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The County defined the minimum LOS for surface water systems based on two standards in
the original adoption of the comprehensive plan in 1995. The adopted minimum LOS standard
has not changed since 1995, except, in 2005, a target LOS was added to reflect an increased
emphasis on resolving frequent flooding problems. In 2013-2014, SWM is re-evaluating the
services provided to rate payers and evaluating the geographic extent of the SWM revenue
districts, as part of SWM’s Service District Reassessment Study (SDRS). This evaluation could
result in a different LOS.

The existing minimum required LOS consists of (1) stormwater regulations for new
development and (2) minimum investment in surface water capital facilities.

The first of these two standards, stormwater regulations for new development, is defined in
Section 30.63A of the Snohomish County Code. These regulations require all new development
to meet these standards before receiving development approval in addition to setting
performance standards for surface water management. Some of the requirements in SCC
30.63A apply to all types of development activity. Such requirements include maintaining
existing drainage patterns, performing offsite analyses to determine potential upstream and
downstream impacts, and designing new drainage conveyance systems. Other requirements
only apply to major new development activity, including requirements for designing infiltration
facilities, designing on-site detention facilities, and designing new drainage conveyance
systems. Erosion and sedimentation issues, redevelopment, detention facility locations,
waivers, maintenance responsibilities, and drainage easements are addressed by other
regulations in SCC 30.63A and SCC 30.63B. These standards have increased over the years,
and are largely driven by required compliance with the County’s NPDES general stormwater
permit.

The other standard that defines the county’s minimum LOS for surface water is a minimum
public (county) investment in surface water capital facilities. A minimum level of investment
in surface water capital facilities was set at $8.35 million over a 6-year period in the adopted
1995-2000 Capital Facilities Plan and in the 1995-2005 Comprehensive Plan. This LOS
investment was also included in the 2005-2015 Comprehensive Plan Update. This investment
in capital facilities addresses a variety of surface water needs and typically includes
improvements to drainage or water quality infrastructure, flood control facilities, and aquatic
habitat. The county has maintained or exceeded this level of investment in surface water capital
facilities since the adoption of the 1995-2000 Capital Plan. For example, the adopted SWM 6-
year Capital Improvement Program for 2014-2019 totals $91.5 million, well above the $8.35
million needed to meet the adopted LOS. Given this disparity between the minimum LOS and
the capital improvement plan totals, as part of SWM’s SDRS, the recommended LOS may be
evaluated and may be changed.

The 2005 update to the comprehensive plan added a new target LOS. This target LOS is that
by 2025, the most frequent known urban flooding problems that occur within county right-of-
way or that are associated with drainage systems maintained by the county would be resolved.
Specifically, the most frequent flooding problems would be defined as those that occur at least
an average of once every two years. Additional revenue could be needed in order to achieve
this target LOS by 2025 or earlier.

Revenue sources currently used by the county for surface water capital improvements include
base SWM service charges (limited to SWM revenue district boundaries), SWM UGA service
charges (additional SWM service charges to be used for projects within unincorporated UGAS),
real estate excise taxes (REET2, usable throughout the county), county road funds (limited to
right-of-way use), and grants. SWM is currently analyzing its revenue and service needs
through the SDRS, including any additional revenues needed to achieve this target LOS. That
study is expected to be completed later in 2015.
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In addition to the LOS standards that were established to improve drainage in the county, other
regulations and programs help reduce the effects of new development on surface water facilities
including the Land Developing Activity regulation (SCC 30.63B), Critical Areas
Regulations under the GMA, NPDES permit program requirements under the Clean Water Act,
and several programs administered through SWM. SWM implements a number of programs
that work together to protect and improve the function of capital facilities and the county’s
drainage infrastructure, as well as to improve the water quality of the county’s stormwater
runoff. SWM inspects and/or maintains stormwater facilities such as detention ponds,
biofiltration swales, and catch basins. SWM provides technical assistance to help residents
resolve their flooding, erosion, or water quality problems, as well as to help them to improve
their property for habitat. Additional SWM programs include salmon conservation, aquatic
habitat preservation and improvement, water quality management, lake quality management,
education and outreach, and river flooding and erosion management.

Southwest UGA

SWM services in Snohomish County are generally regional in nature, covering large
portions of the county and covering most of the UGAs in the unincorporated county. As
such, the service provider and infrastructure descriptions presented in the countywide
summary also apply within the Southwest UGA. The Southwest UGA is the most densely
populated area of unincorporated Snohomish County and has the densest stormwater
systems and most of the constructed surface water infrastructure.

City of Arlington

Stormwater service to the future UGA expansion area is provided by Snohomish County
through a series of ditches and culverts. Existing access to stormwater drainage from the UGA
expansion area is within the right-of-way along 19th Avenue NE, 188th Street NE, 23rd
Avenue NE, 189th Place NE, and 200th Street NE. This area drains to Portage Creek and its
tributary (Bjorn Creek) through a series of ditches and culverts. The Lower Portage Creek
subbasin ultimately drains to the Stillaguamish River.

The City of Marysville and City of Arlington both have interests in expanding their UGAs west
of 1-5 (includes proposed UGA expansion area). To prevent conflicting interests, they have
established an interlocal agreement to limit the extent of their boundaries: for Marysville they
would limit UGA expansion to the south of 184th Street NE., and for Arlington they would
limit their expansion to the north of 184 Street N.E. In addition, each City has agreed to adjust
its water, sewer, and surface water utility service areas to the extent of its proposed UGA
boundaries. The agreement between the communities also allows for the provision of utility
service by either City into the service area of the other.

Stormwater service to the UGA removal area is provided by the City of Arlington. The UGA
removal area drains to Eagle Creek and ultimately to the Stillaguamish River. Due to the level
of development (high density) and build out in other areas of the UGA and the impacts that
would occur to Eagle Creek, the City has identified this area for stormwater evaluation and
design (Capital Improvement Project number 51). It was determined that the intensity of
development would put significant pressure on the streams through the potential increased
runoff and the potential for increased sedimentation associated with steep slopes. It was
determined that there may be a need to implement water quantity and quality control measures
to reduce potential impacts to Eagle Creek and the South Fork (Arlington 2010b).

City of Stanwood

Stormwater service to the future UGA expansion areas is provided by Snohomish County
through a series of ditches and culverts. For UGA Addition Area 1, existing access to
stormwater drainage is within the right-of-way along 64th Avenue NW and Pioneer Highway.
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For UGA Addition Area 2, existing access to stormwater drainage is within the right-of-way
along 288th Street NW, 68th Avenue NW, and 284th Street NW. Stormwater drains from both
UGA addition areas to Freedom Creek, which is a tributary to Church Creek. Church Creek
drains to the Stillaguamish River through Jorgenson Slough.

The City of Stanwood is currently in the process of developing a stormwater comprehensive
plan to replace its drainage master plan which is outdated (published in 1998). The 1998 plan
does not reflect the current stormwater management priorities and requirements within the
Puget Sound region.

City of Sultan

Stormwater service to the future UGA expansion areas is provided through a series of ditches
and culverts. For UGA Addition Area 1, existing access to stormwater drainage is within the
right-of-way of 124th Street SE and Sultan Basin Road. For UGA Addition Area 2, existing
access to stormwater drainage is within the right-of-way along 339th Avenue SE. UGA
Addition Area 1 drains to Winters Creek and then to the Lower Sultan River. UGA Addition
Area 2 drains to Wagleys Creek and then to the lower mainstem of the Skykomish River.

In the future, the City of Sultan plans to develop a stormwater comprehensive plan as funding
allows.

3.2.12.2 Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Many actions related to future growth can impact the County’s natural and constructed drainage
systems. Many of the impacts, such as increased runoff and water quality problems from new
impervious surfaces, can be partly to mostly mitigated through stormwater detention and water
quality treatment. The newer, more stringent codes adopted in recent years have increased the
function of these types of systems. However, there remain some impacts that are not mitigated
or infeasible to mitigate, which is why the surface water LOS is a combination of county
regulations and investment of public dollars to construct new or upgraded systems.

Related to drainage and flooding, the cumulative impact of small amounts of new development
over the years can result in increased downstream flooding, as the peak flows reach a tipping
point where the downstream system cannot handle the additional flows. If downstream systems
are already undersized, increased quantities or peak flows from new development may result
in more frequent flooding. Increased quantities of runoff may contribute to flooding adjacent
to local lakes or wetlands which are more sensitive to longer periods of rainfall and volumes
of runoff, not peak flows. Existing systems may fail and collapse. Lastly, existing systems that
may have previously been maintained by private parties may no longer be maintained and, with
the additional flows caused by new development, flooding may occur.

Water quality is also impacted by future growth. Although water quality facilities are designed
to remove some pollutants from stormwater, they do not remove 100 percent of the pollutants,
and some pollutants, such as fecal coliform, are not removed by current technologies. The
County annually invests over $1 million in the design and construction of projects to improve
water quality and provides technical support to residents, homeowner associations, and
lakeside property owners to reduce their impacts on water quality. In addition, the County
spends millions of dollars annually to inspect and maintain or ensure the maintenance of
hundreds of stormwater facilities annually, which reduces downstream flooding and protects
water quality. It is expected that this level of investment will continue or increase, partly
depending on changes in state regulations or changes in the NPDES permit requirements.

Analysis performed through the past 14 or more years through the County’s Master Drainage
Planning Program, which included a 2002 Drainage Needs Report (Snohomish County 2002)
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covering roughly 60 square miles of unincorporated UGA, generally predicted that future
growth would increase both the volumes of surface water runoff and the peak flows. These
flow increases were predicted to occur in spite of the construction of on-site detention facilities
that are required for new development according to current county standards. The extent of
these predicted increases varied depending on factors such as existing land use, proposed FLU,
soils, basin size, the potential for infiltration, and other hydrologic conditions.

An increase in either the peak flows or in the volume of stormwater runoff could potentially
impact existing flooding problems by increasing the depth of flooding, the area that is flooded,
how often the flooding occurs, or the length of time an area remains flooded. In some cases, an
increase in the peak flow or volume of stormwater runoff may also create new flooding
problems that do not currently exist. The cost of mitigating for these impacts is substantial. The
Drainage Needs Report (Snohomish County 2002) and the later Master Drainage Planning
studies identified over 600 public and private flooding problems with an estimated cost of over
$80 million (2002 value) to repair. These identified problems, located mostly within existing
UGAs, are associated with urban drainage systems and streams. Many of these are existing
problems that would likely become worse in the future as new development occurs, while some
of these problems were predicted to only occur in the future. Of the 600 public and private
flooding problems, the Drainage Needs Report (Shnohomish County 2002) identified the 220
highest priority drainage projects (areas where public drainage problems are more frequent).
As of October 2013, a total of 159 drainage projects from the Drainage Needs Report
(Snohomish County 2002) have been implemented, with 6 planned for construction between
2014 and 2018. Forty-six were determined to be infeasible or a non-flooding issue and a total
of 9 are remaining feasible projects. In addition to these measures, the newer, more stringent
design standards have reduced the likelihood of significant drainage problems due to new
development.

An increase in either the peak flows or the volume of stormwater runoff could also potentially
impact existing streams and aquatic habitat. These potential impacts generally include
increased channel erosion and sedimentation, reduced habitat diversity, increased pollutant
loads, higher water temperatures, reduced low flows during dry weather periods, and increased
fish passage barriers. These types of impacts have the potential to reduce the quality and
quantity of existing aquatic habitat. See Section 3.1.3, Water Resources, and, 3.1.4 Fish and
Wildlife for more regarding effects to these resources.

With the regulatory framework and greater emphasis in recent years to address surface water
management, the alternatives do not demonstrate a high likelihood of significantly increasing
flooding or erosion overall in the county, although, as described above, there are likely to be
some impacts.

Alternative 1 Vision 2040 County Council Initial Growth Targets
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Alternative 1 emphasizes growth to incorporated cities with the greatest growth occurring in
metropolitan (Everett) and core cities (includes Bothell and Lynnwood). Because Alternative
1 would accommodate a lower population base in unincorporated areas, it would likely result
in less demand for drainage in unincorporated Snohomish County compared to Alternative 2,
the No Action Alternative. For growth that does occur in unincorporated UGA areas, it is
important to note that the County has invested large sums of public funds to upgrade systems
that are either undersized or are failing because of their age, and that the County’s more
stringent regulations will result in less impact than would have occurred in past years. For these
reasons, few surface water impacts are expected, and the existing LOS should serve to mitigate
for potential impacts.
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Alternative 2 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets (No Action)

Although most growth is still directed to incorporated cities, the No Action Alternative has
greater growth in unincorporated UGAs with a slightly greater population targeted for
unincorporated rural areas. Because there would be greater population distribution to the
unincorporated UGAs with the No Action Alternative, there would be an increased need for
drainage systems and/or upgrades compared to Alternative 1. The No Action Alternative does
not emphasize higher density growth in the Southwest UGA; therefore, though small, there
could a be a greater need for drainage facilities in unincorporated UGAs outside the Southwest
UGA compared to Alternative 3. For growth that does occur in unincorporated UGA areas, it
is important to note that the County has invested large sums of public funds to upgrade systems
that are either undersized or are failing because of their age, and that the County’s more
stringent regulations result in less impact. For these reasons, few surface water impacts are
expected, and the existing LOS should serve to mitigate for potential impacts.

Alternative 3 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets with Infill and Docket Proposals

Alternative 3 would be similar to the No Action Alternative with an emphasis for greater
development in the Southwest UGA. The Southwest UGA is already fully developed and much
of the new development is infill, which, in most cases, has less impact to drainage systems
largely because of the County’s more stringent drainage regulations. In addition, the County
has invested large sums of public funds to upgrade systems that are either undersized or are
failing because of their age. For these reasons, for the FLU changes located within the
Southwest UGA, fewer surface water impacts are expected compared to the No Action
Alternative, and the existing LOS should serve to mitigate for potential impacts.

City of Arlington

Stormwater service to the UGA addition area is provided by Snohomish County through a
series of ditches and culverts. Existing access to stormwater drainage from the UGA addition
area is within the right-of-way along 19th Avenue NE, 188th Street NE, 23rd Avenue NE,
189th Place NE, and 200th Street NE. This area drains to Portage Creek and its tributary (Bjorn
Creek) through a series of ditches and culverts. The Lower Portage Creek subbasin ultimately
drains to the Stillaguamish River. This conveyance-dominated system is not expected to be
impacted by the UGA addition area.

City of Stanwood

Stormwater service to the UGA addition areas is provided by Snohomish County through a
series of ditches and culverts. For UGA Addition Area 1, existing access to stormwater
drainage is within the right-of-way along 64th Avenue NW and Pioneer Highway. For UGA
Addition Area 2, existing access to stormwater drainage is within the right-of-way along 288th
Street NW, 68th Avenue NW, and 284th Street NW. Stormwater drains from both UGA
addition areas to Freedom Creek which is a tributary to Church Creek. Church Creek drains to
the Stillaguamish River through Jorgenson Slough. This is a conveyance dominated-system
that isn’t expected to be impacted by the UGA addition areas.

City of Sultan

Stormwater service to the UGA addition areas is provided through a series of ditches and
culverts. For UGA Addition Area 1, existing access to stormwater drainage is within the right
of 124th Street SE and Sultan Basin Road. For UGA Addition Area 2, existing access to
stormwater drainage is within the right-of-way along 339th Avenue SE. UGA Addition Area 1
drains to Winter’s Creek and then to the Lower Sultan River. UGA Addition Area 2 drains to
Wagley’s Creek and then to the lower mainstem of the Skykomish River. Both of these creeks
are assumed to be conveyance dominated, which aren’t expected to be impacted by the small
UGA expansion areas.
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3.2.12.3 Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

e GPP Goal CF2 and associated objectives and policies direct that surface water
management should follow a strategy for facilities that preserves and supplements, as
necessary, the natural drainage ways and other natural stormwater systems to minimize
runoff impacts from development.

e GPP Goal NE5 and associated objectives and policies are related to reducing the
potential for physical injury and property damage associated with flooding. Of the
three associated policies, there are two policies of particular relevance:

» GPP Policy NE5.A.2 states that developments should use site-design
approaches that minimize stormwater runoff and related flooding, including
limits on impervious surfaces and grading, as well as protection of areas of
undisturbed vegetation.

» GPP Policy NE5.A.3 states that new developments should provide facilities
that maintain the rate of runoff, flow peaks, and flow durations at
predevelopment levels in order to minimize stormwater runoff and related
flooding.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments
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County Regulations

As previously described, the County has adopted regulations to help protect against surface
water impacts that result from new development. These regulations, contained in SCC 30.63A,
require all new development to meet specific performance standards before receiving
development approval. In addition, SCC 30.63B (Grading), Critical Areas Regulations, EDDS,
SEPA and other county regulations also direct how stormwater mitigation will be implemented.
Additional details of these stormwater regulations are included in Section 3.2.12.1 Affected
Environment.

As described in 3.2.12.1, in addition to the established regulations, the County has committed
to a minimum LOS consisting of stormwater regulations for new development and minimum
investment in surface water capital facilities. It is important to emphasize that although the
minimum LOS for investment in surface water capital facilities is $8.5 million, the County’s
adopted 6-year capital improvement plan program for 2014-2019 totals $91.5 million, which
is well beyond the minimum investment as outlined in the LOS standards.

The County also implements a number of programs administered through SWM, including a
drainage investigation program, which responds to drainage complaints by evaluating drainage
problems, provides technical advice to citizens, and addresses neighborhood drainage problems
through system maintenance and drainage construction projects. More detailed information
regarding county regulations, LOS, and other programs are provided in Section 3.2.12.1
Affected Environment.

Other Regulations

Clean Water Act (NPDES permit)

Section 401 or Section 404 permit (Ecology, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

Hydraulics Project Approval (WDFW)

Federal ESA-related approvals (U.S. Fish and Wildlife, National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration )

e Shorelines Substantial Development Permit (Washington State and Snhohomish
County)

e Aquatic Lands Use Authorizations (Washington DNR)
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e Underground Injection Control Authorizations (Ecology)
Other Potential Mitigation Measures

No other potential mitigation measures are proposed. The existing regulations, LOS
requirements, emphasis in recent years to improve flooding, and evolving improvements in
technology are expected to provide sufficient drainage service for the range of alternatives
reviewed.

3.2.12.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

With the regulatory framework and greater emphasis in recent years to address surface water
management, no significant unavoidable adverse drainage impacts would be anticipated with
the range of alternatives reviewed.

3.2.13 Telecommunications

3.2.13.1 Affected Environment
Countywide
Telephone Service (Frontier)

Snohomish County’s incumbent local exchange carrier of telecommunications services is
Frontier, having purchased Verizon’s land line service in July 2010. Frontier uses a 100 percent
digital switching network supported by a mix of fiber optic and copper cable to serve all
communities in Snohomish County with local and long-distance services.

All Frontier switching offices in the county are connected by fiber optic cable, which is used
to transport data and voice traffic within the county and throughout the rest of the world.
Continuity of service is ensured through redundant routing, which makes the network self-
healing in the event of a cable cut.

Commercial customers who require large bandwidths can arrange for a direct fiber connection
to their business by calling Frontier’s business office. Prices are affected by several factors,
including the size of the connection needed and the distance from the existing lines to the
customer location. The cable is deployed either in buried or aerial paths, depending on local
regulations, terrain, and environmental considerations.

Frontier has the capacity to provide high-end voice and data services such as digital subscriber
lines (DSL). For long-distance service, residents can choose from a variety of long-distance
carriers, including (but not limited to) Sprint and AT&T.

Since the early 2000s, landline use in the U.S. has been on a continual decline. In 2010, the
National Center for Health statistics reported that one out of four Americans has given up their
landline phone and are exclusively relying on their cellular phone. Additional information
about available wireless communication services in Snohomish County is provided later in this
section.

Cable Services (Comcast)

Comcast provides digital cable television service, as well as digital cable internet and phone
service. Comcast serves the majority of the county and attempts to meet all requests for service
within its franchise areas. Factors considered in extending service are overall technical
integrity, economic feasibility, and franchise requirements.
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Wireless Communication

Internet

A wireless communication system is a series of facilities which use FM radio signals to transmit
conversations and data to virtually any number of mobile or portable telephone users in a given
area. The wireless/cellular communications sector of the economy has seen tremendous growth
in the last 15 years, with the number of American wireless customers currently exceeding
290 million. The wireless voice market is near saturation, but data has become the new major
growth area as more customers purchase smartphones with data service plans.

Snohomish County is served by a variety of wireless communication service providers
including major national carriers Verizon, AT&T, Sprint, and T-Mobile, as well as smaller
local carriers. These and other providers have cellular transmission facilities in the Snohomish
County area. As cellular technology relies on radio signals transmitted by antennas, it is not
possible to underground the structures on which they are mounted. The siting and design of
these facilities are subject to the land use and development regulations of Snohomish County
and the cities in which they are located, and the County’s policies promote co-location of
wireless facilities to reduce visual incompatibilities with surrounding areas.

Unlike land line telephone service utility, however, wireless communication providers are not
regulated by WUTC and do not have the same rights and privileges as a public utility. The
Federal Communications Commission regulates the cellular telephone industry by controlling
what frequencies can be utilized in their operations and where they can operate.

Internet access options in Snohomish County include (but are not limited to) cable modem,
DSL, and dial-up modem, as well as wireless data offerings from a variety of providers.

Both cable and DSL provide broadband service which provides a high-capacity and a relatively
high-speed Internet connection. In Snohomish County, broadband cable modem Internet access
(which runs through the cable network) is provided by Comcast, while DSL broadband (which
runs through a home’s telephone line infrastructure) is provided by CenturyLink, Frontier, and
other local providers. Dial-up modems have become a much less popular method for Internet
access as they provide relatively low connection speeds and, unlike with DSL, they cannot
simultaneously share a telephone line with a land line telephone. Accessing the Internet with a
dial-up modem is, however, relatively inexpensive and only requires access to a telephone line.

Wireless data provided by major cellular phone carriers, as well as specialized wireless data
providers, is becoming increasingly popular. The growth of smartphone usage in recent years
has led to an expansion of wireless data availability throughout Washington State. Wireless
data is delivered using a variety of protocols, depending on the carrier. In order to set up a
wireless network, a base station radio receiver/transmitter is required to serve as the hub of the
network and its connection point to a wired network.

Southwest UGA

Telecommunications services in Snohomish County are provided on a regional basis. The
Southwest UGA is one of the major population centers of unincorporated Snohomish County
and is well served by a variety of service providers for telephone, cable television, Internet, and
wireless communication services. As such, the service provider and infrastructure descriptions
presented in the Countywide section also apply within the Southwest UGA.

Docket Request Locations
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Telecommunications services in Snohomish County are provided on a regional basis. Service
provider and infrastructure descriptions presented in the Countywide section also generally
apply to the individual docket request locations, and telephone, cable television, Internet, and
wireless communication services are available from a variety of providers. Some infrastructure,
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such as telephone and cable television lines, may not currently be present in all docket request
locations, especially if these areas are mostly undeveloped.

3.2.13.2 Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Additional population growth in the county will result in additional demand for
telecommunication services. Because telecommunications services are provided by regional
service providers and because all alternatives anticipate the same level of future population
growth, this future demand is not likely to vary by alternative, regardless of whether this growth
is directed into cities, unincorporated UGAs or rural areas. Frontier, Comcast, and the various
wireless providers conduct their own planning processes to ensure that adequate system
capacity is available to support future demand and that infrastructure is updated as necessary
to serve growth. While the overall demand for services is anticipated to be similar under all
alternatives, other considerations, such as system efficiency and infrastructure construction, are
discussed under individual alternatives below.

Alternative 1 Vision 2040 County Council Initial Growth Targets

While Alternative 1 would accommodate the same level of population growth as Alternatives 2
and 3, it would direct a greater share of the growth to urban areas. Due to the increased
efficiency of service provision in areas of high population density, expansion of
communication infrastructure in these areas could carry reduced cost compared with the other
alternatives. For some services, such as wireless telephone services and internet, cost
reductions from high population density may be partially offset by the need for additional
transmission infrastructure to handle increased demand.

Alternative 2 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets (No Action)

While Alternative 2, the No Action Alternative would accommodate the same level of
population growth as Alternatives 1 and 3, it would direct a greater share of the growth to
unincorporated UGAs and rural areas as compared with Alternative 1. Due to the decreased
efficiency of service provision in areas of low population density, expansion of communication
infrastructure in these areas could carry additional cost as compared with Alternative 1. For
some services, such as cable television and internet, a small portion of future growth located in
rural areas may fall outside their established service areas, in which case the decision to extend
service would be at the discretion of the provider.

Alternative 3 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets with Infill and Docket Request

Impacts to telecommunications under Alternative 3 would be similar to those under Alternative
2. As described above, the more dispersed pattern of growth may result in population increases
in areas not currently served by all telecommunications service providers, though the decision
to extend service to those areas would be at the discretion of the provider, based on cost and
technical feasibility.

The docket requests for the Cities of Arlington, Stanwood, and Sultan are not anticipated to
have any significant effect on the provision of telecommunications services in the county;
under each docket request, overall development capacity and population would not increase
beyond the growth included in Alternative 3, and none of the UGA Addition Areas are located
in areas of the county where barriers to provision of service exist.
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3.2.13.3 Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features

Concentration of future growth in urban areas under all alternatives would promote efficiency
of service provision by promoting future development in areas already served by
telecommunications providers.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments

Telecommunications providers are subject to the regulations of WUTC and the Federal
Communications Commission.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

The County should continue to work with telecommunications providers to plan for orderly
expansion of services as growth continues.

3.2.13.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

As population growth occurs, demand for telecommunications services is likely to rise. Private
service providers continuously monitor system needs and plan for necessary service
expansions. As such, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to telecommunications are
anticipated.

3.2.14 Solid Waste

Solid waste disposal in Snohomish County has evolved over time from a collection of small,
independent dumping sites with little oversight to a consolidated, countywide system of solid
waste collection and landfill sites under the management of the Snohomish County Department
of Public Works Solid Waste Division. Collection and disposal operations are conducted in
cooperation with the various cities and towns of Snohomish County, as well as with private
commercial waste haulers.

3.2.14.1 Affected Environment
Countywide
Waste Collection and Transport

The entirety of Snohomish County is served by either private or municipally run collection
services. The Cities of Marysville and Sultan provide municipally run collection services in
their jurisdictions, as does the Town of Index. Four private collection companies provide
collection services in the rest of Snohomish County:

e Waste Management provides collection service for Arlington, Bothell, Brier,
Darrington, a small area of Edmonds, approximately one-third of Everett, Gold Bar,
Granite Falls, most of Lake Stevens, most of Lynnwood, Mill Creek, a small portion
of Monroe, Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo, Snohomish, Stanwood, the Tulalip
Reservation, and most of the unincorporated areas of Snohomish County.

e Republic Services (formerly Allied Waste and Rabanco) provides collection in most
of Edmonds, a portion of Lynnwood, Woodway, Monroe, a small area of Lake Stevens,
and portions of unincorporated Snohomish County.

o Rubatino Refuse provides collection for most of Everett and adjacent areas of
unincorporated Snohomish County.

o Sound Disposal provides collection for a portion of Edmonds.
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Waste Processing and Disposal

The County operates four waste transfer stations, three neighborhood recycling and disposal
centers (NRDCs), and one moderate risk waste facility. Transfer stations are located in more
urban areas of the county to be easily accessible to major population centers. NRDCs are
located in the more rural portions of the county and handle lower volumes of solid waste. The
county’s transfer stations are described below:

e Airport Road Recycling and Transfer Station (ARTS)
10700 Minuteman Drive, Everett, WA 98204
Constructed in 2003, ARTS serves Everett and the surrounding areas. The facility has
a 55,000-square-foot tipping floor and is designed to process approximately 1,800
tons of waste per day. About 80 percent of the waste received at ARTS comes from
commercial haulers.

¢ North County Recycling and Transfer Station (NCRTS)
19600 63rd Avenue NE, Arlington, WA 98223
The oldest of the existing transfer stations, NCRTS opened in 1986 and serves the
northwestern portion of the county, including the area around Marysville, Arlington,
and Stanwood. The facility has a 6,000-square-foot processing floor and can accept
approximately 600 tons of waste per day.

e Southwest Recycling and Transfer Station (SWRTS)
21311 61st Place West, Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043
Built in 2004, SWRTS serves the areas of the county south and west of Everett,
including the communities of Edmonds, Woodway, and Mountlake Terrace. The
facility has a 37,500-square-foot tipping floor and can process approximately 1,000
tons of waste per day. About 80 percent of the waste received at SWRTS is delivered
by commercial haulers.

e Cathcart Way Recycling and Transfer Station (CWRTS)
8915 Cathcart Way, Snohomish, WA 98296
CWRTS opened in 2003 and was renovated in 2009 to include new scales and a hew
compactor. The facility is not in regular operation and is used only when one of the
other transfer stations is closed or when a hauler vehicle with special unloading
requirements is diverted from one of the other stations.

Three NRDCs serve the more rural areas in the east-central portion of the county. NRDCs serve
primarily self-haul customers and generally account for a very small portion of the county’s
overall solid waste stream. The county’s NRDCs are located as follows:

e Granite Falls NRDC—7526 Menzel Lake Road, Granite Falls, WA 98252
¢ Dubuque Road NRDC—19619 Dubuque Road, Snohomish, WA 98290
e Sultan NRDC—33014 Cascade View Drive, Sultan, WA 98294

Waste collected at the transfer stations and NRDCs is consolidated at a county facility at the
Riverside Business Park in Everett and then shipped by rail to the Roosevelt Regional Landfill
located in Klickitat County. The county’s last local landfill, the Cathcart facility, was closed in
1992 and is now the site of a canola processing facility. Methane gas produced by
decomposition in the covered Cathcart landfill is used to fuel seed dryers; dried seed is then
crushed to produce canola oil which is refined into biodiesel for use by the County’s motor
vehicle fleet.

September 2014 3-205



Comprehensive Plan 2015 Update
Draft EIS — Volume |
Snohomish County

The moderate risk waste facility has operated in Everett since 1996 and offers county residents
free disposal of household hazardous materials. County businesses that generate relatively
small quantities of hazardous waste may use the facility for a fee.

The County also maintains a vactor facility at its Cathcart Way Operations Center. The facility
is a collection point for street sweepings and vactor waste collected during stormwater system
maintenance.

Recycling

Curbside recycling of paper, glass, metal, and plastics is available throughout the county, both
in cities and in unincorporated areas. Collection is handled by the same private commercial
haulers who collect garbage: Waste Management, Republic Services, Rubantino Refuse, and
Sound Disposal. Self-haul residential recycling is also accepted at the county’s three NRDCs.

Waste Generation

3-206

Solid waste generation is closely tied to population; as the population of Snohomish County
has increased over the past decade, the total tonnage of solid waste generated has increased as
well. Solid waste generation, however, is also dependent on various economic factors such as
employment growth, building construction, consumption patterns, and prevalence of recycling.
Table 3.2-31 shows the annual solid waste tonnage collected and handled by Snohomish
County facilities for the period 2000 to 2010.

Table 3.2-31. Waste Disposal Amounts: 2000-2010

Disposed Waste Per Capita Disposal
Year Tonnage County Population Rate (tons per year)
2000 434,754 606,024 0.72
2001 438,529 618,600 0.71
2002 440,007 628,000 0.70
2003 422,852 637,500 0.66
2004 443,964 644,800 0.69
2005 462,955 655,800 0.71
2006 507,122 671,800 0.75
2007 518,820 686,300 0.76
2008 456,744 696,600 0.66
2009 419,130 704,300 0.60
2010 408,422 711,100 0.57

Source: Snohomish County (2013d).

During the first half of the previous decade, the amount of disposed (hon-recycled) waste
increased with the county’s population, reaching a peak of 518,820 tons (0.76 ton per capita)
in 2007. From 2007 to 2010, population continued to increase, but total disposed waste tonnage
decreased to its lowest point since 2000. This shift was driven by a combination of changes in
consumption patterns prompted by the economic recession that began in 2007 and 2008 and an
increase in recycling. Between 2006 and 2009, the recycling rate increased from 41 percent to
49 percent, while the overall waste generation rate (including construction/demolition waste,
hazardous waste, etc.) declined from 2.95 tons per capita per year to 2.15 tons per capita per
year over the same period. Table 3.2-32 shows the upward trend in recycling over the period
2006 to 2009.
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Table 3.2-32. Waste Generation and Recycling Rates: 2006—2009

2006 2007 2008 2009
Recycled (tons) 362,621 424,941 413,545 416,144
Municipal solid waste (tons) 526,057 541,695 479,694 437,101
Recycling rate 40.8% 44.0% 46.3% 48.8%

Source: Snohomish County (2013d).

While recent trends show decreasing per capita waste generation and a greater use of recycling
services, future waste disposal levels are difficult to predict. The unforeseen economic
recession played a major role in reducing the size of the waste stream over the period 2007 to
2010, and it is possible that this trend of decreasing waste generation may slow or even reverse
itself as the economy continues to recover.

Southwest UGA

In general, solid waste collection and disposal is a countywide service; service providers and
facility locations vary locally, but the overall waste processing system discussed under the
Countywide section is the same. The following sections provide additional detail on local
service conditions in the Southwest UGA.

Waste Collection and Transport

As described under the Countywide section, waste collection in the Southwest UGA is divided
among several private haulers. Waste Management covers most of the unincorporated areas,
Rubatino Refuse covers Everett and some adjacent unincorporated areas, Republic Services
collects waste from most of Edmonds and adjacent unincorporated areas, and Sound Disposal
collects in downtown Edmonds.

Waste Processing and Disposal
The Southwest UGA contains two county solid waste transfer stations:

e Airport Road Recycling and Transfer Station (ARTS)—Constructed in 2003 and
located in southwestern Everett, the ARTS facility has a design capacity of
approximately 1,800 tons per day.

e Southwest Recycling and Transfer Station (SWRTS) —Constructed in 2004 and
located in northern Mountlake Terrace, the SWRTS facility has a design capacity of
approximately 1,000 tons per day.

As described in the Countywide section, municipal solid waste collected at these stations is
transferred to a loading facility in Everett and shipped by rail to the Roosevelt Regional Landfill
in Klickitat County.

Waste Generation

As described under the Countywide section, solid waste generation is closely tied to population.
The Southwest UGA contains the majority of Snohomish County’s population and has
historically absorbed most of the county’s population growth and development activity. As a
result, this area is also the source of the bulk of the county’s solid waste. In 2010, the ARTS
and SWRTS facilities processed a combined total of 283,205 tons of solid waste, which
represents 77 percent of the county’s total solid waste stream.
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Docket Request Locations

City of Arlington

Solid waste collection in both the UGA addition area and UGA removal areas is provided by
Waste Management. As discussed in the description of countywide services, Waste
Management is the largest private solid waste hauler in Snohomish County and provides waste
collection services in most of the county’s unincorporated areas, as well as in several cities
including Arlington. Recycling and garbage collected in the Arlington UGA addition and
removal areas are transported to NCRTS in Marysville for processing.

City of Stanwood

Solid waste collection in the UGA addition area and UGA removal areas is provided by Waste
Management. As discussed in the description of countywide services, Waste Management is
the largest private solid waste hauler in Snohomish County and provides waste collection
services in most of the county’s unincorporated areas, as well as in several cities including
Stanwood. Recycling and garbage collected in the northwest county are transported to NCRTS
in Marysville for processing.

City of Sultan

Waste collection in both UGA addition areas and the UGA removal area is provided by
Republic Services. The City of Sultan provides municipal garbage collection within city limits,
but not within its unincorporated UGA. Republic Services provides curbside recycling pickup
within Sultan, as well as within surrounding unincorporated areas.

As discussed in the description of countywide services, Snohomish County maintains an
NRDC in Sultan, which is primarily used by self-haul customers. Residents in the Sultan UGA
addition and removal areas have the option to contract for waste collection with Republic
Services or self-haul to the NRDC.

3.2.14.2 Impacts

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Under all alternatives, future population growth would increase waste generation and the need
for solid waste collection and processing. As described under the Affected Environment
section, precisely predicting future solid waste generation is difficult due to economic factors
and the variable effectiveness of recycling and waste reduction strategies. Because all
alternatives assume the same level of future population growth, the overall amount of waste
generated is anticipated to be similar. Using the most recently calculated waste generation rate
for 2009, as established in the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan, of 2.15 tons per capita
per year, all alternatives would result in an additional 512,304 tons of solid waste per year by
2035, an increase of 25 percent over 2010 conditions. However, where this waste is generated,
collected, and processed would vary by alternative, as described below.

Alternative 1 Vision 2040 County Council Initial Growth Targets
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Under Alternative 1, approximately 92 percent of future anticipated growth would occur in
urban areas with the remaining 8 percent in rural areas. By 2035, urban areas (cities and
unincorporated UGASs) would generate approximately 471,802 tons of additional solid waste
per year, and rural areas outside the UGAs would generate an additional 40,502 tons per year.

The county’s solid waste system is most developed in urban areas, and these areas have access
to the largest transfer stations most able to accommodate increased waste generation. Three of
the county’s four existing transfer stations were constructed or renovated within the last
10 years and have been designed with future long-term growth in mind. By concentrating
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growth in urban areas, Alternative 1 would provide more efficient collection and processing of
solid waste than Alternatives 2 (No Action) and 3 which direct a larger share of future growth
to rural areas. Under Alternative 1, the Southwest UGA and the cities of Everett, Bothell, and
Lynnwood would absorb a larger share of future growth, placing additional demand on the
ARTS and SWRTS waste processing facilities which serve these areas. These are the county’s
two largest transfer stations with a combined processing capacity of 2,800 tons per day. As of
2010, all transfer stations were operating with excess processing capacity.

Alternative 2 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets (No Action)

Under Alternative 2, the No Action Alternative, approximately 90 percent of future anticipated
growth would occur in urban areas and the remaining 10 percent in rural areas. No changes to
UGA boundaries or FLU designations would occur under the No Action Alternative. By 2035,
urban areas (cities and unincorporated UGAs) would generate approximately 461,074 tons of
additional solid waste per year, and rural areas outside the UGAs would generate an additional
51,230 tons per year.

The county’s solid waste system is most developed in urban areas, and these areas have access
to the largest transfer stations most able to accommodate increased waste generation.
Alternative 2 would result in approximately 10,728 tons more waste per year in rural areas than
would Alternative 1; this additional waste would either be trucked directly to the nearest waste
transfer station by commercial haulers or self-hauled by county residents to an NRDC in
Granite Falls, Snohomish, or Sultan. Though the overall countywide level of waste generation
would be similar to that under Alternative 1, Alternative 2 could potentially result in additional
costs associated with collection and transfer of waste generated in rural areas to processing
facilities located in the more urban parts of the county.

Alternative 3 SCT-Recommended Growth Targets with Infill and Docket Requests
Countywide

Under Alternative 3, approximately 90 percent of future anticipated growth would occur in
urban areas and the remaining 10 percent in rural areas. Similar to Alternative 2, by 2035, urban
areas (cities and unincorporated UGAs) would generate approximately 461,074 tons of
additional solid waste per year, and rural areas outside the UGAs would generate an additional
51,230 tons per year. As described under Alternative 2, the need to transport additional waste
from rural areas to transfer stations in urban areas could generate additional costs relative to
Alternative 1.

City of Arlington

The docket request is not anticipated to have any significant effect on waste generation and
would be consistent with the countywide trend for Alternative 3. The docket request would not
result in a net increase in development capacity in the Arlington UGA, and both UGA addition
and removal areas are served by the same waste hauler. Waste generated in these areas would
continue to be transported to NCRTS in Marysville for processing.

City of Stanwood

The docket request is not anticipated to have any significant effect on waste generation and
would be consistent with the countywide trend for Alternative 3. The docket request would not
result in a net increase in development capacity in the Stanwood UGA, and all UGA addition
and removal areas are served by the same waste hauler. Waste generated in these areas would
continue to be transported to NCRTS in Marysville for processing.
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City of Sultan

The docket request is not anticipated to have any significant effect on waste generation and
would be consistent with the countywide trend for Alternative 3. The docket request would not
result in a net increase in development capacity in the Sultan UGA. Residents in these areas
would continue to either self-haul their waste to the Sultan NRDC or contract with Republic
Services for waste collection.

3.2.14.3 Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

All alternatives would focus the majority of future growth in urban areas, which increases
service efficiency by reducing haul distances to transfer stations and promotes greater use of
curbside collection.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments

The County will continue to monitor usage of waste transfer facilities and plan for expansions
when necessary to adequately process the county’s waste stream.

The County will continue to implement the policies of the 2013 Snohomish County
Comprehensive Solid and Hazardous Waste Management Plan, including actions to reduce
climate change, promote sustainability, and increase the proportion of the county’s waste
stream that is recycled.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

None.

3.2.14.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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Though the amount of waste sent to landfills can be reduced through recycling and waste
reduction programs, future development under all alternatives will result in some increase in
generation of solid waste. County processing facilities appear adequate to accommaodate the
increased waste stream, and no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to solid waste are
anticipated.
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Agencies, affected tribes and members of the public were invited to comment on the scope of the EIS including the
alternatives and the EIS topics. The comment period extended from September 24, 2013 to October 22, 2013.

A public meeting was held on October 8, 2013 from 6:00pm to 8:00pm at the Northwest Stream Center. At the
meeting, County staff made a presentation about the Comprehensive Plan Update proposal, alternatives, and EIS
topics, and facilitated a question-and-answer session. Before and after the presentation there was an open house
where interested persons, County staff, and consultants could discuss transportation, parks, land use alternatives,
and EIS topics. There was a group exercise where interested persons could provide scoping comments by placing
“Post-It” notes with comments on posters listing the alternatives and EIS topics. Alternatively, persons could
provide comments on a comment form/brochure or send in an email or letter.

Commenters could provide their comments by mail or email. Persons who attended the meetings could provide
their comments on a comment form/brochure or on posters. Copies of the public notice, meeting materials, and
original comment letters are available at the project website: http://2015update-snoco.org/.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING SCOPING

Exhibit 1 lists the tribes, agencies, and individuals who provided scoping comments during the comment period.
Tribes and state agencies are listed first, followed by local and regional government agencies, community groups,
and individuals.

Exhibit 1.
List of Agencies and Individuals Commenting on Scope of Comprehensive Plan EIS

Num Name Agency Date

Krongthip Sangkapreecha,

Ph.D., Planning Supervisor

Tulalip Tribes Community

Development Department

October 22, 2013

2. Gretchen Kaehler, Assistant Washington Department of October 22, 2013
State Archaeologist Archaeology and Historic
Preservation, Olympia
3. Kate Tourtellot, Senior Community Transit October 22, 2012
Transportation Planner
4, Allan Giffen, Director City of Everett Planning and October 18, 2013
Community Development
5. Thomas Matlack, Planning City of Lake Stevens October 20, 2013
Commissioner
6. Carla Nichols, Mayor Town of Woodway October 21, 2013
7. Tom Rogers, AICP City of Mill Creek October 22,2013
Director of Community
Development
8. Kristin Kelly, Futurewise and Futurewise, Snohomish/ October 21, 2013

Pilchuck Aububon Society

Skagit Program Director

Pilchuck Audubon Society,

Smart Growth Director

Compiled Fall 2013









































































































































http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.110
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.130
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.210















































































































































































































































































































http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/rec_trends/LevelofServiceReport2010.pdf
http://www.cob.org/services/planning/comprehensive/parks-chapter.aspx
http://rentonwa.gov/living/default.aspx?id=31899
http://www.ci.issaquah.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/561
http://www.bocc.citrus.fl.us/plandev/grcp/impact_fees/studies/duncan_march_2014.pdf
http://rentonwa.gov/uploadedFiles/Business/CED/planning/2011/Renton%20Impact%20Fees%20Study.pdf
http://rentonwa.gov/uploadedFiles/Business/CED/planning/2011/Renton%20Impact%20Fees%20Study.pdf
http://www.nrpa.org/uploadedFiles/PageBuilder_Proragis/Content/common_elelments/PRORAGIS-national-database-report-2013-NRPA.pdf
http://www.nrpa.org/uploadedFiles/PageBuilder_Proragis/Content/common_elelments/PRORAGIS-national-database-report-2013-NRPA.pdf
http://www.town.ridgway.co.us/parkscommittee/2003_Parks_Standards_DoLA.pdf
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