drainage Management Plan, to decrease incidents of 
flooding, enhance water quality in the system, and make improvements to natural 
habitat. 

ObjectivesSubgoal 2:  Sanitary Sewer (SS): 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.1 Provide financial support annually for funding the Pre-treatment 
Program. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.2 Clean sewers on a frequency determined by historical need. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.3 Remedy one infiltration/inflow concern each year. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.4 Prevent any large and control any small wastewater overflows each year. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.5 Monitor air and water quality on a daily basis. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.6 Maintain the equipment preventative maintenance schedule. 

CFSPOLICY CFU-2.2.7 Limit odor complaints to no more than four annuallyas practicable. 
 
ObjectivesSubgoal 3:  Water System (WS): 

WSPOLICY CFU-2.3.1 Respond within one hour to any emergency water system failure.  Repair 
all non-critical water system problems within three days of knowledge of the problem.   

WSPOLICY CFU-2.3.2 M&O activities will be based on an annual schedule established for the 
upcoming year during the budget process of the preceding year.  The schedule will be 
developed from field reviews of the water system (flow, pressure and leak testing) and 
life cycle information combined with field verification inspections.   

WSPOLICY CFU-2.3.3 Stay abreast of current water quality standards and make adjustments to 
monitoring and testing to assure continual, consistent compliance with the standards 
and conditions of the Department of Health operating permit. 

SubgGoal 3: Interjurisdictional Relations 

Cooperate and coordinate planning, capital facilities planning and development, as 
appropriate, with adjacent jurisdictions and stakeholders for the purpose of improving levels 
of service and reducing costs for all services and utilities. 
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ObjectivesSubgoal 1:  Surface Water Management (SWM): 

SWMPOLICY CFU-3.1.1 Participate in interjurisdictional coordination to help solve common 
stormwater runoff management problems, coordinate land use plans, development 
regulations and capital facility plans on a watershed basis.  This will also include 
analyzing the benefits of interjurisdictional funding of projects and habitat 
enhancements in response to the ESA. 

SWMPOLICY CFU-3.1.2 Design and implement a Public Involvement Program that builds 
upon the current school grants program and expands to businesses as well as general 
citizen groups.  The program would work towards the reduction of illegal dumping 
onto the stormwater system and receive citizen input to assist staff and City Council in 
making decisions related to all aspects of stormwater runoff management as well as to 
the City’s response to ESA. 

 
ObjectivesSubgoal 2:  Sanitary Sewer (SS):  

SSPOLICY CFU-3.2.1 Maintain air and water quality to standards required by regular authority. 

SSPOLICY CFU-3.2.2 Coordinate contractual relationships with adjacent agencies for services. 
 
ObjectivesSubgoal 3:  Water System (WS):  

WSPOLICY CFU-3.3.1 Maintain coordination and communications with the Lynnwood water 
supplier, Alderwood Water & Wastewater District as well as AWWD’s supplier, the 
City of Everett, so that the contract with AWWD is adhered to and the City’s interests 
are protected. 

WSPOLICY CFU-3.3.2 Conservation issues will be reviewed, goals and programs established 
relative to the impact conservation has on long term costs of water, summer flow and 
peaking issues, and regulatory and contract issues such that conservation efforts will 
be implemented that meet the established goal and regulatory standards. 

 

SubgGoal 4: Capital Facilities 

Provide Capital facilities to properly serve the community in a manner that enhances quality 
of life and economic opportunities, optimizes the use and protection of existing facilities and 
provides for future needs. 

Levels of Service Standards: 
Specific Comprehensive Plans for each utility establish level of service standards for City-provided 
services (water, sewer, and stormwater drainage).  These standards must be used in all development 
permitting and other facility planning so that acceptable service levels are maintained through 
service systems. 

 
Objective 1: Implement levels of service (LOS) for water, sewer and storm water systems as 

minimum standards for facility design and planning, land development permitting, 
and operation and maintenance. 

   Policy 1.1: Utilize professionally accepted methods and measures in determining LOS standards. 

Objective of proposed change:  Included in the Introduction above.   
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   Policy 1.2: Land development review will include coordination of the development requirements 
according to pertinent adopted plans, the land development regulations, and the availability 
of system capacities needed to support such development. 

   Policy 1.3: Water, sanitary sewer, and storm water system improvements shall be designed and 
constructed to the size required to serve the City's projected capacity needs consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

   Policy 1.4: Require the private sector to provide fair share, project related capital facility 
improvements and contributions in connection with the development of land. 

   Policy 1.5:  Development should be encouraged only when adequate utilities, including water, sewer, 
power, natural gas, telecommunications and storm drainage facilities are available or will 
be made available in conjunction with development. 

Capital Facilities Plans and Projects: 

Principle: The Capital Facilities Plan Element identifies projects to construct new facilities, or to 
expand or rehabilitate existing facilities.  These projects must be completed in a 
timely manner in order to maintain acceptable service levels. 

Objective 2:   Implement capital facilities plans for water, stormwater, sewer, transportation, 
parks, recreation, public safety, and other municipal facilities: 

Policy 2.1 Maintain a 20-year Capital Facilities Plan that supports the Land Use Plan, and includes 
the implementation of a Six-Year Capital Facility Plan. Implement the following 
facility plans for City utilities, parks and recreation and transportation facilities. These 
plans will be prepared and implemented such that they are coordinated and consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 

• Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan (1996) 
• Water System Comprehensive Plan Update (1992) 
• Sewer Facilities Plan (1980 and 1990) 
• Comprehensive Flood and Drainage Management Plan (1998)  
• Parks Plan (1996)  
• Non-Motorized Plan (to be adopted 1996) 

• Transportation Business Plan  

Policy 2.3 Include the Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan and capital budget as a part of the annual 
budget process. 

Policy 2.4 Evaluate, categorize and prioritize proposed capital improvement projects in the Six-
Year Capital Facilities Plan according to the following categories: 

Category 1 Project specifically satisfies legal, operational, health or safety requirements 
mandated by local, state and federal statutes. 

Category 2 Project is required to obtain basic services relating to public health, safety, 
welfare, and applicable levels of service (LOS) standards. 

Category 3 Project is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or other adopted Capital 
Facilities Plans. 

Category 4 Project is a public benefit or service improvement relating to general welfare 
of the community. 

 Additional considerations in prioritizing and scheduling capital improvement projects will include 
the following criteria: 

• The project is necessary to maintain, operate or implement a requirement of a debt obligation or grant. 
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• The project is a subsequent phase or continuation of a previously approved project. 

• The project will have a significant impact on alleviating an identified problem. 

• The project has exhibited a high degree of citizen support 

• The local economy and tax base will derive significant benefit from the project. 

• The project is related to improved efficiency or increased productivity of public services, or reduces 
operation and maintenance costs.  

• The project will provide service for a longer period of time relative to other possible approaches to the 
problem. 

• If the project is not acted upon now, the opportunity may be irrevocably lost, or other major alternative 
actions would have to be initiated. 

 
Proposed projects that substantially comply with these criteria will be considered to have a higher 
priority than those with relatively less compliance with the criteria. 

Policy 2.5 Requests for new capital facilities will be considered concurrently with requests for 
maintenance, repair and staffing costs of existing capital investments. 

Policy 2.6 Identify acceptable funding methods and debt service standards as guidelines for 
financing capital facility and utility projects. 

Policy 2.7 Identify capital facility improvements and implementation strategies to encourage 
redevelopment at appropriate locations and for the Activity Center plans. 

Policy 2.8 Actively seek local, state, and federal funding and grants for the capital facilities 
projects. 

Policy 2.9 Amend the following capital facility plans as necessary to include current regulations, 
standards, techniques and conditions. In addition, comprehensively review and revise 
these plans at least every five years.  Revisions, updates and amendments to the plans 
shall be consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

• Long Range Transportation Plan 

• Water System Comprehensive Plan 

• Sewer Facilities Plan 

• Comprehensive Flood and Drainage Surface Water Management Comprehensive 
Plan  

• Parks Plan 

• Non-Motorized Plan 
 

• Transportation Business Plan 
 

Capital Facility Maintenance: 

Principle: Preserving adequate service levels in developed areas will require    proper 
maintenance of existing facilities. 

Objective 3:   Ensure that existing capital facilities are maintained and operated in a manner 
that will optimize the use and the life of the facility. 

Policy 3.1: Capital improvements needed to maintain and improve  existing facilities shall be 
prioritized in the capital facilities plans. 
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Environmental Compatibility: 

Principle:  Carefully design, construct, operate and maintain facilities to minimize 
environmental impacts.   

Objective 4: Develop a response to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) that 
includesenvironmentally responsible strategies and standards for the 
development of capital facilities.   

Policy 4.1: Design and develop capital facilities that minimize or mitigate adverse impacts. 

Policy 4.2: Develop, operate and maintain capital facilities located in neighborhoods to minimize 
or mitigate facility related impacts on residential uses. 

Policy 4.3: Capital facility improvements and maintenance should be compatible with the natural 
constraints of slope, soil, geology, vegetation, wildlife habitat and drainage. 

Policy 4.4: Evaluate capital projects, plans and programs to determine their impact to locally 
significant historical resources. 

Coordination with Other Jurisdictions and Service Providers: 
Principle: Neighboring cities and the County provide similar services, and other providers also 

serve City residents and businesses.  Cooperation and coordination among all 
jurisdictions and service providers can improve levels and reduce costs for all services 
and utilities. 

Objective 5: Coordinate capital facilities planning and development with appropriate 
jurisdictions and service providers. 

  
Policy 5.1: Coordinate land use plans, development regulations and capital facilities plans 

with adjacent jurisdictions and service providers.   

Policy 5.2: Work closely with other jurisdictions and service providers to ensure the proper 
extension or expansion of utility services. 

Policy 5.3: Encourage the County, Federal, and State, regional and special purpose agencies 
to participate in the implementation of capital facilities that are mutually 
beneficial. 

Policy 5.4: Work with the appropriate jurisdictions and agencies to coordinate stormwater 
management activities. 

Siting of Essential Public Facilities: 
Principle: The GMA requires the City to develop a process for siting essential public facilities in 

Lynnwood.  At present, the County is identifying such facilities for the County and 
developing a county-wide siting program.  The City will need to adopt a City siting 
program when the County has completed its program that is consistent with state 
requirements and the County program. 

  Objective 6: Facilitate efficient and equitable siting of essential public facilities. 
Policy 6.1: Ensure that the siting and construction of capital facilities considered essential 

public facilities are not precluded by the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy 6.2: Establish a review process for the siting and construction of essential, local 
public facilities. 

Policy below is repeated.  Already stated in objective..   
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Policy 6.3: Participate in an interjurisdictional review and selection process for the siting of 
essential public facilities having interjurisdictional significance. 

Policy 6.4: Locate and develop essential public facilities to provide the necessary service to 
the intended users of the facility with the least impact on surrounding land uses. 

Related Design Standards and Programs: 
Principle: The City has standards for the design and construction of sewer water and stormwater 

utilities, and programs to develop new or expand utility systems.  These standards 
should include the most recent design techniques so that these utilities are constructed 
and operate in an efficient manner. 

Objective 7: Design and construct sewer, water and stormwater utility systems to ensure 
efficient service, and the use of best management practices. 

Policy 7.1: Require connection to the City sewer system for all new development. 

Policy 7.2: Design sewer systems to provide efficient and reliable service while minimizing 
cost.  Gravity feed shall be used whenever feasible. 

Policy 7.3: Continue to actively pursue elimination of high infiltration and inflow situations. 

Policy 7.4: Support and implement conservation strategies aimed at reducing average 
annual and peak day water use.  These strategies can include: billing rate 
structures which encourage conservation, water restrictions at appropriate times, 
technical assistance for leak detection, design of low-water use irrigation and 
other water saving measures, public information, use of drought tolerant 
plantings and native vegetation in City landscaping and development 
regulations, and construction codes requiring water saving devices. 

Policy 7.5: Design water delivery and storage systems to provide efficient and reliable 
service while minimizing cost.  These design methods can include: the use of 
gravity feed whenever feasible, the development of a looped system, and 
standardization of transmission facilities sizing and/or materials. 

Policy 7.6: New development shall construct water system improvements and dedicate 
easements necessary to serve the development and to provide a reliable 
integrated distribution system. 

Policy 7.7: Maintain adequate water storage facilities to meet demand loads. 

Policy 7.8: Open channel drainage systems, natural or man-made (except roadway drainage 
ditches), should be retained and new systems encouraged and utilized when 
feasible. 

Policy 7.9: Stormwater management systems shall be designed and constructed to minimize 
adverse impacts to natural watercourses. 

Policy 7.10 Stormwater retention/detention facilities shall be allowed to be 

used as partial fulfillment of open space requirements. 

Policy 7.11 Encourage co-location of utilities in shared trenches and easements. 

Policy 7.12 Coordinate utility construction with public improvements  when possible to 
minimize costs and related service disruption. 

Policy 7.13 Require underground utilities for all new development. 

Policy 7.14 Require, where feasible, that existing utility lines be relocated underground 
when areas are redeveloped, or as streets are constructed, reconstructed, or 
widened. 
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Policy 7.15 Promote, where safe, the joint use of utility corridors for recreational facilities, 
such as non-motorized trails. 

Policy 7.16 Design utility facilities that are aesthetically complementary to surrounding land 
uses and minimize adverse visual impacts. 

 
 
Subgoal 5: Capital Facilities coordinated with the land use plan, which serves the needs of 

current and future residents, property owners, visitors and commuters in a safe, 
efficient and aesthetic manner while protecting neighborhoods and minimizing 
adverse impacts on businesses and the natural environment. 

 
 
 
 

       

Objective of proposed change:  The text below is deleted.  This goal is essentially the same as Goal 1 
above.  
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Lynnwood Planning Commission 
Meeting of February 12, 2015 

 

Staff Report 
 
Agenda Item:   
 
College District Code amendment  
 

 
    Public Hearing 
    Informal Public Meeting 
    Work Session 
    Other Business 
    Information 
    Miscellaneous 
 

Lynnwood Dept. of Community Development —  Gloria Rivera, Senior Planner 
 

ACTION 

Discussion and recommendations to staff. 

BACKGROUND/PURPOSE 
One of the items being given consideration during the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update 
(and associated Zoning Code amendments) is increasing opportunities for redevelopment 
in the area adjacent to Edmonds Community College. (EdCC).  This area of Lynnwood is 
an important subarea of the community as it is both impacted by, and beneficial to EdCC 

In the time since the College District Overlay was adopted there have been a lot of 
changes in and around the area.  In 2009, Swift Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) was initiated 
greatly improving transit access to the neighborhood.  The express bus service runs on 
short headways serving designated stations along the Highway 99 Corridor.  Swift runs 
from the Everett Transit Center to the County line in Shoreline where it connects to a 
similar Metro service.  More recently, Community Transit started Rt. 196 which runs 
from the Edmonds ferry dock to Alderwood Mall serving Lynnwood City Center and 
Transit Center.  The service runs on ten minute headways and is a precursor to BRT 
service. 
 
In 2012, the City adopted the Highway 99 Corridor Plan and Zoning.  The Plan seeks to 
focus high density, mixed-use development in nodes located along the Corridor.  A major 
node is located virtually adjacent to the College Overlay District at the intersection of 
196th Street SW and Highway 99.  More walkable forms of development are encouraged 
by new development standards and there are already several successful new 
developments with more in the approval pipeline. 
 
In the summer of 2015, the City will complete a project to extend 204th Street SW. from 
Highway 99 to 68th Avenue W and it will serve as a new main entrance to EdCC and 
their on-campus transit center.  In addition, Community Transit will be building a Swift 
Station at the intersection of 204th Street SW. and Highway 99. 
 
The final point is that EdCC continues to expand in terms of students, curriculum, 
property and buildings.  The student population of around 12,000, includes a number 
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from outside the immediate area or foreign countries.  The school has developed its first 
dormitory and number of students seek housing nearby.  EdCC has acquired additional 
buildings and properties and is currently preparing an updated Master Plan for the 
campus. 
 
In spite of the dynamic changes/improvement in the area, the College District Overlay 
has failed to spur appropriate development.  It has become somewhat dated in its 
approach and is now viewed as more of a hindrance than catalyst for development.  
 
Staff believes it is an appropriate time to review the content and construct of existing land 
use policies and  regulations that apply to the College District, and has proposed a series 
of amendments that should improve the effectiveness and efficiency of regulations that 
apply to this subarea. 
 
Current Comprehensive Plan 
The area located approximately between the campus of Edmonds Community 
College/Lynnwood Golf Course and 64th Avenue W. and Highway 99 are land use 
designations as follows: 

• Public Facilities 
• Local Commercial 
• Low Density Multi-Family 
• Medium Density Multi-Family 
• High Density Multi-Family 
• Mixed Use 
• Highway 99 Corridor 

 
Encompassing a larger area surrounding the college is the College District Overlay zone 
which is illustrated on the Future Land Use Map and described below (see the attached 
map with the area described) 
 
Subarea Plan 
The City of Lynnwood working in conjunction with Edmonds Community College 
adopted a College District Subarea Plan.   This Plan was adopted by the Lynnwood City 
Council on November 12, 2002.  The purpose of the plan was to define and describe an 
integrated areawide and campus master plan that reflects the growing needs of EdCC and 
the surrounding neighborhood.  Among the items addressed in the Plan were access and 
mixed-use development. 
 
The original Subarea Plan extended to Highway 99 but was scaled back by the City 
Council in 2004 to exclude the properties now located in the Highway 99 Corridor.  The 
boundary of the College District Overlay Zone described below outlines the present 
boundaries  
 
EdCC is currently drafting an updated Master Plan which may impact related portions in 
the City Subarea Plan at a later date.  The new Master Plan will not be available for 
review until May of 2015. 
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Development Regulations 
Currently a small area adjacent to 68th Avenue W is zoned College District Mixed Use 
Zone (CDM) which allows mixed use activities that would cater to a college 
environment.  Encompassing a larger area surrounding the college is the College District 
Overlay zone.  (An attachment illustrates the current CDM and Overlay zones).  Within 
the Overlay area are land use designations that include the following zones: 

• Public 
• Multiple Residential Low Density 
• Multiple Residential Medium Density 
• Multiple Residential High Density 
• College District Mixed Use 
• Limited Business 
• Community Business 
• 3 PUD’s (multiple family, single-family and the Ice Rink) 

 
The purpose of the Overlay zone was to promote neighborhood design and access and to 
encourage pedestrian and bicycle transportation. 
 
Development has been slow to occur in the Overlay Zone, although persons wishing to 
develop have expressed interest.  Several problems exist regarding development: 

1) A one acre minimum size parcel is required.  It has been difficult for 
individuals to amass the one acre minimum. 

2) The underlying zoning controls development.  Mixed use is discouraged since 
multi-family housing is not allowed in the commercial zones and commercial 
activities are not allowed in the multi-family zones 
 

Another issue that has arisen within the CDM zone is the fact that single-family uses are 
present in several section of the district but are not permitted under the code.  Single-
family residential housing sites are not intended for long term preservation but will serve 
as future redevelopment sites.  The code currently places limits on the homeowner’s 
ability to expand and renovated as long as they elect to live there.  There is a need to 
balance the needs of current homeowners with the city’s need to encourage 
redevelopment.  It is in the interest of fairness the City should relax restrictions on 
homeowners. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff is recommending that: 
 
1). The College District Overlay Zone be eliminated from both the Comprehensive 
Plan Future Lane Use Map and the Zoning Map and replaced by the College District 
Mixed Use zone.  This would result in the expansion of the College District Mixed Use 
zone to the north to 196th Street SW. and to the east to 64th Avenue W. and properties that 
are zoned General Commercial adjacent to Highway 99; 

Page 99



2) The zoning regulations and standards for the College District Mixed Use Zone be 
updated.  The land uses allowed in the CDM zone would be amended to incorporate more 
of the uses currently allowed in the Overlay zone;  
3) The Comprehensive Plan map be amended to apply the Mixed Use designation to 
additional properties; and  
4) The zoning map be amended to apply the College District Mixed Use zone to 
additional properties. 
 
Within the packet are maps illustrating the existing and proposed Mixed Use and CDM 
Zone boundaries.  An adjustment will be made to attachments presented at the Planning 
Commission meeting which remove the lots located on the Southwest corner of 208th 
Street SW and Highway 99. 
 
COMMENT   
 
Attached are proposed text amendments reflecting a combination of the CDM and 
Overlay zones and amendments reflecting changes that respond to concerns by 
homeowners and developers. 
 
LMC 21.57.200 has been deleted since the area covered by zones is illustrated on the 
zoning map.  Generally text describing an area covered is not included in a zoning 
chapter. 
 
LMC 21.57.300 reflects the deletion of references to the Overlay zone. 
 
LMC 21.57.400 reflects the following additions and deletions. 
 

• 21.57.400(A)(11):  The proposal is to delete the restrictions that college parking 
be located only north of 68th Avenue W. has been removed.  As the college 
expands, more uses may occur east of 68th Avenue W. which will require parking 
(for example the Gateway Building is located east of 68th Avenue W.)  

• 21.57.400(6).  Apply the uses as “general retail” as opposed to specifics under 
which future uses may not be included.  4,000 square feet is measured per tenant. 

• 21.57.400(8).  Delete theater which does not seem compatible with neighborhood 
uses. 

• 21.57.400(9).  Increase square footage of food and beverage service businesses to 
4,000 square feet. 

• 21.57.400(A)(13)  Allows single-family residential uses subject to the bulk 
requirements of the RS-7 zone. 

• 21.57.400(B)(2).  Adds skating rinks to uses allowed by a conditional use 
approval.  The existing skating rink would be grandfathered.  

• 21.57.400(D).  A new section is added.  Auto-related businesses are added that 
allow such uses only when fronting on Highway 99, 196th Street SW. and 64th 
Avenue W.  This allows retention of a bank, an auto emissions facility and auto-
repair business. 
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Additional consideration needs to be given to the revised code regarding current existing 
business (i.e. a flooring company on 196th Street SW).  It is possible that the use may be 
considered grandfathered.  In addition to changes above, the proposed code also reflects 
minor use changes.  Other revisions may be proposed which broaden or simplify the uses 
than what currently exist. 
 
Other sections of the Overlay zone may be proposed for addition in the CDM zone which 
reflects the purpose established for the Overlay zone.  In many instances the Overlay 
development standards reflect what is already in the All-District and Commercial Design 
Guidelines which would be required in the design of buildings if the thresholds are 
triggered. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Discuss the proposed code amendment and provide recommendations to the staff. 
  
ATTACHMENTS 

A. Proposed code amendments 
B. Current future land use map 
C. Current zoning map 
D. Proposed future land use map  
E. Proposed zoning map 
F. Chapter 21.57 LMC (College District Mixed Use Zone) 
G. Chapter 21.58 LMC (College District Overlay Zone) 
H. College District Master Plan (2004) 

 
 
 

Page 101



 
 

This page intentionally blank. 

Page 102



COLLEGE DISTRICT MIXED USE (CDM) CODE AMENDMENTS 
CHAPPTER 21.57 

 

21.57.200 Applicability 
The CDM zone shall be applied in close proximity to the Edmonds Community College 

(EdCC) campus generally as follows: 
A. North boundary: 200th Street, extending north about 85 feet at the intersection with 

68th Avenue W.  
B. East boundary: 66th Place, extending southward to 204th  
C. South boundary: 204th Street Southwest 
D. West boundary: 68th Avenue, extending 200 feet into the EdCC campus. 
 

21.57.300 Interpretation 
A. All regulations and design guidelines of this zone, the college district overlay 

zone (CDO) zone and the Citywide Design Guidelines shall apply to properties within the CDM 
zone.  In the event of conflict between requirements, the provisions of the CDM zone and its 
design standards shall prevail. 

B. Land uses not specifically listed in the following sections may be allowed when 
determined by the director of community development to be compatible with the listed uses and 
consistent with the intended development of the district, as described in the college district plan.  
The director’s written decision is subject to appeal per LMC 1.35.200 (Process II). 
 
21.57.400 Land uses. 

A. Principal Uses Permitted Outright 
1. College and university buildings, support services and college accessory 

facilities. 
2. Library. 
3. Public transit facilities. 
4. Conference or community center (college/community meetings and 

activities). 
5. Tot lot, greenway, vest pocket park, bikeway and other park/open space 

linkages. 
6. Retail store or service business under 4,000 square feet GFA per 

tenant. including, but not limited to: 
 a. Convenience, drug or variety store; 
 b. Books, magazines, stationery and school supplies; 
 c. Child day-care center (fewer than 13 children) 
 d. Art gallery, art or photo studio, film/photo processing; 

e. Art supplies store or frame shop; 
f. Professional services (engineering, legal, medical, financial and 

similar; 
g. Business services (bookkeeping, taxes, accounting management, 

etc.); 
h. Computer repair, maintenance and training, and related technical 

services; 
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i. Personal services (grooming, photo processing, counseling, 
tutoring, etc. 

j. Laundry self-service and pick-up station; 
k. Shoe repair, tailoring, locksmith and similar personal services; 

7. Movie theater (single-screen at neighborhood scale). 
8. Medical offices or clinic (limited services to neighborhood and/or 

college). 
9. Food and beverage service businesses under 2 4,000 square feet GFA, 

including: 
 a. Donut shop, bakery or similar specialty food outlet 
 b. Café, coffee shop or restaurant; 
 c. Soda fountain, ice cream parlor, candy store; 
 d. Delicatessen or other specialty food store; 
 e. Tavern, brew pub or nightclub. 
10. Multiple-family dwellings: 
 a. Maximum density:  20 units per net acre; 
 b. Minimum density:  12 units per net acre; 

c. Density may be less than minimum if residential units are 
combined with other uses in same building or on same lot. 

11. Accessory parking lots and structures.  Park-n-ride and park-n-pool 
facilities are not permitted.  Student/faculty parking shall be located west 
of 68th Avenue (Several EdCC buildings are located off of 196th Street SW 
that have student/faculty parking). 

12. Electric vehicle charging station, Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3, if 
accessory to a permitted use or conditionally permitted use. 

13. Single-family residences, including home occupations, subject to the 
development standards set forth for the RS-7 zone in LMC 21.42.02, 
Table 21.42.02. 

B. Principal Uses Allowed by Conditional Use Permit 
1. Tavern, brew pub, club or restaurant that serves alcohol – when within or 

adjacent to a structure that also contains residences or child care facilities. 
2. Indoor amusements such as arcades, bowling, pool card rooms, skating 

rinks, etc. 
3. Athletic club or health spa (indoor facilities). 
4. Performing arts facilities. 
5. Child-day-care center (13 or more children) per LMC 21.42.110(E); 
6. Boarding house, dormitory or other group residential facilities suitable for 

students (should this be an out-right permitted use above). 
7. Inn, hotel, or similar transient lodgings (20 accommodations guest 

rooms or less). 
8. Battery exchange station (electric vehicle), and only if accessory to a 

permitted or conditionally approved use. 
C. Allowed Accessory Uses.  Accessory uses are permitted per LMC 21.58.300, 

including 
1. Child care – when serving the patrons or employees of a principal use. As 

written it is unenforceable) 
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2. Commercial food services – in public buildings. 
3. Food Vendors – in outdoor public spaces, subject to city permits. 

D. Prohibited Uses.  The following uses are prohibited unless their sites have 
frontage on and access to 196th Street SW. and 64th Avenue W, or Highway 99: 

 1. Gas stations, car washes, auto parts stores, auto repair and maintenance 
and similar auto-related uses. 

 2. Drive-through facilities. 
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Effective through Ordinance #3027
Effective date is 10/28/2013

Created by the City of Lynnwood Community Development Department
G:\GIS\Maps\CP_Ord_3027\CP_Ord_3027.mxd

0 0.1 0.2
MilesA great deal more

RESIDENTIAL
SF-1 - Low-Density Single-Family
SF-2 - Medium-Density Single-Family
SF-3 - High-Density Single-Family
SF-4 - High-Density Single-Family MUGA
MF-1 - Low-Density Multi-Family
MF-2 - Medium-Density Multi-Family
MF-3 - High-Density Multi-Family
WFB - Waterfront Beach

MIXED USE
City Center
ACCTA - Alderwood-City Center Transition Zone
MU - Mixed-Use
H99 - Highway 99 Corridor
MUCTR - Mixed-Use Urban Center MUGA

COMMERCIAL
LC - Local Commercial
RC - Regional Commercial
CC - Community Commercial

INDUSTRIAL
BT - Business/Technical Park
I - Industrial

OTHER
PF - Public Facilities
PRO - Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
MH-1 - Overlay
College District
City Limits
County-Designated MUGA
City-Designated MUGA
PSRC Regional Growth Center
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LYNNWOOD
GOLF COURSE

EDMONDS
COMMUNITY

COLLEGE

COLLEGE
PLACE

ELEMENTARY

COLLEGE
PLACE MIDDLE

SCHOOL
POST

OFFICE

SOUTH
DISTRICT
COURT

SOUTH
LYNNWOOD

PARK

GOLD
PARK

Effective through Ordinance #3078
Effective date is 08/16/2014

Maintaineded by the City of Lynnwood Community Development Department 0 0.075 0.15
Miles vA great deal more

RESIDENTIAL
RS-8 - Residential 8400 Sq Ft
RS-7 - Residential 7200 Sq Ft
RS-4 - High Density Single Family 4000 Sq Ft
RML - Multiple Residential Low Density
RMM - Multiple Residential Medium Density 
RMH - Multiple Residential High Density
MHP - Mobile Home Park

COMMERCIAL
ACC - Alderwood-City Center Transition Area
B-1 - Community Business
B-2 - Limited Business
B-3 - Neighborhood Commercial
CG - General Commercial
PRC - Planned Regional Center
PCD - Planned Commercial Development

MIXED-USE
CC-C - City Center Core
CC-W - City Center West
CC-N - City Center North
CDM - College District Mixed Use
MU - Mixed Use
CR - Commercial-Residential
HMU - Highway 99 Mixed Use

INDUSTRIAL
BTP - Business/Technical Park
LI - Light Industrial

OTHER
P-1 - Public
Planned Unit Development

Gateway
Prominent
Frontage Landscaping

! Interurban Trail
City Center District
College District
City Limits

Zoning Map Extent
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Effective through Ordinance #3027
Effective date is 10/28/2013

Created by the City of Lynnwood Community Development Department
G:\GIS\Maps\CP_Ord_3027\CP_Ord_3027.mxd

0 0.1 0.2
MilesA great deal more

RESIDENTIAL
SF-1 - Low-Density Single-Family
SF-2 - Medium-Density Single-Family
SF-3 - High-Density Single-Family
SF-4 - High-Density Single-Family MUGA
MF-1 - Low-Density Multi-Family
MF-2 - Medium-Density Multi-Family
MF-3 - High-Density Multi-Family
WFB - Waterfront Beach

MIXED USE
City Center
ACCTA - Alderwood-City Center Transition Zone
MU - Mixed-Use
H99 - Highway 99 Corridor
MUCTR - Mixed-Use Urban Center MUGA

COMMERCIAL
LC - Local Commercial
RC - Regional Commercial
CC - Community Commercial

INDUSTRIAL
BT - Business/Technical Park
I - Industrial

OTHER
PF - Public Facilities
PRO - Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
MH-1 - Overlay
College District
City Limits
County-Designated MUGA
City-Designated MUGA
PSRC Regional Growth Center

vPage 108



!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!!!!!!!
!!!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!!!!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!!!
!

!
!

!

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!!
!!

!!!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

!
!

EDMONDS

194TH PL SW

200TH ST SW

196TH ST SW

71ST P L W

70TH 
PL W

HEINZ PL

208TH ST SW

HW
Y 9

9

204TH ST SW

201ST PL SW

74
TH

 PL
 W

195TH ST SW

70
TH

 AV
E 

W

61
ST

 P
L W

208TH ST SW

210TH ST SW HW
Y 9

9

200TH ST SW

71
ST

 P
L W

67
TH

 AV
E 

W

72
ND

 AV
E 

W

204TH ST SW

74
TH

 AV
E 

W

202ND ST SW

73
RD

 AV
E 

W

194TH ST SW

196TH ST SW

69
TH

 PL
 W

202ND ST SW

196TH ST SW

199TH PL SW
198TH PL SW

204TH ST SW

63
RD

 AV
E 

W

66
TH

 PL
 W

72
ND

 AV
E 

W

66
TH

 AV
E 

W

74
TH

 AV
E 

W

210TH ST SW

HW
Y 9

9

66
TH

 AV
E 

W

61
ST

 AV
E 

W

63
RD

 AV
E 

W

HW
Y 9

9

64
TH

 AV
E 

W

68
TH

 AV
E 

W
68

TH
 AV

E 
W

61
ST

 P
L W

73
RD

 AV
E 

W

63
RD

 P
L W

68
TH

 AV
E 

W

64TH AVE W

LYNNWOOD
GOLF COURSE

EDMONDS
COMMUNITY

COLLEGE

COLLEGE
PLACE

ELEMENTARY

COLLEGE
PLACE MIDDLE

SCHOOL
POST

OFFICE

SOUTH
DISTRICT
COURT

SOUTH
LYNNWOOD

PARK

GOLD
PARK

Effective through Ordinance #3078
Effective date is 08/16/2014

Maintaineded by the City of Lynnwood Community Development Department 0 0.075 0.15
Miles vA great deal more

RESIDENTIAL
RS-8 - Residential 8400 Sq Ft
RS-7 - Residential 7200 Sq Ft
RS-4 - High Density Single Family 4000 Sq Ft
RML - Multiple Residential Low Density
RMM - Multiple Residential Medium Density 
RMH - Multiple Residential High Density
MHP - Mobile Home Park

COMMERCIAL
ACC - Alderwood-City Center Transition Area
B-1 - Community Business
B-2 - Limited Business
B-3 - Neighborhood Commercial
CG - General Commercial
PRC - Planned Regional Center
PCD - Planned Commercial Development

MIXED-USE
CC-C - City Center Core
CC-W - City Center West
CC-N - City Center North
CDM - College District Mixed Use
MU - Mixed Use
CR - Commercial-Residential
HMU - Highway 99 Mixed Use

INDUSTRIAL
BTP - Business/Technical Park
LI - Light Industrial

OTHER
P-1 - Public
Planned Unit Development

Gateway
Prominent
Frontage Landscaping

! Interurban Trail
City Center District
College District
City Limits

Zoning Map Extent

Page 109



Page 110



Page 111



Page 112



Page 113



Page 114



Page 115



Page 116



Page 117



Page 118



Page 119



Page 120



Page 121



Page 122



Page 123



Page 124



Page 125



Page 126



Page 127



Page 128



Page 129



Page 130



Page 131



Page 132



Page 133



Page 134



Page 135



Page 136



Page 137



Page 138



Page 139



Page 140



Page 141



Page 142



Page 143



Page 144



Page 145



Page 146



Page 147



Page 148



Page 149



Page 150



Page 151



Page 152



Page 153



Page 154



Page 155



Page 156



Page 157



Page 158



Page 159



Page 160



Page 161



Page 162



Page 163



Page 164



Page 165



Page 166



Page 167



Page 168



Page 169



Page 170



Page 171



Page 172



Page 173



Page 174



Page 175



Page 176



Page 177



 
 

This page intentionally blank. 

Page 178


	PC Agenda 02-12-15
	G. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT
	H. DIRECTOR’S REPORT

	This page intentionally blank
	PC Minutes 01 08 2015
	PC Minutes 01 22 2015
	This page intentionally blank
	EPF PH Planning Commission memo Jan 29
	This page intentionally blank
	EPF Ord Draft 012915 PK
	21.73.010  Purpose—Applicability.
	21.73.020  030  Siting or Expansion of Local Essential Public Facilities.
	21.73.030  040  Siting and expansion of state and regional essential public facilities.

	Alderwood Water 012215 EPF Testimony Letter -  City Response
	Summary of Utility Regs 012815
	EPF Mtg Minutes
	This page intentionally blank
	PC Report CF Element 020315
	Comp Plan Review History
	10 - DRAFT Cap Fac Element TRIAL VERSION
	CAPITAL FACILITIES & UTILITIES  ELEMENT
	Economic Considerations


	This page intentionally blank
	DRAFT Cap Fac Elem TRACK CHANGE 020315
	CAPITAL FACILITIES & UTILITIES ELEMENT
	Introduction
	Planning context
	Growth Management Act:
	Economic Considerations:
	County-wide Planning Policies:

	Planning by Service Providers
	Sewer:
	The City adopted a Comprehensive Wastewater Plan in 2006 that provides planning direction for management and maintenance of the sewage collection and treatment system.  This plan provides for compliance with discharge requirements and limitations impo...
	Water:
	The City adopted a Water System Comprehensive Plan Update (2005) that includes an evaluation of the existing water system, incorporates anticipated growth, and presents a plan for water system improvements.  This Update projects needed improvements th...
	Stormwater Runoff Management:
	The City adopted a Comprehensive Plan for surface water management in 2009.  That Plan is document responds to both state and federal requirements for managing surface water in the City.  The Plan reviews current and anticipated regulatory requirement...
	Parks and Recreation:
	Transportation:
	Electricity:
	Natural Gas:
	Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides Lynnwood with natural gas.
	Solid Waste:
	The Washington Solid Waste Management Recycling and Recovery Act (RCW 70.95) requires each county, in association with its cities and towns, to prepare a 20-year comprehensive solid waste management plan (CSWMP) and to update the plan at least every 5...
	Schools:
	The Edmonds School District regularly adopts and updates the Edmonds School District Capital Facilities Plan.  This plan describes when new schools will be needed, and what funds may be available for these facilities.
	Library:
	Telecommunication Services:

	Summary of Issues
	Sewer:
	Water:
	Stormwater Runoff Management:
	Responding to and meeting the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 2 will be the major issue facing the Surface Water Utility over the next few years.  The implications that these issues have to stormwater ...
	Eliminating existing flooding problems may require increasing the capacity of existing stormwater facilities or constructing new facilities.  The NPDES requirements will require modification to our existing Best Management Practices (BMPs) and our des...
	Parks and Recreation:
	See the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element.
	Transportation:
	See the Transportation Element.
	Other Services and Utilities:
	Continuing to cooperate and coordinate facility planning and construction so that new or expanded services are provided concurrent with new development.

	Sewer
	Collection System:
	Transmission System:
	Treatment Plant:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Level of Service and Design Standards:
	Flows:
	Pipes:
	Treatment Plant:
	Needs Assessment:

	Water
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	1. Supply:
	2. Pressure Zones:
	3. Generalized Existing Potable Water System:
	A. Transmission and Distribution System:
	B. Storage:
	C. Demand Forecasts:
	D. Future Supply:
	E. Future Storage:
	F. Level of Service Standards:
	G. Fire Flows and Water Storage:
	H. Fire Hydrants:
	I. Distribution System:
	J. Consumption:
	Needs Assessment:

	Stormwater Runoff Management
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	1. Existing Drainage Basins:
	2. Stormwater Runoff Management Requirements:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Level of Service Standards:
	Generalized Existing Stormwater Management System

	1. Sizing and Capacity of Conveyance Systems:
	2. Detention System Requirements:
	3. Water Quality Requirements:
	Needs Assessment:

	Electricity
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Needs Assessment:

	Natural Gas
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Schools
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Planned Improvements
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Public Library
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Needs Assessment

	telecommunication services
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Capital Facilities Plan
	Approach:
	Existing Public Buildings:

	Essential Public Facilities Siting Process
	Purpose:
	Definition of Essential Public Facility:
	Essential Public Facilities Eligible for Common Site Review:
	Common Site Review Process:
	Site Evaluation Criteria:
	Amendments:

	Goals, Objectives and Policies
	SubgGoal 4: Capital Facilities
	Provide Capital facilities to properly serve the community in a manner that enhances quality of life and economic opportunities, optimizes the use and protection of existing facilities and provides for future needs.
	Levels of Service Standards:
	Capital Facilities Plans and Projects:
	Capital Facility Maintenance:
	Environmental Compatibility:

	Coordination with Other Jurisdictions and Service Providers:
	Siting of Essential Public Facilities:
	Related Design Standards and Programs:



	February 12 planning commission memo
	Lynnwood Planning Commission
	Staff Report


	This page intentionally blank
	Attach A COLLEGE DISTRICT MIXED USE CODE AMENDMENTS2
	Attachment B current future land use map
	Attachment C current zoning map
	Attachment D proposed future land use map
	Attachment E Poposed zoning map
	Ch 21.57 College District Mixed Use Zone
	Ch. 21.58 College District Overlay Zone
	Attachment H College District Master Plan
	ADP3BFF.tmp
	CAPITAL FACILITIES & UTILITIES ELEMENT
	Introduction
	Planning context
	Growth Management Act:
	Economic Considerations:
	County-wide Planning Policies:

	Planning by Service Providers
	Sewer:
	The City adopted a Comprehensive Wastewater Plan in 2006 that provides planning direction for management and maintenance of the sewage collection and treatment system.  This plan provides for compliance with discharge requirements and limitations impo...
	Water:
	The City adopted a Water System Comprehensive Plan Update (2005) that includes an evaluation of the existing water system, incorporates anticipated growth, and presents a plan for water system improvements.  This Update projects needed improvements th...
	Stormwater Runoff Management:
	The City adopted a Comprehensive Plan for surface water management in 2009.  That Plan is document responds to both state and federal requirements for managing surface water in the City.  The Plan reviews current and anticipated regulatory requirement...
	Parks and Recreation:
	Transportation:
	Electricity:
	Natural Gas:
	Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides Lynnwood with natural gas.
	Solid Waste:
	The Washington Solid Waste Management Recycling and Recovery Act (RCW 70.95) requires each county, in association with its cities and towns, to prepare a 20-year comprehensive solid waste management plan (CSWMP) and to update the plan at least every 5...
	Schools:
	The Edmonds School District regularly adopts and updates the Edmonds School District Capital Facilities Plan.  This plan describes when new schools will be needed, and what funds may be available for these facilities.
	Library:
	Telecommunication Services:

	Summary of Issues
	Sewer:
	Water:
	Stormwater Runoff Management:
	Responding to and meeting the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 2 will be the major issue facing the Surface Water Utility over the next few years.  The implications that these issues have to stormwater ...
	Eliminating existing flooding problems may require increasing the capacity of existing stormwater facilities or constructing new facilities.  The NPDES requirements will require modification to our existing Best Management Practices (BMPs) and our des...
	Parks and Recreation:
	See the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element.
	Transportation:
	See the Transportation Element.
	Other Services and Utilities:
	Continuing to cooperate and coordinate facility planning and construction so that new or expanded services are provided concurrent with new development.

	Sewer
	Collection System:
	Transmission System:
	Treatment Plant:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Level of Service and Design Standards:
	Flows:
	Pipes:
	Treatment Plant:
	Needs Assessment:

	Water
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	1. Supply:
	2. Pressure Zones:
	3. Generalized Existing Potable Water System:
	A. Transmission and Distribution System:
	B. Storage:
	C. Demand Forecasts:
	D. Future Supply:
	E. Future Storage:
	F. Level of Service Standards:
	G. Fire Flows and Water Storage:
	H. Fire Hydrants:
	I. Distribution System:
	J. Consumption:
	Needs Assessment:

	Stormwater Runoff Management
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	1. Existing Drainage Basins:
	2. Stormwater Runoff Management Requirements:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Level of Service Standards:
	Generalized Existing Stormwater Management System

	1. Sizing and Capacity of Conveyance Systems:
	2. Detention System Requirements:
	3. Water Quality Requirements:
	Needs Assessment:

	Electricity
	Inventory and Existing Conditions:
	Demand Forecasts:
	Needs Assessment:

	Natural Gas
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Schools
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Planned Improvements
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Public Library
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Needs Assessment

	telecommunication services
	Inventory and Existing Conditions
	Demand Forecasts
	Needs Assessment

	Capital Facilities Plan
	Approach:
	Existing Public Buildings:

	Essential Public Facilities Siting Process
	Purpose:
	Definition of Essential Public Facility:
	Essential Public Facilities Eligible for Common Site Review:
	Common Site Review Process:
	Site Evaluation Criteria:
	Amendments:

	Goals, Objectives and Policies
	SubgGoal 4: Capital Facilities
	Provide Capital facilities to properly serve the community in a manner that enhances quality of life and economic opportunities, optimizes the use and protection of existing facilities and provides for future needs.
	Levels of Service Standards:
	Capital Facilities Plans and Projects:
	Capital Facility Maintenance:
	Environmental Compatibility:

	Coordination with Other Jurisdictions and Service Providers:
	Siting of Essential Public Facilities:
	Related Design Standards and Programs:






