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Appendix I-B: Docket Review
State law requires that each county and city planning under the Growth Management Act have a
procedure for interested persons to suggest amendments to its comprehensive plan or
development regulations. Snohomish County has created a process to accept and evaluate
proposed amendments. This process has been codified in Chapter 30.74, Snohomish County
Code, and is known as the "docketing" process. The criteria in SCC 30.74.060(2) are:
…The department will recommend approval if all the following criteria are met:
(a) The proposed amendment and any related proposals on the current final docket
maintain consistency with other plan elements or development regulations;
(b) All applicable elements of the comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment;
(c) The proposed amendment more closely meets the goals, objectives and policies of
the comprehensive plan than the relevant existing plan or code provision;
(d) The proposed amendment is consistent with the countywide planning policies;
(e) The proposed amendment complies with the GMA; and
(f) New information is available that was not considered at the time the relevant
comprehensive plan or development regulation was adopted that changes underlying
assumptions and supports the proposed amendment.
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) analysis of docket proposals is a separate process that
reviews potential significant environmental impacts. In prior years, Snohomish County has
prepared Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) documents, addenda,
Determinations of Non-Significance, etc.
Because the 2004 docket items are part of the overall 10-Year Comprehensive Plan Update EIS
Alternative 3, a detailed environmental review of each docket item was not been prepared, and
instead the docket items were reviewed as part of Alternative 3 cumulatively in the 10-Year
Comprehensive Plan Draft EIS. The Planning Commission Recommended Plan and County
Council FEIS Map List incorporate several of the docket items similarly in a cumulative manner
as analyzed in the 10-Year Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIS.
This appendix presents summary evaluations of the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) docket items
in relation to the FEIS analysis prepared for the Planning Commission Recommended Plan and
County Council FEIS Map List. The criteria are presented as questions based on previous
codifications of the criteria, but the content of the questions are essentially the same as listed in
SCC 30.74.060(2) listed above. The FLUM docket items are numbered as follows:
ARL-01
ARL-02
ARL-03
ARL-04(A)
ARL-05
ARL-06
ARL-07
ARL-09
GOLD-03
GRAN-1

GRAN-02
LKW-01
LKW- 02
LKW-03
LKW-04
LKW-05
LKW-06
LKW-07
LKW- 08
LKW-09
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LKW-10
LKW-11
LKW-12
LKW-13
LKW-14
LKW-15
LKW-16
LS-01
LS-04
LS-14

MALT-01
MALT-03
MALT-04
MARY-01
MARY-02
MARY-04
MARY-05
MARY-06
MARY-07
MARY-08
B- 1

MARY-09
MARY-11
MARY-12
MARY-14
MARY-15
MON-01(A & B)
MON-03
OSO-01
SNO-01
SNO-02

SNO-04
STAN-01 (a)
STAN-02
SUL-02
SW-01
SW-02
SW-03
SW-04
SW-05
SW-07

SW-08
SW-09
SW-11
SW-12
SW-13
SW-15
SW-16
SW-17
SW-18(A)
SW-19

SW-20
SW-21
SW-22
SW-23
SW-24
TUL-01
TUL-02
TUL-03

The evaluation sheets are in the same order as listed above.
The 2004 Docket items that are text based are not addressed with separate evaluation sheets in
this appendix but are addressed in the FEIS as follows:

Docket
Z-01

Applicant
County Council Koster
“C”

Z-02

Planning and
Development Services

Z-03

Goodwin

10-Year Update FEIS
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Request
Amend GPP Policy LU
1.A.8 and/or add new
policies to establish
framework policies,
criteria and procedures
for future consideration
of Fully Contained
Communities, as
authorized by the GMA.
GMA comprehensive
plan and GMA
development regulation
amendment – Mineral
Lands program plan
map, policy and
regulatory standards.
Text amendment to
best available science
definition.

Status
See FEIS Chapter 2
and Chapter 3, Section
3.2.2

See FEIS Chapter 2
and Chapter 3, Section
3.2.2

Move to Critical Areas
update and Shorelines;
also see FEIS Chapter
2 and Chapter 3,
Section 3.2.2.

B- 2

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-01
Acres: 15.5
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Galway Development LLC
Location: North side of 188th Street NE near 47th Ave. NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Riverway Commercial Farmland
(ULDR)
(RCF)
Proposed
Existing
R-7200
AG-10 & SA-1
Stream, Floodplain and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposal is divided into two sections: 1.5 acres located south of the top-of-slope (uphill) and the
remaining area located north of the top-of-slope within the floodplain. The 1.5 acre area located south
of the top of slope within the UGA is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This expansion is considered a logical boundary for
urban services.
County staff has recommended that the area located north of the top-of-slope not be included in the
UGA and retain its existing Riverway Commercial Farmland designation with TDR Sending Area
Overlay.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
No additional arterial improvements would be needed to support the 1.5 acre expansion and City
services can logically be extended into this area. Although the site is currently designated agricultural
land, according to County staff, less than 1/3 of the site contains prime farmland soils, hence the
upland area could appropriately be reclassified for residential development (Goal LU 7).
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The County has conducted an analysis of capacity in the Arlington UGA and concluded that the
proposed 1.5 acre expansion will provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing Element
of the Comprehensive Plan. Capacity would increase by a small amount.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The proposal is consistent with the growth targets established by SCT for the City of Arlington. County
staff indicated this request should be considered more of a UGA boundary line correction rather than a
substantial UGA expansion. The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d
(reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA). Discussion of CPP policies is found in FEIS
Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the requirements of GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. In addition, County
staff has indicated that the 1.5 acres recommended for inclusion in the UGA does not contain prime
farmland soils.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-02
Acres: 23.6
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Hilltop Sports LLC
Location: Southwest quadrant at intersection of 172nd St. and SR 9
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential –5
Proposed
Community Business

Existing
R-5
Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the
County Council’s Map List. The proposal is supported by the City of Arlington in association with
additional land area to the west that the County is also proposing for inclusion with this UGA
expansion (Docket ARL-09). This UGA expansion request in association with the additional adjacent
land proposed by the City to be included in the UGA provides for a logical southern boundary.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This UGA expansion along with a contiguous 95-acre expansion proposed by the City will require
improvements along SR-9 and 172nd. County staff has indicated that there are potential water
delivery, sanitary service and increased surface water problems. The proposal is accessed by 172nd
Street, which currently carries urban traffic and is located near an intersection of arterials. Please see
FEIS Chapter 1 for a list of general growth and public services and facilities mitigation measures.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The County has concluded that this proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs
(Goal LU 1), efficient development patterns (Goal LU 2), and minimizing impacts upon critical areas
(Goal LU 6 & 10) and protecting the natural environment (Goal NE 1). Consistency with these goals
was considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy UG 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for expanding UGA). Discussion of CPP policies is found in FEIS Section 3.2.2. This proposal
is also consistent with the employment growth targets established for the City of Arlington’s UGA.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been evaluated for consistency with GMA goals relating to ensuring adequate public
services and facilities. General mitigation measures to address growth and public services and
facilities are described in FEIS Chapter 1.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstances since the adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
increased interest in commercial land for economic development in the Marysville/Arlington area.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-03
Acres: 1
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation
Zoning Designation

Applicant: Baker
Location: Corner of 188th St. NE and 35th Ave NE within Arlington UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Existing
Industrial Park
Agriculture-10

Sensitive Features
Wetlands; possibly Streams

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is supported by the City of Arlington and is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive
Plan designation of Urban Industrial. The proposed change from residential to an industrial land use
will not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated population allocation. The proposal is
consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the County
Council’s Map List. This proposal is contiguous with land that the City is recommending also be
redesignated to Urban Industrial. (See Docket ARL-06)
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The location near I-5 may minimize the need for roadway improvement; potential sanitary sewer and
water supply impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposed Urban Industrial land use is more compatible with the nearby Airport and consistent
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and provides land needed for economic development.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies regarding
increased infill into the existing UGAs as a means to accommodate growth. The changes to land
capacity which would result from this redesignation have already been incorporated into the
County’s Buildable Lands Report.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
No apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
There are no apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan
except increased interest in land for economic development in the Marysville/Arlington area.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number:ARL-04
Acres: 19
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Beach
Location: North of Tveit Road at the intersection with 92nd Ave. NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban High Density Residential
Riverway Commercial and Rural
Residential
Proposed
Existing
Low Density Multifamily
Agriculture-10 and Rural-5
Residential or Multifamily
Residential
Wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
The County Council Map List includes the southern portion of the site as part of the Arlington UGA
subject to purchase of development rights. The Recommended Plan and Map List does not include
this area within the UGA but does show the southern portion of the site as a Transfer of Development
Rights (TDR) Receiving Area Overlay. The City of Arlington supports the UGA expansion for the
southern portion of this request but not the northern half of the proposal, which is designated as
agricultural resource land. Wetlands may be located on or adjacent to this proposed expansion and
may be impacted by future development of this site at more urban levels. Please see FEIS Chapter 1
for mitigation measures addressing public facilities and services and urban land use phasing.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This UGA expansion proposal as requested by the applicant would require a more detailed
assessment to ensure consistency with criteria for changes to designated farmland and ensure
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan goals to conserve agricultural land. The potential sanitary
sewer, water supply, surface water impacts are unknown; further study would be needed to determine
the suitability of this area for urban development and the associated costs for extending public
services and road improvements. Generally the City of Arlington has constraints to supplying sewer
and water service for future growth areas as described in their Comprehensive Plan Update.
As proposed by the Recommended Plan and County Council Map List, the proposed expansion or
TDR Receiving Area Overlay are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
As originally proposed, the proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for development
patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2), and conservation of agricultural lands (Goal LU 7)
[the latter one applies if consider the applicant’s original proposal; as included in the FEIS alternatives
the designated agricultural land is not included]. Consistency with these goals should be considered in
conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
As proposed by the Recommended Plan and the County Council Map List, the proposed expansion or
TDR Receiving Area Overlay are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
An analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been conducted for this
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA goals
relating to , protecting resource lands (original proposal by applicant) and ensuring adequate public
services and facilities. General mitigation measures to address growth and public services and
facilities are described in FEIS Chapter 1.

F.

Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?

New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-05
Acres: 302
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Brekhus Arlington Group
Location: East Burn Road
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential

Existing
Rural Residential

Proposed
R-9600

Existing
R-5

Stream, steep slopes & wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
The Recommended Plan and Council Map List show this area as a Transfer of Development Rights
(TDR) receiving area overlay. The Council Map List would further include this area as part of the UGA
subject to purchase of development rights. The City of Arlington supports this UGA expansion. The
area contains significant Class 1 wetlands, steep slopes and an ESA stream, which will impact future
development of this area. Please see FEIS Chapter 1 for a list of general mitigation measures
addressing critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The existing roads are considered by the County to be inadequate and would require costly road
improvements to adequately serve the new population capacity added by this expansion. The potential
costs and impacts for sanitary sewer and water supply are unknown. Generally the City of Arlington
has constraints to supplying sewer and water service for future growth areas as described in their
Comprehensive Plan Update. Please see FEIS Chapter 1 for a list of general mitigation measures
addressing public services and facilities and urban land use phasing.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
If this UGA expansion proposal are carried forward, the availability and cost of extending public
services could be mitigated as described in FEIS Chapter 1. The proposal is consistent with policies
that call for development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2). . General mitigation
measures to address growth and public services and facilities are described in FEIS Chapter 1.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
An analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been conducted. A (CPP UG
14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
If carried forward the proposal should be evaluated as described under C. and D., for consistency with
GMA goals relating to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in urban
areas and protecting the environment. General mitigation measures to address growth, environmental
protection, and public services and facilities are described in FEIS Chapter 1.

F.

Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?

New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-06
Acres: 146.5
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: City of Arlington
Location: West of 35th Ave NE and north of 188th St NE within the
Arlington UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Light Industrial

Existing
R-9, 600, Agriculatural-10 & Light
Industrial
Stream & Wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is supported by the City of Arlington and is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive
Plan designation of Urban Industrial. The proposed change from residential to an industrial land use
will not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated population allocation. The proposal is
consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the County
Council’s Map List. This proposal is contiguous to land that the City has also requested to be
redesignated to Urban Industrial. (See Docket ARL-03)
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings state that the location near I-5 may minimize the need for roadway improvement;
potential sanitary sewer and water supply impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposed Urban Industrial land use is more compatible with the nearby Airport and consistent
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and provides land needed for economic development.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increase infill into the existing UGAs as a means to accommodate growth. The changes to land
capacity which would result from this redesignation have already been incorporated into the
County’s Buildable Lands Report.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
There are no apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan
except increased interest in land for economic development in the Marysville/Arlington area.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-07
Acres: 57
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Foster
Location: South of 530 and west of 59th Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Riverway Commercial Farmland
Proposed
Existing
Community Business
Agricultural-10
Stream, Floodplain & Wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan but is included
in part on the County Council’s Map List. This proposal enlarges the UGA boundaries into areas
designated as agricultural land of long-term commercial significance with a Transfer of Development
Rights sending area overlay (Goal LU 7). The portion of this area which is on the Council’s Map List
for proposed inclusion in the Arlington UGA is in residential use with a commercial farm stand and is
not considered land of long term commercial significance for agricultural production. Approximately
½ of this site is located with the floodplain.- The proposed UGA expansion would only apply to the
portion of the site that is outside the 100 year floodplain. The proposal would be consistent with
State Floodplain Management and National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) regulations and
standards. The City of Arlington supports only the area above the 100-year floodplain be included in
this UGA expansion request.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Potential sanitary sewer, water supply, surface water impacts are unknown; mitigating measures for
public services as described in FEIS Chapter 1 would address any potential impacts.. The proposal
would not require additional road improvement projects.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and conservation of
farmlands of long-term commercial significance (Goal LU 7).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
An analysis of reasonable measure and criteria for expanding UGA has been conducted (CPP UG
14.b and d). The proposal appears to be consistent with CPP as it would not include usable
designated resource lands within the UGA. The feasibility of water supply or delivery and sanitary
sewer service impacts and availability require further study; please refer to public service mitigating
measures as described in FEIS Chapter 1.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
. There are no apparent conflicts.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the determination that the portion of the proposal that is
on the Council’s Map List is not considered land of long term commercial significance for agricultural
production.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: ARL-09
Acres: 15
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Thompson 2
Location: NE corner of 172nd St NE and SR 9
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
General Commercial
Proposed
General Commercial

Existing
R-5
Possible stream

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Arlington in
conjunction with adjacent land to create a logical expansion of the UGA boundary (Docket ARL-02).
This expansion is immediately east of the City of Arlington on the east side of SR-9. The adjacent
property within the city limits of Arlington is commercially zoned.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
UGA expansion in this area will require improvements along SR-9 and 172nd. County staff has
indicated that there are potential water delivery, sanitary service and increased surface water
problems that need to be further evaluated. Potential impacts can be addressed by public services
mitigating measures as described in FEIS Chapter 1.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The County has concluded that is proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs
(Goal LU 1) efficient development patterns (Goal LU 2,) encouraging connected and identifiable
neighborhoods (Goal LU 3), and ensuring good design of future development which is related to and
compatible with the surrounding uses (Goal LU 3 and 5). County staff indicated that commercial
development is appropriate in this location at the intersection of two arterials and across the road
from property within the City already zoned for commercial use. Consistency with these goals and
demonstrating the necessity of expanding the UGA boundary to provide for additional urban
commercial land was considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed
below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGAs has been made (CPP 14.b and
.d). See FEIS Section 3.2.2. The proposal is consistent with the growth targets established by SCT
for the City of Snohomish.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal was evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA goals
relating to limiting sprawl. There are no apparent inconsistencies with the requirements of GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstance since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
increased interest in land for economic development in the Marysville/Arlington area.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number:GOLD-03
Acres: 11.84
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: M2JD Holdings LP
Location: East of 415th St SE and north of SR-2
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential -

Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Floodplain

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission Recommended Plan but is included in
the County Council’s Map List. The request is supported by the City of Gold Bar and included as part
of their draft Comprehensive Plan.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The City of Gold Bar does not have a current Capital Facilities Plan that identifies the feasibility and
funding sources for sewer, water and other public services. No funding mechanism has been
identified to cover expected roadway improvements to handle the increase capacity. Potential public
services impacts could be addressed as described in public services and transportation mitigation
measures in FEIS Chapter 1.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposed expansion is consistent with the City of Gold Bar’s draft Comprehensive Plan; however,
adequate public facilities and services may not be available to support this request. General mitigation
measures to address growth and public services and facilities are described in FEIS Chapter 1.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Based on information provided by County staff the proposed UGA expansion has not demonstrated
consistency with CPP UG 1 and UG 8. Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding
the UGA has been conducted (CPP UG 14.b and .d). See FEIS Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This proposal has been evaluated as described under C. and D., above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl and ensuring adequate public facilities and services are available.
General mitigation measures to address growth and public services and facilities are described in
FEIS Chapter 1.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No additional information has been provided to the County to demonstrate that the underlying
assumptions used for the adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan have changed. The County
recognized Gold Bar’s need for a sound fiscal foundation to cover the costs of providing municipal
services and understands this is the reason they are supporting/requesting UGA expansion. The
County is committed to working together with the City to address the issues discussed above upon
receipt of new information.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number:GRAN-01
Acres: 86 acres
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Bruce Miller
Location: North of the City of Granite Falls, southeast of the Mountain
Loop Highway
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential-5
Proposed
Residential-9,600

Existing
R-5

Stream, floodplain and steep slopes

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not included in the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
nor the County Council’s Map List. The City of Granite Falls supports this request. County staff
indicated that this proposed redesignation might conflict with existing industrial use to the south
(Miller Shingle). Critical areas are located on portions of the property including an ESA stream.
This proposal should be further studied for consistency with State Floodplain Management and
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) regulations and standards
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review finds that UGA expansion would require a sewer pump station and upgrades to
local roads, both of which would be costly to develop and maintain. Water supply impacts are
unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and
development patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these
goals should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed
below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA should be considered prior to
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and d.).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl, protecting the environment and ensuring adequate public facilities
and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: GRAN-02
Acres: 21
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Perrigoue
Location: Between 100th St NE and SR
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Rural Residential

Existing
Residential-9,600
Existing
Residential-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion along with adjacent and surrounding area recommended by County
for UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Granite Falls supports this UGA expansion.
This area has few development constraints.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The proposal is consistent with the City of Granite Falls Comprehensive Plan update. The City is
updating its capital facilities plan regarding sanitary sewer infrastructure capacity. Please refer to
FEIS Chapter 1 for mitigation measures relating to growth and public services. The City reports to
have adequate water capacity to serve this area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with County polices that call for location of urban growth where services
are most available (see B., above) and will provide for additional housing consistent with the
Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The County has concluded that this proposal is
consistent with policies that call for compact UGA (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The proposal is consistent with growth targets established by SCT for the City of Granite Falls. It is
estimated that population would increase by 786 persons. The County has conducted an analysis of
CPP Policy UG 14 b and 14 d (reasonable measures and criteria for expanding a UGA) and
concluded that this proposal is consistent with CPP guidance.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the requirements of GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
would support the County’s efforts to provide additional necessary population capacity.
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Docket Number: LKW-01
Acres: 5.1
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Noretep
Location: North of SR 531 and East of 26th Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential-5
Proposed
Residential-9,600

Existing
Residential-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not included in the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Marysville supports the inclusion of this
proposed UGA expansion. This UGA expansion in association with another docket request (LKW13) would provide for a logical boundary along 25th Ave. NE.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that sewer system is limited and under capacity for the increased density
that could result from this UGA expansion. There are additional costs associated with storm
drainage problems due to the flat topography and a high water table. The Lakewood School District
is at or near capacity and does not have funding to expand. The proposal does not require
additional road improvement projects. Potential public services and utilities impacts could be
addressed through the public services and utilities mitigation measures described in FEIS Chapter
1.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
If mitigating measures for public services and facilities are incorporated as described in FEIS
Chapter 1, this proposal is consistent with polices that call for ensuring that new development is
provided with adequate infrastructure and services (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request is supported by an urban level of service consistent with existing
capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (UGA UP-1), please refer to mitigating
measures for public services and facilities described in FEIS Chapter 1.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been reviewed for consistency with GMA goals related to ensuring adequate public
facilities and services and focusing urban growth in existing urban areas. Please refer to FEIS
Chapter 1 for proposed mitigating measures related to public facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: LKW-02
Acres: 4.91
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Peter Poeschel
Location: South of 180th Ave NE & west of 25th Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential- 9,600

Existing
Residential-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan and is not included in County Council’s Map List. The City of Marysville does not support the
inclusion of this proposed UGA expansion. This proposed UGA expansion is located adjacent to
another proposed UGA expansion (Docket LKW-13), which is not supported, by the Planning
Commission but is included in the City Council’s Map List. Without the approval of the Docket LKW13, request for UGA expansion this request would not be contiguous with the existing UGA
boundary and would not represent a logical UGA boundary extension.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that sewer system is limited and under capacity for the increased density
that could result from this UGA expansion. There are additional costs associated with storm
drainage problems due to the flat topography and a high water table. The City of Marysville does not
support this expansion request due to the costs of transportation improvements and utilities that
would be necessary. County staff indicated that Lakewood School District is at or near capacity and
does not have funding to expand.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and
ensuring that new development is provided with adequate infrastructure and services (Goal LU 2).
Consistency with these goals should be evaluated in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable
measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
City and County staff review indicates that this UGA expansion request will not be supported by an
urban level of service consistent with existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities
(CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA should be
considered prior to approving this expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, and focusing urban growth in
existing urban areas.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, this
additional population can be accommodated by infill and other proposed UGA expansions in
locations that are more suitable.
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Docket Number: LKW-03
Acres: 5.6
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Anderson
Location: NE corner of 148th and Forty Five Rd
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Existing
Residential-9600
Residential-5
Flooding, groundwater, wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan nor is it included on the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with
five other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville (Dockets LKW-04,
LKW-08, LKW-09 & LKW-10) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. Lakewood School District does not
have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B., above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal
LU 2). Consistency with this goal should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of
reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban level of service consistent with
existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable
measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior to expansion of the UGA (CPP
UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services and focusing urban growth in
existing urban areas.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. The City and
County have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and other
proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.
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Docket Number: LKW-04
Acres: 9
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Barker
Location: 19th Ave NE and 156th St NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Rural Residential
Existing
Residential-5

Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan nor included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with five
other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville (Dockets LKW-03,
LKW-08, LKW-09, LKW-10 & LKW-15) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that here does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. Lakewood School District does not
have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B, above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal
LU 2). Consistency with this goal should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of
reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban level of service consistent with
existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable
measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior to expansion of the UGA (CPP
UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services and focusing urban growth in
existing urban areas.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, the
City and County have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and
other proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: LKW-05
Acres: 19.6
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: DeDonker
Location: North of Twin Lakes County Park within Marysville UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Commercial and Urban High
Other Land Use
Density Residential
Proposed
Community Business and MR

Existing
RU

Stream and wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This infill redesignation is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan or
Council Map List, due to the City of Marysville annexing the area south of 172nd, which negates the
need for this change to the County’s Future Land Use map. Therefore, this proposal is not included
in the County Council’s Map List either. This proposal is associated with two other docket requests
for redesignation (Docket LKW-12 & LKW-14) and additional area and was supported by the City to
provide infill changes.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that freeway interchange improvements may be necessary, including
operation improvements to SR 531 that are not currently programmed by WSDOT. County findings
indicate that there is easy access to schools and transit in this location; however, Lakewood School
District does not have capacity to handle additional students.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal would have allowed for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which will
provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
This proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth. The proposal is
consistent with the growth targets established by SCT for the City of Marysville.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: LKW-06
Acres: 10
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Dunkel
Location: West of 19th Ave NE adjacent to Lakewood High School
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Residential-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is not included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion is not supported
by the City of Marysville because of road, utility and drainage issues. This UGA expansion is not
needed to meet the projected growth targets.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. The necessary road improvements for this expansion are not in the 6-year Snohomish
County TIP. Sewer service is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. The County
indicated that Lakewood School District does not have capacity to handle the additional residential
development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and policies
of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B, above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is not
consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in conjunction
with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban level of service consistent with existing
capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable measure and
criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior to expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA goals
related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing urban
areas and reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, the City and
County have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and other proposed
UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.
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Docket Number: LKW-07
Acres: 30
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Guzman
Location: Immediately north of Mountain View Shores subdivision and
th
south of 148 St NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential1
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Residential-5
Streams & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. The Planning Commission and County Council
Map List would redesignate this property to Public/Institutional Use (PU/I), which is supported by the
City of Marysville along with an adjacent UGA expansion request (Docket LKW-11). The PU/I land
use designation will not create additional residential capacity.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that sewer and water service can be provided from 140th St NE. The
proposed use of this site as a church and school will have lower impacts on county roads than
residential use. County findings indicate that 140th St NE provides reasonable access to the area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This UGA expansion is consistent with County policies that call for urban development where public
facility and service capacity is available or can be provided in an efficient manner. The County has
concluded that the proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and
development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Goal LU 1.A.9 indicates that for expansions of the UGA for churches or schools instructional
facilities CPP UG –14 conditions do not apply if the affected land is dedicated solely for those uses.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent conflicts reviewing C and D above.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
There are no apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan
except an increase interest in land for economic development and the need to accommodate
additional population capacity.

1

The Planning Commission Recommended Plan and County Council Map List redesignate this site as Public/Institutional Use.
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Docket Number: LKW-08
Acres: 10.46
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Hovet
Location: Corner of 18th Dr NE & Forty Five Rd
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Residential-5
Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan and is not included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with
five other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville. (Dockets LKW-03,
LKW-04, LKW-09 & LKW-10) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. County staff indicated that Lakewood
School District does not have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B., above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal
LU 2). Consistency with this goal should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of
reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban level of service consistent with
existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable
measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior to expansion of the UGA (CPP
UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing
urban areas and reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. City and
County staff have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and other
proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.
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Docket Number: LKW-09
Acres: 16.27
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Kraft
Location: Corner of 23rd Ave NE and 156th St NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Residential-5
Stream

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan and is not included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with
five other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville (Dockets LKW-03,
LKW-04, LKW-08 & LKW-10) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. County staff indicated that Lakewood
School District does not have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B., above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that
use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in
conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
City and County findings indicate that this UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban
level of service consistent with existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP
UG-1). Analysis of reasonable measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior
to expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing
urban areas and reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, the
City and County have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and
other proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.
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Docket Number: LKW-10
Acres: 175
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Lanting
Location: South of 156th St NE & west of 23rd Ave
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Residential-5
Stream and wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan and is not included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with
five other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville, (Dockets LKW-03,
LKW-04, LKW-08 & LKW-09) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff review indicates that there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. County staff indicated that Lakewood
School District does not have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B., above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that
use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in
conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
City and County findings indicate that this UGA expansion request will not be supported by an urban
level of service consistent with existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (CPP
UG-1). Analysis of reasonable measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be considered prior
to expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing
urban areas and reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, the
City and County have indicated that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and
other proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: LKW-11
Acres: 25
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Marysville First Assembly
North of 140th St NE and West of I-5
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Residential-9600

Existing
Rural Residential
Existing
Residential-5

Stream

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. The Planning Commission and the County Council
propose to redesignate this site as Public/Institutional (PU/I), which is supported by the City of
Marysville along with an adjacent UGA expansion request (Docket LKW-7). The PU/I land use
designation will not create additional residential capacity.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that sewer and water service can be provided from 140th St NE. The
proposed use of this site as a Church and school will have lower impacts on county roads than
residential use. County findings indicate that 140th St NE provides reasonable access to the area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This UGA expansion is consistent with County policies that call for urban development where public
facility and service capacity is available or can be provided in an efficient manner. County staff has
concluded that this proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and
development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposal is consistent with the CPP UG –14 d.7, if the land is designated and zoned exclusively
for the use as a church or school and will not add any residential, commercial or industrial capacity
to the affected UGA. Goal LU 1.A.9 indicates that for expansions of the UGA for churches or schools
instructional facilities, CPP UG –14 conditions do not apply if the affected land is dedicated solely for
those uses.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
County staff has concluded this proposal appears to be consistent with GMA goals related to
ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing urban areas and
reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
There are no apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan
except an increase interest in land for economic development and the need to accommodate
additional population capacity.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: LKW-12
Acres: 1.92
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Mavis
Location: NE corner of 169th St NE and 25th Ave NE within the Marysville
UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Other Land Use
Proposed
Commercial General

Existing
RU

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This infill redesignation is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan nor
the Council Map List, due to the City of Marysville annexing the area south of 172nd, which negates
the need for this change to the County’s Future Land Use map. Therefore it is not included in the
County Council’s Map List either. Prior to the annexation, the City of Marysville had supported this
proposal. This proposal is associated with two other docket requests for redesignation (Docket
LKW-05 & LKW-14) and additional area supported by the City for redesignation to provide identified
infill changes.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that freeway interchange improvements may be necessary, including
operation improvements to SR 531 that are not currently programmed by WSDOT.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal would have allowed for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which
would provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive
Plan. The proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and
development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth. The proposal is
consistent with the growth targets established by SCT for the City of Marysville.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: LKW-13
Acres: 25
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Ryan NW, LLC
Location: Between 25th Ave NE and Lakewood Commons
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Medium Density Residential
Rural Residential-5
Proposed
Low Density Multifamily
Residential

Existing
Residential-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Marysville supports the inclusion
of this proposed UGA expansion. This UGA expansion in association with another docket request
(LKW-01) would provide for a logical boundary along 25th Ave. NE.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
According to County staff, the sewer system is limited and under capacity for the increased density
that could result from UGA expansion in this area. There would most likely be additional costs
associated with storm drainage problems due to the flat topography and a high water table. The
Lakewood School District is at or near capacity and does not have funding to expand. The proposal
does not require additional road improvement projects. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for general
mitigating measure related to growth and public services and facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
If mitigating measures for public services and facilities are incorporated as described in FEIS
Chapter 1, this proposal is consistent with polices that call for ensuring that new development is
provided with adequate infrastructure and services (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion request is supported by an urban level of service consistent with existing
capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities (UGA UP-1), please refer to mitigating
measures for public services and facilities described in FEIS Chapter 1.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been reviewed for consistency with GMA goals related to ensuring adequate public
facilities and services and focusing urban growth in existing urban areas. Please refer to FEIS
Chapter 1 for proposed mitigating measures related to public facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: LKW-14
Acres: 8.3
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Savage
Location: West of I-5 north of Twin Lake County Park w/in
Marysville UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Other Land Use
Proposed
Community Business

Existing
RU

Stream and wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This infill redesignation is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan nor
the Council Map List due to the City of Marysville annexing the area south of 172nd, which negates
the need for this change to the County’s Future Land Use map. Therefore it is not included on the
County Council’s Map List either. Prior to annexation, the City of Marysville had supported this
proposal. This proposal is associated with two other docket requests for redesignation (Docket
LKW-12 & LKW-05).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicated that freeway interchange improvements may be necessary, including
operation improvements to SR 531 that are not currently programmed by WSDOT.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal would allow for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which will provide
for additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The
proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth. This proposal is
consistent with the growth targets established by SCT for the City of Marysville.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: LKW-15
Acres: 97
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation
Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Smith-Vermulm
Location: East of Forty-Five Road
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Existing
Planned Community Business &
R-5
Low Density Multifamily
Residential
Stream, floodplain and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan and is not included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposed UGA expansion along with
five other docket requests in this area are not supported by the City of Marysville (Dockets LKW-03,
LKW-04, LKW-08, LKW-09 & LKW-10) because of road, utility and drainage issues.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
According to County staff, there does not appear to be adequate infrastructure to support this
proposal. Expansion of the UGA in this area would not create a logical boundary for urban services
and the necessary road improvements are not on the 6-year Snohomish County TIP. Sewer service
is not currently available and would be expensive to extend. County staff indicated that Lakewood
School District does not have capacity to handle the additional residential development.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is not consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available (see B, above). Infill and UGA expansion in other locations are more
consistent with GMA goals and requirements as well as more economically viable. This proposal is
not consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that
use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in
conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
City and County review indicated that this UGA expansion request would not be supported by an
urban level of service consistent with existing capital facilities plans for public facilities and utilities
(CPP UG-1). Analysis of reasonable measure and criteria for expanding UGAs should be
considered prior to expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request should be evaluated as described under C, and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in existing
urban areas and reducing sprawl.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. City and
County staff have concluded that this additional population can be accommodated by infill and other
proposed UGA expansions in locations that are more suitable..
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Docket Number: LKW-16
Acres: 90
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: SPPF Properties, LLC
Location: South of 156th St NE between railroad and I-5
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial & Urban
Rural Residential
Medium Density Residential1
Proposed
Existing
Planned Community Business &
R-5
Low Density Multifamily
Residential
Stream & Wetland

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
The proposed UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and
is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Marysville supports the inclusion of this area
within the UGA; however the proposed designation of Urban Commercial & Urban Medium Density
Residential is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan or the Map List,
which proposes an Urban Low Density Residential (ULDR) designation. County staff indicated that
the use of the railroad right-of-way makes a more logical UGA boundary. The existing uses include a
nursery and electrical substation; the land between the railroad right-of-way and I-5 is considered less
suitable for rural residential use.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is currently no sewer or water service for this location. This redesignation of the area from Rural
Residential to ULDR would help support the cost of extending sewer service under I-5, which is
already needed to serve the existing UGA area to the north. This area is somewhat isolated due to its
proximity to I-5, BNSF Mainline and limited road access. This area lacks improved arterials and
suffers from limited access due to the 156th St. NE closure at the BNSF mainline. County staff
concluded that future arterial road improvements might be impractical. These access limitations to this
area may preclude a more intensive residential or commercial development regardless of the land use
designation.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This UGA expansion is consistent with County policies that call for urban development where public
facility and service capacity can be provided in an efficient manner. The proposed land use
designation maybe more appropriate given the surrounding land uses, access limitations and costs
associated with extending sewer service in this area.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been conducted (CPP UG 14.b
and .d), see FEIS Section 3.2.2. The proposal is consistent with the growth targets established by
SCT for the City of Marysville, estimated capacity change for this areas redesignation as ULDR would
be +1,238 population and 0 employment.

1

The Planning Commission and County Council propose a redesignation of Urban Low Density
Residential for this site.

E.

Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?

The proposal should be evaluated as described under C. and D., above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl. Otherwise, no apparent inconsistencies with the requirements of
GMA are apparent.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. The proposal could
support the County’s efforts to provide the additional necessary population capacity.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: LS-01
Acres: 19.9
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Lundeen Parkway Estates J/V
Location: West of Lake Stevens, along 83rd Ave. NE, between 12th and
th
14 Streets NE.
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Existing
R-7,200
R-5
Wetlands, steep slopes, erosion hazards, stream

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Lake Stevens’ UGA Plan of 2001
set 83rd Ave NE as the logical boundary for the existing UGA, which met service level capabilities of
the City of Lake Stevens and the Lake Stevens Sewer District and excluded an eroding bluff from
inclusion in the UGA. County review found the increased development level associated with this
proposal could have potential impacts to nearby resource lands. There are probable negative
impacts to Hulbert Creek and the headwaters of Weiser Creek and an increase in floodwaters in the
Snohomish River floodplain associated with the probable increased surface water run-off for urban
levels of residential development. Please refer to proposed mitigating measures address critical
areas in FEIS Chapter 1.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The Council Map List proposal on its own will not require additional road improvements. There may
be potential fiscal impacts to address stormwater management solutions. Please refer to FEIS
Chapter 1 for mitigation measures related to stormwater management.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This UGA expansion is necessary for the City of Lake Stevens to meet SCT projected growth
targets.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: LS-04
Acres: 18.77
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Fintz
Location: North of Soper Hill Road and East of 83rd Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and included in the
County Council’s Map List.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The potential sanitary sewer, water supply, surface water impacts are unknown; further study is
needed to determine the suitability of this area for urban development and the associated costs for
extending public services and road improvements. County staff stated that this expansion has the
potential to aggravate school service delivery problems. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for
mitigation measures relating to public services and facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal may not be consistent with the County policies that call for location of urban growth
where services are most available (see B., above). Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for mitigation
measures relating to public services and facilities and transportation.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been conducted (CPP UG
14.b and .d). See FEIS Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl and ensuring adequate public services and facilities.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: LS-14
Acres: 11.72
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Lake Stevens Sewer District
Location: North of 12th Street SE between Sunnyside Blvd. and SR 204
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Public Use
Rural Residential
Proposed
Residential- 9,600

Existing
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
The Lake Stevens Sewer District and the City of Lake Stevens requested that this future sewer
treatment plant site be included in the Urban Growth Area; however, the District can serve the UGA
area even if this area remains outside the UGA. This proposal is not consistent with the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The 2001 Lake
Stevens UGA Plan set the western boundary of the UGA at 83rd Ave NE.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The Map List proposal on its own does not require additional road improvement projects.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MALT-01
Acres: 4.8
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Home Court NW
Location: North of Maltby Road, West of 86th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial
Rural Residential
Proposed
Industrial Park or Light Industry

Existing
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
The proposal is consistent with Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the
County Council’s Map List. This proposed change from residential to an industrial land use
designation does not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated population allocation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff findings indicate that there is adequate water and sewer service to serve this UGA
expansion and redesignation and that the cost to improve the public infrastructure is low.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal in association with other expansions of the Maltby UGA will help replace the loss of
commercial and industrial land expected to result from the location of the Brightwater sewage
treatment facility within this UGA. The County conducted an analysis of the policies that call for
compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and efficient development patterns (Goal LU 2). The County has
indicated that this proposal is consistent with these goals and that expanding the UGA boundary to
provide for additional urban commercial land is appropriate.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the proposed UGA expansion is consistent with
CPP policy guidance. The proposal is consistent with the employment growth targets established
for the County.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been evaluated as described under C and D. See also FEIS Section 3.2.2.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
The location of the Brightwater sewer treatment facility, will displace approximately 100 acres of
existing commercially designated property is this UGA. This facility was not anticipated in the 1995
Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MALT-03
Acres: 4.55
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Heath
Location: SE corner of 58th Ave SE and 238th St SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial
Rural Residential
Proposed
Light Industrial

Existing
R-5

Little Bear Creek Watershed, Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is not
included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is located within the Little Bear Creek
Watershed which was identified in the DEIS as a sensitive basin. Urban or industrial level
development on this site would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which would result
in degraded water quality in rural streams and groundwater.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is a high likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this
proposal. Potential traffic impacts are unknown. This proposal may also have transportation impacts
as well as impacts to adjacent small lot rural residential properties.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban
land more efficiently (Goal LU 2), and protecting the natural environment (Goal NE 1). Consistency
with these goals should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures
discussed below if this proposal is carried forward.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA should be considered prior to
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and d.)
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl, protecting the environment and adequate public facilities and
services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase employment capacity beyond the
2012 target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MALT-04
Acres: 17
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Reynolds-Pepperell
Location: North of Paradise Lake Road and east of SR 522
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
The proposal is consistent with Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the
County Council’s Map List. The proposed change from a rural residential use to a commercial land
use designation does not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated population allocation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff findings indicate that there is adequate water and sewer service to serve this UGA
expansion and redesignation and that the cost to improve the public infrastructure is low.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal, in association with other expansions of the Maltby UGA, will help replace the loss of
commercial and industrial land expected to result from the location of the Brightwater sewage
treatment facility within this UGA. The proposal is consistent with County policies that call for
compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and efficient development patterns (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for expanding UGA) and concluded this proposal is consistent with CPP policy guidance.
The proposal is consistent with the employment growth targets established for the County.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
The location of the Brightwater sewer treatment facility, will displace approximately 100 acres of
existing commercially designated property is this UGA. This facility was not anticipated in the 1995
Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MARY-01
Acres: 65
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Barclay’s North
Location: West side of SR 9 and the north side of Getchell Road
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential &
Rural Residential
Urban Commercial1
Proposed
R-8400 & Commercial Business

Existing
R-5

Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
The proposal to expand the UGA is consistent with Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and
in included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Marysville.
The proposed Planning Commission and County Council designation is Urban Low Density
Residential and does not include Urban Commercial. SR-9 is a logical boundary for the Marysville
UGA.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff indicates that this proposal will require an extension of 88th St NE east to SR 9. In
addition, this proposal may require construction of 83rd Ave. NE form 84th St. NE to 96th Ave. NE.
This is not included in the County or City’s transportation improvement plan priority list. County staff
indicated that the Marysville School District has a capacity problem at the all school levels. Public
utilities can be extended to this area from the west. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for proposed
mitigating measure relating to public facilities and transportation.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is partially consistent with County policies that call for location of urban growth where
services are most available. This proposal will provide for additional medium density housing which
will complement proposed commercial development to the south (Docket MARY-05) in a suitable
and economical location, which will allow the County to meet population targets. The County has
conducted an analysis of capacity in the Marysville UGA and concluded that the proposed
expansion is necessary to provide sufficient capacity for the project population and employment in
this UGA. However, transportation improvements required for this UGA expansion will require
projects not currently included in the County or City’s TIP. School capacity shortfalls may be
exacerbated by the increased housing density. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for proposed
mitigating measure relating to public facilities and services.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for expanding UGA) and indicated this proposal is consistent with CPP policy guidance. The
proposal is consistent with the population growth targets established for the City of Marysville.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request has been evaluated for consistency with GMA goals related to ensuring adequate public
services and facilities. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures regarding growth and
public facilities and services.

1

The Planning Commission and County Council propose to redesignate the site Urban Low Density
Residential only.

F.

Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?

New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. The proposal
would support the County’s efforts to provide the additional population capacity.
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Acres: 8.4
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Craig Johnson
Location: On 83rd Ave NE, South of 84th St. NE w/in the Marysville UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-9,600

Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed infill redesignation is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of
Marysville along with an adjacent infill redesignation (Docket MARY-05). This proposed change
from residential land use to commercial will not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated
population allocation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The construction of 83rd Ave NE south of 84th St. NE is not included in the County or City’s
transportation improvement plan priority list. County findings indicate utilities can be extended to the
area from the west.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The development of this infill area with commercial uses would allow retail and commercial
businesses on the east side of Marysville, which improves accessibility to existing and planned
residential areas and may reduce auto trips to central Marysville.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with CPPs. The proposal supports polices that direct
increase urban growth as infill in existing UGAs as one measure to accommodate growth. The
proposal is consistent with the employment growth targets for the County and will not preclude the
County from meeting its population allocation.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstance since the adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
there is an increase demand for land for economic development in the Marysville Area.
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Acres: 3.7
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Greg Wright
Location: North of 88th St. NE and east of I-5 w/in the Marysville UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
General Commercial

Existing
R-9,600

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed infill redesignation is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This area is adjacent to I-5 and an arterial, 88th St.
NE.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The cost of providing public facilities and services for the proposed infill redesignation to commercial
use is relatively low in comparison to UGA expansion. Marysville school district has a capacity
problem at all school levels.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This redesignation could provide an opportunity for economic development within the existing UGA
boundary.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with CPPs. The proposal supports polices that direct
increase urban growth as infill in existing UGAs as one measure to accommodate growth. The
proposal will not preclude the County from meeting its population allocation.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstance since the adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
there is an increased demand for land for economic development in the Marysville Area.
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Acres: 18.5
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Bailey and Wilson
Location: Southwest quadrant of the intersection of SR0 and 84th St. NE
w/in Marysville UGA
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-9,600

Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed infill redesignation is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Marysville
along with an adjacent infill redesignation (Docket MARY-02). This proposed change from
residential land use to commercial will not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated
population allocation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The construction of 83rd Ave NE south of 84th St. NE is not included in the County or City’s
transportation improvement plan priority list. County findings indicate utilities can be extended to the
area from the west.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The development of this infill area with commercial uses would allow retail and commercial business
on the east side of Marysville, which improves accessibility to existing and planned residential areas
and may reduce auto trips to central Marysville.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with CPPs. The proposal supports polices that direct
increased infill in existing UGAs as one measure to accommodate growth. The proposal is
consistent with the employment growth targets for the County and will not preclude the County from
meeting its population allocation.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstance since the adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
there is an increase demand for land for economic development in the Marysville Area.
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Acres: 403
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: City of Marysville
Location: Between Arlington and Marysville UGAs in the vicinity of the
st
nd
intersection of 51 Ave. NE and 152 St. NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Other land Uses until completion
Rural Residential-10
of a subarea plan
Proposed
Existing
None
A-10
Stream & Groundwater

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal is supported by the City of
Marysville. Arlington Airport is located to the north and limits the height of buildings, population
density and land uses in this location. This area has limited viability as agricultural land or rural
residential development due to the encroachment of incompatible urban uses. Streams and
wetlands will limit development to low-density uses.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Depending on the ultimate land use designations, upgrades to the arterial road network necessary,
these road network improvements in this area are not in the current 6-year road plan. County staff
has indicated that water delivery and sanitary service impacts are unknown and need to be further
evaluated. Storm drainage is difficult in this location due to the flat topography; the City of Marysville
is currently pursuing a plan for regional detention to address surface water and aquifer issues.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The future land use designation recommended by the County and City of Marysville of Urban
Industrial is intended to provide for greater land use compatibility with the nearby Arlington Airport.
This expansion could provide for additional economic development and the expanded employment
goals. Zoning designation of this area will be consistent with the conclusions of the subarea plan
with is under development and will further evaluate polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1)
and development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2), in conjunction with the
analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UA expansion). Based on this analysis the County indicates that the proposed UGA
expansion is consistent with the CPP policy guidance.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of GMA. GMA consistency should be
further evaluated in the subarea planning process.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan. There is
an increased demand for land for economic development in the Marysville/ Arlington area.
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Acres: 19.6
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Choi
Location: East of 116th St NE at 59th Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
R-7200

Existing
Rural Residential
Existing
A-10

Stream

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal is supported by the City of Marysville, in
association with property to the north to create a logical boundary along the eastern side of the
UGA.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff indicated that road improvements may be needed depending on the density and
circulation patterns of future development. Any necessary transportation improvements may benefit
the adjacent high school. Water and sewer are available to this area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with County policies that call for location of urban growth where
municipal services are available and it will provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The County has conducted an analysis of capacity in the
Marysville UGA and concluded that the proposed expansion is necessary to provide sufficient
capacity for the projected population and employment in this UGA.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the County indicates that the proposed UGA
expansion is consistent with CPP policy guidance. This proposal is consistent with growth targets
established by the SCT for the Marysville UGA.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
No apparent inconsistencies with requirements of GMA were identified.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Acres: 80
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: DeJong
Location: East of 67th Ave and North of 100th St NE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Rural Residential
Rural Residential -10
Proposed
R-5

Sensitive Features

Existing
A-10
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed redesignation of land outside of a UGA, is associated with three other similar docket
requests (See Dockets MARY-11, MARY-12 & MARY-14) is not consistent with the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan. The County Council’s Map List includes this area with a Rural
Residential FLUM designation. This area is mapped for high water table susceptibility in the
Marysville/Lakewood UGA Subarea Plan Draft DEIS (2002).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This Map List proposal on its own will not require additional road improvements.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for protecting the character, and quality of rural
areas by reducing the rate of growth (Goal LU 6).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposal is consistent with CPP RU-2 and RU-7.
E.

Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?

There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Acres: 87
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Echelbarger
Location: North of 152nd Street, west of Smokey Point Boulevard
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban High Density Residential &
Rural Residential
Urban Industrial1
Proposed
Multi-Family Residential and
Business Park

Existing
Agriculature-10

Groundwater

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Marysville. The
Planning Commission’s and County Council’s proposed FLUM designation is Urban Industrial only.
Arlington Airport is located to the north and limits the height of buildings, population density and land
uses. This area has limited viability as agricultural land or rural residential due to the encroachment
of incompatible urban uses.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff indicated that upgrades to the arterial road network would be necessary to
accommodate increased development levels in this area. These road network improvements are not
in the current 6- year road plan. The potential sanitary sewer and water supply impacts are
unknown; please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 mitigation measures for public facilities and services.
Storm drainage may be difficult in this location due to the flat topography; the City of Marysville is
currently pursuing a plan for regional detention to address surface water and aquifer issues.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The City and County are recommending a land use designation of Urban Industrial, which they
indicated, is more compatible with the nearby Arlington Airport. This expansion will provide for
additional economic development and the expanded employment goals. The County has conducted
an analysis of capacity in the Marysville UGA and concluded that the proposed expansion is
necessary to provide sufficient capacity for the projected population and employment in this UGA.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for expanding UGA) and concluded this proposal is consistent with CPP policy guidance.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan except
increase interest in land for economic development in the Marysville/ Arlington area.

1

The Recommended Plan and Map List redesignates this area Urban Industrial only.
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Acres: 26.77
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: McCrorie
Location: West of 75th Ave NE between 198th St NE and 100th St.
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Rural Residential
Rural Residential -10
Proposed
R-5

Existing
Agricultural-10
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed redesignation of land outside of a UGA, is associated with three other similar docket
requests (See Dockets MARY-08, MARY-12 & MARY-14) is not consistent with the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan. The County Council’s Map List includes this area with a Rural
Residential FLUM designation. This area is mapped for high water table susceptibility in the
Marysville/Lakewood UGA Subarea Plan Draft DEIS (2002).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This Map List proposal on its own will not require additional road improvements.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with policies that call for protecting the character, and quality of rural
areas by reducing the rate of growth (Goal LU 6).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposal is consistent with CPP RU-2 and RU-7.
E.

Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?

There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MARY-12
Acres: 200
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Neff
Location: NW. NE & SE corners of 67th Ave NE and 108th St NE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Rural Residential
Rural Residential -10
Proposed
R-5

Existing
Agricultural-10
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed redesignation of outside of a UGA, is associated with three other similar docket
requests (See Dockets MARY-08, MARY-11 & MARY-14) is not consistent with the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan. The County Council’s Map List includes this area with a Rural
Residential FLUM designation. This area is mapped for high water table susceptibility in the
Marysville/Lakewood UGA Subarea Plan Draft DEIS (2002).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The Map List proposal on its own will not require additional road improvements.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for protecting the character, and quality of rural
areas by reducing the rate of growth (Goal LU 6).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposal is consistent with CPP RU-2 and RU-7.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of the GMA..
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: MARY-14
Acres: 76.72
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Sather
Location: ½ mile east of 67th Ave NE and South of 100th St NE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Rural Residential
Rural Residential -10
Proposed
R-5

Existing
Agricultural-10
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed redesignation of land outside of a UGA, is associated with three other similar docket
requests (See Dockets MARY-08, MARY-11 & MARY-12) is not consistent with the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan. The County Council’s Map List includes this area with a Rural
Residential FLUM designation. This area is mapped for high water table susceptibility in the
Marysville/Lakewood UGA Subarea Plan Draft DEIS (2002).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This Map List proposal on its own will not require additional road improvements.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for protecting the character, and quality of rural
areas by reducing the rate of growth (Goal LU 6).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposal is consistent with CPP RU-2 and RU-7.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: MARY-15
Acres: 135
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Wells
Location: 160th St. NE and 51st Ave NE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Industrial
Proposed
Light Industrial

Existing
Rural Residential-10
Existing
A-10

Stream, Wetlands & Groundwater

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal is supported by the City of Marysville. The
FLUM designation is Urban Industrial. Arlington Airport is located to the north and limits the height
of buildings, population density and land uses. This area has limited viability as agricultural land or
rural residential due to the encroachment of incompatible urban uses. Streams and wetlands will
limit development to low-density uses.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Depending on the ultimate land use designations, upgrades to the arterial road network may be
necessary. Road network improvements in this area are not in the current 6- year road plan.
Potential sanitary sewer and water impacts are unknown. Storm drainage is difficult in this location
due to the flat topography; the City of Marysville is currently pursuing a plan for regional detention to
address surface water and aquifer issues.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The future land use designation recommended by the County and City of Marysville of Urban
Industrial is intended to provide for greater land use compatibility with the nearby Arlington Airport.
This expansion could provide for additional economic development and the expanded employment
goals. Zoning designation of this area will be consistent with the conclusions of the subarea plan
with is under development and will further evaluate polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1)
and development patterns hat use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2), in conjunction with the analysis
of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UA expansion). Based on this analysis the County concludes that the proposed UGA
expansion is consistent with the CPP policy guidance.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with requirements of GMA identified. GMA consistency
should be further evaluated in the sub-area planning process.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
No apparent changes in circumstances since adoption of the 1995 Comprehensive Plan, except
increased demand for land for economic development in the Marysville/ Arlington area.
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Acres: 480
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Johnson 1
Location: East of Roosevelt Rd and South of 116th St SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9600

Existing
R-5
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is only partially consistent with the Planning Commission’s
Recommended Plan and the City of Monroe does not support the original proposal. The Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan includes only the southern portion of the area proposed to be
included within the UGA as Urban Low Density Residential, in order to minimize the impacts on
wetlands. The County Council’s Map List includes the area recommended by the Planning
Commission as well as additional land to the north along Roosevelt Road. Critical areas are
located on portions of the site including, approximately 60 acres of wetlands and one mile of the
headwaters of French Creek. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures that address
critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This Map List proposal would result in road improvement costs that would exceed new revenues
generated by the UGA expansion.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The portion of the proposal that is part of the FEIS Alternatives is consistent with policies that call for
compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), efficient development patterns (Goal LU 2) and minimizing impacts
upon critical areas (Goal LU 6 & 10).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GPP.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: MON-03
Acres: 120
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Roosevelt Ridge LLC
Location: West of Robinhood Lane
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential

Existing
Rural Residential

Proposed
R-7200

Existing
R-5
Stream and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Monroe.
Critical areas are location on portions of the site, including approximately 6 acres of wetlands
located on the site, and 0.6 mile of the headwaters of French creek. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is currently no plan to extend sanitary sewer to this area; however, the City of Monroe
indicated that sewer service could be efficiently extended to this area with a developer agreement.
In addition, the City indicated that the developer could easily extend transportation from SE
Robinhood Lane to access future development in this area. The potential water supply and surface
water impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The County has conducted an analysis of polices that call for the location of urban growth where
municipal services are available or can be efficiently extended and this expansion will provide for
additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the County indicates that the proposed UGA
expansion is consistent with CPP policy guidance. The proposal is also consistent with growth
targets established by SCT for the City of Monroe’s UGA.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. Growth
targets support some UGA expansion in Monroe.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: OSO -01
Acres: 3.36
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Miller Shingle
Location: 15 miles north of the City of Arlington on the north side of SR
530
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Rural Industrial
Riverway Commercial Farmland
Proposed
Rural Industrial

Existing
Agricultural-10

Possibly in or near Floodplains and/or other Critical Areas

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This request to redesignate land outside of an UGA from Riverway Commercial Farmland to Rural
Industrial is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the
County Council’s Map List. The site has not been devoted to agricultural use for over 50 years. It
was the location of a lumber mill operation that predated the earliest county agricultural zoning and
plan designations on the site. The prior use of the site covered most of it with impervious surfaces,
which makes it difficult to re-use the compacted soils for future cultivation despite the prime farmland
soils. The small size and narrow configuration of the parcel and its location between two rights of
way is not conducive for agricultural activities. The westerly portion of the site is located in the flood
plain.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
According to County staff, the proposal is consistent with the criteria GPP LU 6.G.1 (as amended) to
allow new rural industrial land use designations in rural areas that contain uses or existing structures
previously devoted to rural industry.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
As stated above in B the proposed redesignation is consistent with polices that allow rural industrial
areas (Goal LU 6).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The proposal appears to be consistent with CPP associated with conservation of agricultural lands
and guidelines for establishing industrial development outside of urban growth areas (CPP RU-6 &
RU-7)
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This proposal has been evaluated as described under C. and D., above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl, protecting the environment and conversion of agricultural lands and
is consistent with these goals..
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this request is the need to increase employment capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SNO-01
Acres: 41.7
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Kandance Harvey – Proposal A
Location: North of Airport Way South of the SNSFRR ROW, East of SR 9
and West of Harvey Airfield
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial/ Industry Urban
Urban Industrial/ Airport Industry
Environment (Shoreline)
and Rural Environment (Shoreline)
Proposed
Light Industrial

Existing
Agriculatural-10
Floodplain

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan, which
recommends removal of this area from the UGA due to a recent FEMA letter, which placed all of the
UGA south of the Snohomish River into the density fringe flood hazard designation until FEMA and
County negotiations on a final flood map are completed.
The County Council’s Map List includes this proposal to retain the current UGA boundary and
redesignate that area to Urban Industrial and rezone to Light Industrial.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
This area has been designated as in the Density Fringe flood hazard area, which does not allow urban
land uses including industrial and commercial uses. This portion of the UGA is not served by sanitary
sewer. The prior designation of this area as A-10 has precluded this area from prior urban
development; therefore the Recommended Plan’s removal of this area from the UGA means the area
can readily convert to agricultural uses as there is no public investment in sanitary sewers. This Map
List proposal on its own does not require additional road improvements.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and policies
of the GMA comprehensive plan?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs to allow the removal of this area from the UGA or
to retain the area inside the UGA..
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPP to either remove this area from the UGA or retain
this area inside the UGA.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA to either remove the this area from the UGA or
retain this area inside the UGA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this request is the FEMA letter that placed all of the UGA south of the
Snohomish River into a density fringe flood hazard designation.
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Acres: 95
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Kandance Harvey – Proposal B
Location: North of Airport Way South of the BNSFRR ROW, East of SR 9
and West of Harvey Airfield
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Industrial/Industry Urban
Urban Industrial/ Airport Industry
Environment (Shoreline)
and Urban Environment
(Shoreline)
Proposed
Existing
Light Industrial
Industrial Park
Stream, Floodplain and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is not
included in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal is not consistent with the 1998 Snohomish
UGA Plan, which was jointly prepared with the City and is being incorporated into the updated GPP.
The proposal is not supported by the City. This area was in the floodway fringe until the County
received a FEMA letter placing this area in a density fringe designation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff has indicated that this area of the UGA cannot support greater intensification of uses,
as there are no sewers present and no plans or funding to extend sewer south of the river.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for efficient development patterns (Goal
LU2) and minimizing impacts upon critical areas (NE 1). Consistency with these goals should be
considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.

Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?

This proposal is not necessary for the County to meet the growth targets established by SCT and
does not appear to be consistent with CPP RU 6.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals related to protecting the environment, and ensuring adequate public services and facilities.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this request is the FEMA letter that placed all of the UGA south of the
Snohomish River into a density fringe flood hazard designation

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SNO-04
Acres: 237
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: City of Snohomish
Location: North of existing UGA to SR 2
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential &
Rural Residential
Urban Commercial1
Proposed
Existing
R-9600 & Planned Community
R-5
Business
Streams and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
A 95-acre portion of this proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan
and is included in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of
Snohomish. The area included in the Recommended Plan and Map List is located on the west side of
SR 9 south of SR 2. The remaining 142 acres are not included in the Recommended Plan or Map
List.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The area not included in the Recommended Plan, east of SR 9 has extensive wetlands, steep slopes
and unstable soils, significantly reducing its suitability for urbanization, hence the likelihood it would be
able to develop to a density that would support a required lift station. The City has current sewer and
water plans with adequate capacity to support 95-acre UGA expansion on the west side of SR 9.
County staff concluded that the expected cost of necessary county road improvements to support the
proposed development is relatively low compared to the development capacity added by this proposed
expansion and additional commercial UGA expansion proposed in the vicinity.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The 95-acre expansion will provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the
Comprehensive Plan, which is expected to be an increase of approximately 468 persons. The County
has conducted an analysis of capacity in the Snohomish UGA and concluded that the proposed
expansion is necessary to provide sufficient capacity for the projected population and employment in
this UGA. This proposal does provide for a logical expansion of the UGA boundary to the north.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and criteria
for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the County concludes that the proposed 95 acres UGA
expansion is consistent with CPP policy guidance. The 95 acre UGA expansion is also consistent with
growth targets established by SCT for the City of Snohomish
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
Expansion of the UGA by 94 acres on the west side of SR9 south of SR2 appears to be consistent
with GMA requirements.
F.Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. In addition, County
staff has indicated that growth targets support the need for some UGA expansion, which would be
accommodated by this proposal.

1

The portion of this area included in the Recommended Plan and Map List UGA expansion was
redesignated Urban Low Density Residential only.
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Docket Number: STAN-01 (a)
Acres: 37.
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Decker, Mauser, Miller
Location: North of 268th St NW & adjacent to Woodland Road
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Stream and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is not
included in the County Council’s Map List. Church Creek runs through the property and the eastern
½ of the site has significant wetlands along with a large ravine that creates difficulties in providing
public infrastructure. County staff indicated that these extensive critical areas could be significant
impacted by urban levels of development and limit the amount and location of development.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County staff indicated that the potential costs of providing necessary public infrastructure are
unknown but expected to be high due to the extensive critical areas that impact this site. County
review indicates that there is insufficient capacity at the high school level that would serve this area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
If carried forward, the availability and cost of extending public services to this area needs to be
further studied to determine if this UGA expansion is in the best location for more urban levels of
development. The proposal does not appear to be consistent with policies that call for compact
UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
Consistency with these goals should be considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable
measure discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA should be considered prior to
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and .d). This expansion of the UGA is not considered
necessary for the City of Stanwood to meet projected growth targets.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D, for consistency with GMA goals
relating to limiting sprawl, ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in
urban areas and protecting the environment
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. However, the
City and County have indicated that this can be accommodated by other proposed UGA expansions
that are in locations that are more suitable.
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Acres: 20.46
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Dickinson & Manning
Location: Southeast of 280th St NW and 68th Ave NW
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Stream and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in the
County Council’s Map List. Church Creek runs through the southeast corner of the property. The City
of Stanwood supports this proposed expansion. An elementary school is located on the adjacent
property to the north within the UGA.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The potential sanitary sewer, water supply, surface water impacts are unknown; further study is
needed to determine the associated costs for extending public services and road improvements. The
County findings indicate that there is insufficient capacity at the high school level that would serve this
area. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures regarding growth and public services and
utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The proposal is consistent with County policies that call for development patterns that use land
efficiently. The County has conducted an analysis of capacity in the Stanwood UGA and concluded
that the proposed expansion is necessary to provide sufficient capacity for the projected population
and employment in this UGA. However, additional information is needed to determine the cost and
feasibility of public service delivery to this area.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and criteria
for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the County concludes that the proposed UGA expansion
is consistent with CPP policy guidance. This expansion of the UGA is consistent would accommodate
projected growth targets for the City of Stanwood’s UGA.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This request was evaluated for consistency with GMA goals related to ensuring adequate public
services and facilities. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures regarding growth and
public services and utilities.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the 2012
population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Acres: 35
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Albers-Romvari
Location: West end of 124th St SE –North of City of Sultan
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
ULDR (4-6DU/Acre)
Proposed
Existing
R-9600
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed expansion is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is
included in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal will expand the UGA north to include
parcels that are currently split by the 1995 Sultan UGA boundary.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
City sewer and water plans are being updated, and the City recently instituted a sewer moratorium. .
See FEIS Chapter 1 for a list of mitigation measures regarding public services and utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with County policies that call for location of urban growth where
municipal services are available and will provide for additional housing consistent with the Housing
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The County has conducted an analysis of capacity in the
Sultan UGA and concluded that the proposed expansion is necessary to provide sufficient capacity
for the projected population and employment in this UGA. The proposal does result in a logical
northern Sultan UGA boundary.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The County has conducted an analysis of CPP policy 14.b and 14.d (reasonable measures and
criteria for UGA expansion). Based on this analysis, the County concludes that the proposed UGA
expansion is consistent with CPP policy guidance. The proposal is also consistent with growth
targets established by SCT for the City of Sultan.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
Provided mitigation measures for public services and utilities are implemented, the proposal has no
apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
would support the County’s efforts to provide the additional necessary population capacity as well as
eliminate a split parcel land use designation problem, which resulted in the southern half of the
property in the UGA and the northern half outside of the UGA.
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Acres: 31.7
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Val Goemaere
Location: South of 180th St. SE on the East side of 35th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Little Bear Creek Basin

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The cities of Bothell and Mill Creek do not
support this proposal. This proposal for UGA expansion is located within the Little Bear Creek Basin
which was identified in the DEIS as a sensitive basin (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level development
on this site and surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which
would result in degraded water quality in rural steams and groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for
general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is a high likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this
and related UGA expansion proposals in this location. The Map List proposal would result in road
improvement costs that would likely be in excess of the new revenues generated by the UGA
expansion. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for mitigation measures related to public services and
facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1)and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA considering FEIS mitigation measures.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
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Docket Number: SW-02
Acres: 2.9
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Michaela Huff
Location: NE quadrant of the intersection of 132nd St SE & Seattle Hill
Rd.
 Yes
6 No
Existing
Proposed
Urban Medium Density
Urban Low Density Residential
1
Residential & Urban Commercial
Proposed
LDMR & CB

Existing
R-9600

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is partially consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the
County Council’s Map List. The Recommended Plan redesignates the property to Urban
Commercial only. This proposed redesignation from Low Density Residential to Urban Commercial
would provide additional economic development opportunity at a neighborhood scale that will serve
surrounding residential uses.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that there is good access to this site, adequate sewer service is available
now and will be upgraded in the future and there are no known water supply service problems.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will allow for commercial development in existing infill areas, which will provide for
economic development opportunities. The proposal is consistent with polices that call for compact
UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

1

Re-designating part of this property Urban Medium Density Residential is not part of the Planning
Commission’s Recommended Plan or the Council Map List.
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Docket Number: SW-03
Acres: 20.4
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Lee Johnson
Location: West of SR 527 on the north side of 183rd St SE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Medium Density
Urban Industrial & Public Use
Residential1
Proposed
LDMR

Existing
BP
Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
The Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Map List redesignates
this land to Urban High Density Residential, which is supported by the City of Mill Creek. The
proposed change to residential will provide additional housing in an infill location that is currently
underutilized.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that there is good access to this site, adequate sewer service is available
now and will be upgraded in the future. Potential water supply service and storm drainage impacts
are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will allow for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which will provide for
additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposal
is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

1

The Planning Commission and County Council redesignate this site to Urban High Density Residential.
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Acres: .50
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Joe and Barbara Leonard
Location: Poplar Way & 204th St SW
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Urban Commercial

Existing
Urban Low Density Residential

Proposed
Neighborhood Business

Existing
R-8400

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in
the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the City of Lynwood. The proposed
change to commercial is appropriate in this location and will provide commercial development in an
infill location.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that there is good access to this site and no additional roadway
improvements will be necessary. County staff indicated that there are sewer service accessibility
issues in the area and the potential for increasing surface water drainage requires further study.
There are no known water supply service problems.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will provide commercial and retail businesses opportunities in an appropriate location
accessible to surrounding residential uses. The proposal is consistent with polices that call for
compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-05
Acres: 1.28
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Lorraine Luschen
Location: North of 212th St. SE and West of 46th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
North Creek Basin

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commissions Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Bothell does not support this
proposal. This proposal in association with two other Docket requests (SW-11 & SW 23) for UGA
expansion are located within the North Creek Basin which was identified in the DEIS as a sensitive
watershed (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level development on this site and surrounding areas would
most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which would result in degraded water quality in
rural steams and groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is a high likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this
and related UGA expansion proposals in this location. The Map List proposal would result in road
improvement costs that would likely be in excess of the new revenues generated by the UGA
expansion. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures addressing public services and
facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-07
Acres: 31.7
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: 156th St Landowner Coalition for UGA Inclusion
Location: South of 180th St. SE on the East side of 35th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5

Headwaters of Little Bear Creek & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commissions Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Mill Creek does not support this
proposal. This proposal for UGA expansion is located within the Little Bear Creek and North Creek
Basin which are identified in the DEIS as sensitive basins (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level
development on this site and surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious
surfaces which would result in degraded water quality in Little Bear Creek, wetlands and
groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical
areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is a high likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this
and related UGA expansion proposals in this location. The Map List proposal would result in road
improvement costs that would likely be in excess of the new revenues generated by the UGA
expansion. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to public facilities
and services.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-08
Acres: 1.07
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Barkdale
Location: Adjacent to the south side of Willis Tucker Park
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Community Business

Existing
R-9,600

Headwaters of Little Bear Creek & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in
the County Council’s Map List. This proposed land use redesignation from residential to commercial
use will provide economic development opportunity at a neighborhood scale that will serve
surrounding residential uses.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that there is good access to this site. There are no known water supply or
sanitary sewer service problems in this area. There is a potential for increasing surface water
problems.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will allow for increased residential density and commercial development in existing
infill areas, which will provide neighborhood scale commercial opportunities. The proposal is
consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate necessary growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-09
Acres: 6
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Brookhill
Location: Northeast of the intersection of Sunset Road and 156 St. SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
Existing
R-7200
R-5
Stream and Little Bear Creek Basin

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commissions Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Mill Creek does not support this
proposal. This proposal for UGA expansion is located within the Little Bear Creek Basin which was
identified in the DEIS as a sensitive basin (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level development on this site
and surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces, which would result
in degraded water quality in streams and groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that the existing road infrastructure in this area is substandard and would
be costly to improve. Utility providers have expressed concerns with UGA expansions in this area;
there are sanitary sewer and water supply issues that need to be studied further. There is a high
likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this and related UGA
expansion proposals in this location. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to public services and utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be
considered in conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been completed (CPP UG
14.b and d.). See FEIS Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
No apparent inconsistencies.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-11
Acres: 4.85
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Curry
Location: ¼ mile south of 228th St. SE and west of 49th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Little Bear Creek Watershed

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan, but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Bothell does not support this
proposal. This proposal in association with two other Docket requests (SW-05 & SW 23) for UGA
expansion are located within the Little Bear Creek Watershed which was identified in the DEIS as a
sensitive watershed (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level development on this site and surrounding
areas would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which would result in degraded water
quality in rural steams and groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There is a likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this and
related UGA expansion proposals in this location. The Map List proposal would result in road
improvement costs that would likely be in excess of the new revenue generated by the UGA
expansion. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to public facilities
and services.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-12
Acres: 13.98
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Emerald Properties 2
Location: North of 152nd St. SE between 87th Ave SE and SR 9
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
Commercial Business

Existing
R-5

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan, but is included in the County Council’s Map List. County staff concluded that urban level
development on this site and surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious
surfaces which would result in degraded water quality onto agriculture lands. This UGA expansion
request is near three other docket requests (SW-15, SW-20 & SW-22).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
There would be a high cost for infrastructure improvements to accommodate this and other UGA
expansions in this area. There are problems with access to SR 9. Utility providers have indicated
that there is lack of adequate sewer service for the increase development proposed by this UGA
expansion. Water supply impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban
land more efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in conjunction
with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below. FEIS Chapter 1 includes mitigation
measures such as phasing of urban land use classifications.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures has been prepared as identified in FEIS Section 3.2.2. (CPP UG
14.b and d.).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has been evaluated for consistency with GMA goals relating to ensuring adequate
public facilities and services. Please also see FEIS Section 3.2.2.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-13
Acres: 65
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Forman
Location: East of 35th Ave SE and South of 132nd St. SE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Medium Density Residential,
Urban Low Density Residential
& Urban Commercial
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential &
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-9600

Impacts to Thomas Lake and Penny Creek, Floodplain & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is not included
in the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is not supported by the City of Mill Creek. There are
extensive critical areas located in this area, which could be negatively impacted with higher urban
levels of development.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that the cost of providing infrastructure to this area is high. There are
problems with providing sanitary sewer to accommodate increase development levels. Increased
impervious surface coverage associated with higher intensity development has the potential to
cause water quality, surface water and storm drainage problems. There are no known water supply
service problems.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal could allow for increased residential density and commercial development in existing
infill areas, providing additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive
Plan. However, this proposal is not necessary for the County to meet projected population and
employment targets, and may not be consistent with policies that call for protecting the natural
environment (Goal NE 1).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposed infill redesignation may not be consistent with requirements that critical areas be
evaluated in relation to the impacts from proposed development levels and that development is
promoted in an efficient manner (CPP UG-1and OD-1).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D, above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to protecting the environment and ensuring adequate public facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-15
Acres: 150
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: McGuire
Location: SW corner of Lowell-Larimer and SR-9
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-5

Steep Slopes

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. County staff concluded that urban level
development on this site could impact critical areas and adjacent agricultural land. Impacts from
urban levels of development could lead to increased impervious surfaces and result in degraded
water quality on adjacent agricultural lands. This UGA expansion request is near three other docket
request (SW-12, SW-20 & SW-22).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate there would be a high cost for infrastructure improvements to
accommodate this and other UGA expansions in this area. There are problems with access to SR 9
and Lowell-Larimer Road. Utility providers have indicated that there is lack of adequate sewer
service for the increased development proposed by this UGA expansion. Water supply impacts are
unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1),
development patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2) ), and protection of
agricultural resource lands (Goal LU-7). Consistency with these goals should be considered in
conjunction with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below. FEIS Chapter 1 includes
mitigation measures such as phasing of urban land use classifications.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA should be considered prior to
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and d.).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal should be evaluated as described under C and D., above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to limiting sprawl and ensuring adequate public facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-16
Acres: 20
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: McNaughton Group I
Location: Near corner of 35th Ave SE and 180th St SE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Medium Density Residential
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-9,600

Wetlands & Environmental issues associated with Tambark Creek

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in
the County Council’s Map List. This proposal supported by the cities of Mill Creek and Bothell. This
proposed redesignation to residential will provide additional housing density in an infill location that
is currently under utilized.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that there is good access to this site. Water supply and sanitary sewer
service are currently inadequate. Sewer capacity is planned to be upgraded by 2010. This proposal
along with additional infill in this area will contribute to the need for some transportation
improvements; however, the County considers the cost of these road improvements to be relatively
low compared to the population capacity that will be added. There is also the potential for increased
surface water problems associated with higher levels of development in this area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will allow for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which will provide for
additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposal
is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
will support the County’s efforts to provide the additional necessary population capacity.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-17
Acres: 6.22
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: McNaughton Group II
Location: 164th St SE and 35th Ave SE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Urban Medium Density Residential

Existing
Urban Low Density Residential

Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-9,600
Stream & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and is included in
the County Council’s Map List. This proposal is supported by the Cities of Mill Creek and Bothell.
This proposed redesignation to residential will provide additional housing density in an infill location
that is currently under utilized.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that there is good access to this site. Water supply and sanitary sewer
service are currently inadequate. Sewer capacity is planned to be upgraded by 2010. This proposal
along with additional infill in this area will contribute to the need for some transportation
improvements; however, the County considers the cost of these road improvements to be relatively
low compared to the population capacity that will be added. There is also the potential for increased
surface water problems associated with higher levels of development in this area.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will allow for increased residential density in existing infill areas, which will provide for
additional housing consistent with the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposal
is consistent with polices that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use
urban land efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
will support the County’s efforts to provide the additional necessary population capacity.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-18A
Acres: 505.59
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: McNaughton IV
Location: East of Sunset Road between 156th St SE and 174th St SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Rural Residential
Proposed
R-7200

Existing
R-5
Streams and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Mill Creek does not support this
proposal. This proposal for UGA expansion is located within the Little Bear Creek and North Creek
Basin which are identified in the DEIS as sensitive basins (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level
development on this site and surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious
surfaces which would result in degraded water quality in rural steams and groundwater. See FEIS
Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The Map List proposal would result in road improvement costs that would likely be in excess of the
new revenues generated by the UGA expansion.. Utility providers have expressed concerns with
UGA expansions in this area; there are sanitary sewer and water supply issues that need to be
studied further. There is a high likelihood of increasing surface water and drainage problems
associated with this and related UGA expansion proposals in this location. Please refer to FEIS
Chapter 1 for mitigation measures related to public services and facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1)and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-19
Acres: 32
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Merz
Location: East of 35th Ave SE and South of 132nd St. SE
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
Planned Community Business

Existing
R-9600

Impacts to Thomas Lake and Penny Creek, Floodplain & Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan but is included
in the County Council’s Map List. The proposal is not supported by the City of Mill Creek. There are
extensive critical areas located in this area, which could be negatively impacted with more intense
urban levels of development. Please refer to FEIS Chapter 1 for mitigation measures related to
critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
The cost of providing infrastructure for increased levels of development in this area is high. There
are problems with providing additional sanitary sewer capacity. Increased impervious surface
coverage associated with higher intensity development has the potential to cause surface water and
storm drainage problems. There are no known water supply service problems. This Map List
proposal on its own does not require additional road improvement projects. Please refer to FEIS
Chapter 1 for mitigation measures related to public services and facilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for protecting the natural environment
(Goal NE 1). See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical
areas.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
This proposed infill redesignation may not be consistent with requirements that critical areas be
evaluated in relation to the impacts from proposed development levels and that development is
promoted in an efficient manner (CPP UG-1and OD-1).
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
This proposal has been evaluated for consistency with GMA goals relating to protecting the
environment and ensuring adequate public facilities and services. See also FEIS Section 3.2.2.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-20
Acres: 8.3
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Pierce
Location: SW corner of SR 9 and 148th St SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Commercial
Proposed
Commercial Business

Existing
Rural Residential
Existing
R-5

Near stream in UGA

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. Urban level development on this site and
surrounding areas would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which may result in
degraded water quality onto agriculture lands. This UGA expansion proposal is near three other
docket requests (SW-12, SW-15 & SW-22).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate there would be a high cost for infrastructure improvements to accommodate
this and other UGA expansions in this area. County staff also indicated that there are problems with
access to SR 9. Utility providers have indicated that there is lack of adequate sewer service for the
increased development proposed by this UGA expansion. Water supply impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban
land more efficiently (Goal LU 2). Consistency with these goals should be considered in conjunction
with the analysis of reasonable measures discussed below. FEIS Chapter 1 includes mitigation
measures such as phasing of urban land use classifications.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA have been prior to expansion of
the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and d.). See FEIS Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has been evaluated for consistency with GMA goals relating to adequate public
facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-21
Acres: 2.81
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Applicant: Salibian
Location: NE corner of 164th St SW and 36th Ave W
 Yes
6 No
Existing
Proposed
1
Urban High Density Residential
Urban Commercial
Proposed
Community Business

Existing
R-8400

Sensitive Features

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposal is partially consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and
County Council’s Map List. The proposal is supported by the City of Lynwood. The Recommended
Plan and Map List redesignates the southern portion of this site to commercial, which is appropriate
in this location and will provide commercial development in an infill location surrounded by
commercial and industrial uses. The northern portion would remain Urban High Density Residential.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County review indicates that there is good access to this site and no additional roadway
improvements will be necessary. There are no know water supply or sanitary sewer service
problems.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal will provide commercial opportunities on property accessed by an arterial and
compatible with surrounding commercial and industrial uses. The proposal is consistent with polices
that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1) and development patterns that use urban land efficiently
(Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs. The proposal supports policies that direct
increased infill into existing UGAs as a measure to accommodate needed employment growth.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

1

Only the southern portion of the site is included for redesignation to Urban Commercial in the Planning
Commission Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Map List.
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Docket Number: SW-22
Acres: 8.3
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Snohomish School District
Location: SW corner of SR 9 and 148th St SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential
Proposed
R-9600

Existing
Rural Residential
Existing
R-5

Near stream in UGA

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. Urban level development on this site and
surrounding areas will most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which could result in
degraded water quality onto agriculture lands. This UGA expansion is near three other docket
requests (SW-12, SW-15 & SW-20).
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate there would be a high cost for infrastructure improvements to accommodate
this and other UGA expansions in this area. There are problems with access to SR 9 and LowellLarimer Road. Utility providers have indicated that there is lack of adequate sewer service for the
increase development proposed by this UGA expansion. Water supply impacts are unknown.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal may not be consistent with policies that call for development patterns that use urban
land more efficiently (Goal LU 2). FEIS Chapter 1 includes mitigation measures such as phasing of
urban land use classifications.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
Analysis of reasonable measures and criteria for expanding UGA has been considered prior to
expansion of the UGA (CPP UG 14.b and d.). See FEIS Section 3.2.2.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal should be evaluated as described under C. and D., above for consistency with GMA
goals relating to and ensuring adequate public facilities and services.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

Snohomish County
2004 Docket Review
Docket Number: SW-23
Acres: 4.49
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation
Sensitive Features

Applicant: Snyder
Location: South of Maltby Rd at 47th Ave SE
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Urban Low Density Residential

Existing
Rural Residential

Proposed
R-9,600

Existing
R-5
Little Bear Creek Watershed

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed UGA expansion is not consistent with the Planning Commission’s Recommended
Plan but is included in the County Council’s Map List. The City of Bothell does not support this
proposal. This proposal in association with two other Docket requests (SW-05 & SW-11) for UGA
expansion are located within the Little Bear Creek Watershed which was identified in the DEIS as a
sensitive watershed (DEIS 3.1.4 & 3.1.5). Urban level development on this site and surrounding
areas would most likely lead to increased impervious surfaces which would result in degraded water
quality in rural steams and groundwater. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Potential sanitary sewer and water supply impacts are unknown. There is a high likelihood of
increasing surface water and drainage problems associated with this and related UGA expansion
proposals in this location. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures regarding public
facilities and services.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposal is consistent with policies that call for compact UGAs (Goal LU 1), and development
patterns that use urban land more efficiently (Goal LU 2).
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the CPPs.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the GMA
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: SW-24
Acres: 1380
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Wege - Citizens for Meadowdale County Park
Location: Lund’s Gulch
 Yes
6 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Low Density Residential
Urban Medium Density Residential
Proposed
R-9600

Existing
R-9600

Steam, Steep Slopes and wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This proposed redesignation of land within the Southwest UGA is partially consistent with the
Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Map List. The
Recommended Plan and Map List show some of the proposed area redesignated Urban Low
Density or Public but the rest remains Urban Medium Density. The Cities of Lynnwood and Mukilteo
support this request. This proposed change from Medium Density Residential to Low Density
Residential does not preclude the County from meeting its unincorporated population allocation.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
County findings indicate that there are limited public services available to this area and the historic
patterns of growth and associated critical areas limitations suggest that a lower density as provided
by a ULDR designation is more appropriate.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
This proposed redesignation is more appropriate with the existing development patterns resulting
from environmental constraints and the limited availability of public services and access limitations.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with the County’s Planning Policies. The proposal will result
in an estimated population capacity change of -1,104; this will not affect the County’s ability to
accommodate its new population growth targets.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
There are no apparent inconsistencies with GMA requirements.
F.
Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population capacity beyond the
2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: TUL-01
Acres: 4
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: Clark
Location: West of I-5, SE corner of Tulalip Reservation
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
General Commercial

Existing
R-5

Stream and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This is a proposal was originally to expand the Marysville UGA along with two other docket request
(TUL-02 & TUL –03). The Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Map
List recommend implementation of a new land use designation of “Reservation Commercial,” which
can be applied to fee simple lands within the boundaries of the Tulalip Reservation. This does not
include an expansion of a UGA. This area is in close proximity to the estuarine wetlands of Ebey
Slough and the mouth of Quilceda Creek containing documented sensitive plant species and habitats.
Therefore it is likely that there may be similar sensitive resources located on this area proposed for
UGA expansion. (DEIS 3.1.6.2) See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Introducing commercial uses in this area could result in significant increases in impervious surface
which could result in a significant increase in surface water runoff and decreased water quality which
would adversely affect the fisheries industry, native species and priority habitats located downstream
in the low marsh areas of Ebey Slough. County findings indicate that public utilities can be extended
from the south. This area is located in a portion of the Tulalip Subarea Plan that was remanded by the
County Council to the Planning Commission for further consideration by Motion 99-262. If this
proposal is carried forward, the potential costs for providing necessary public infrastructure are
unknown but may be high due to the sensitive areas in the vicinity. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas and public services and utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The availability and cost of extending public services to this area was reviewed as well as consistency
with the policy protecting environmentally sensitive lands (Goal NE 1). See reference to FEIS
mitigation measures above.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The solution proposed for this site allows for commercial uses on land within the Tulalip Reservation
without expanding the UGA. There are no apparent conflicts.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has been evaluated as described under C and D for consistency with GMA goals relating
to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in Urban areas and
protecting the environment.
F.Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment capacity
beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.

Snohomish County
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Docket Number: TUL-02
Acres: 1.17
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: DeYoung
Location: West of I-5, SE corner of Tulalip Reservation
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
General Commercial

Existing
R-5

Stream and Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or development
regulations?
This is a proposal to expand the Marysville UGA along with two other docket request (TUL-01 & TUL –
03). The Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Map List recommend
implementation of a new land use designation of “Reservation Commercial,” which can be applied to
fee simple lands within the boundaries of the Tulalip Reservation. This does not include an expansion
of a UGA. This area is in close proximity to the estuarine wetlands of Ebey Slough and the mouth of
Quilceda Creek containing documented sensitive plant species and habitats. Therefore it is likely that
there may be similar sensitive resources locate on this area proposed for UGA expansion. (DEIS
3.1.6.2) See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Introducing commercial uses in this area could result in significance increase in impervious surface
which could result in a significant increase in surface water runoff and decreased water quality which
would adversely affect the fisheries industry, native species and priority habitats located downstream
in the low marsh areas of Ebey Slough. County findings indicate that public utilities can be extended
from the south. This area is located in a portion of the Tulalip Subarea Plan that was remanded by the
County Council to the Planning Commission for further consideration by Motion 99-262. If this
proposal is carried forward, the potential costs for providing necessary public infrastructure are
unknown but may be high due to the sensitive areas in the vicinity. See FEIS Chapter 1 for general
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas and public services and utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The availability and cost of extending public services to this area was reviewed as well as consistency
with the policy protecting environmentally sensitive lands (Goal NE 1). See reference to FEIS
mitigation measures above.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The solution proposed for this site allows for commercial uses on land within the Tulalip Reservation
without expanding the UGA. There are no apparent conflicts.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has been evaluated as described under C and D for consistency with GMA goals relating
to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in Urban areas and
protecting the environment.
F.Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment capacity
beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive Plan.
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.
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Docket Number: TUL-03
Acres: 23.76
UGA Expansion
FLUM Designation

Zoning Designation

Sensitive Features

Applicant: King
Location: West of I-5, SE corner of Tulalip Reservation
6 Yes
 No
Proposed
Existing
Urban Commercial
Rural Residential
Proposed
General Commercial

Existing
R-5
Wetlands

SCC 32.07.080 Evaluation Criteria (now SCC 30.74.060(2))
A.
Does the proposed amendment maintain consistency with other plan elements or
development regulations?
This is a proposal to expand the Marysville UGA along with two other docket request (TUL-01 & TUL
–02). The Planning Commission’s Recommended Plan and the County Council’s Maps List
recommend implementation of a new land use designation of “Reservation Commercial,” which can
be applied to fee simple lands within the boundaries of the Tulalip Reservation. This does not
include an expansion of a UGA. This area is in close proximity to the estuarine wetlands of Ebey
Slough and the mouth of Quilceda Creek containing documented sensitive plant species and
habitats. Therefore it is likely that there may be similar sensitive resources located on this area
proposed for UGA expansion. (DEIS 3.1.6.2) See FEIS Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures
to reduce impacts to critical areas.
B.
Do all applicable elements of the GMA comprehensive plan, including but not limited to the
capital facilities plan and the transportation element, support the proposed amendment?
Introducing commercial uses in this area could result in significant increases in impervious surface
which could result in a significant increase in surface water runoff and decreased water quality which
would adversely affect the fisheries industry, native species and priority habitats located
downstream in the low marsh areas of Ebey Slough. County findings indicate that public utilities can
be extended from the south. This area is located in a portion of the Tulalip Subarea Plan that was
remanded by the County Council to the Planning Commission for further consideration by Motion
99-262. If this proposal is carried forward, the potential costs for providing necessary public
infrastructure are unknown but may be high due to the sensitive areas in the vicinity. See FEIS
Chapter 1 for general mitigation measures to reduce impacts to critical areas and public services
and utilities.
C.
Does the proposed amendment or revision more closely meet the goals, objectives and
policies of the GMA comprehensive plan?
The availability and cost of extending public services to this area was reviewed as well as
consistency with the policy protecting environmentally sensitive lands (Goal NE 1). See reference to
FEIS mitigation measures above.
D.
Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies?
The solution proposed for this site allows for commercial uses on land within the Tulalip Reservation
without expanding the UGA. There are no apparent conflicts.
E.
Does the proposed amendment comply with the requirements of the GMA?
The proposal has been evaluated as described under C and D for consistency with GMA goals
relating to ensuring adequate public facilities and services, focusing urban growth in Urban areas
and protecting the environment.
F.Are the assumptions underlying the applicable portions of the GMA comprehensive plan or
development regulations no longer valid because new information is available which was not
considered at the time the plan or regulation was adopted?
New information relevant to this proposal is the need to increase population and employment
capacity beyond the 2012 population target that was adopted with the original 1995 Comprehensive
Plan.

