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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

Regular Meeting Date:  September 3 2014 

 

SPECIAL NEEDS 
 

The City of Lake Stevens strives to provide accessible opportunities for individuals with disabilities.  Please contact 
Steve Edin, City of Lake Stevens ADA Coordinator, at (425) 377-3227 at least five business days prior to any City 

meeting or event if any accommodations are needed.  For TDD users, please use the state’s toll-free relay service, 
at (800) 833-6388, and ask the operator to dial the City of Lake Stevens City Hall number.   

A. CALL TO ORDER: 7:00pm 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
B. ROLL CALL 
 
C.  GUEST BUSINESS 
 
D.  ACTION ITEMS 
 1.  Approval of August 20, 2014 Meeting Minutes  
  
 2.  Frontage Improvement Code Amendment Public Hearing— Payne 
  
 3.  2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket Public Hearing —Wright/Payne 
  
 4.  Kjorsvik Rezone Public Hearing—Wright  
         
F.  COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
  
G.  STAFF REPORTS 
  
H.   FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 1.  Lake Stevens Housing Profile  
 2.  Lake Stevens Development and Market Trends 
 3.  Snohomish County Tomorrow Growth Monitoring Report 
 4.  Housing  Report 
 
I. ADJOURN 
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PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
Community Center 

1808 Main Street, Lake Stevens 
Wednesday, August 20, 2014 

 
CALL TO ORDER:  7:02 pm by Chair Petershagen.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Gary Petershagen, Vice Chair Janice Huxford, Linda 

Hoult, Pamela Barnet, Tom Matlack and new member, Mirza  
Avdic   
Ms. Ableman introduced Mr. Avdic, explaining he was a 
three-year resident of Lake Stevens with previous experience 
in other communities, such as the KCLS Library Board and 
Kirkland Planning Commission alternate.  He will be 
completing Commissioner Thurber’s term. 

     
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Jennifer Davis 

 
STAFF PRESENT:  Planning and Community Development Director Rebecca 

Ableman, Senior Planner Russ Wright, and Senior Planner 
Sally Payne  

 
OTHERS PRESENT:  None  
                       
 
Excused absence: Commissioner Hoult moved and Commissioner Barnett seconded 
the motion to excuse Commissioner Davis.  Vote: 6-0-0-1 
 
Staff Update:  Director Ableman explained that Planning/Public Works Coordinator 
Georgine Rosson had recently accepted a new position with the PUD and was no longer 
with the city.  She noted that Council recently approved splitting that position into a full 
time Permit Specialist who will attend Planning Commission meetings, and an 
Administrative Assistant who will support Public Works.  The positions are posted.  Ms. 
Ableman introduced Senior Planner Sally Payne, recently from Colorado, who has joined 
the staff as long range planner. 
 
Guest business:  None. 
 
Action Items:  
Approve June 04, 2014 Meeting Minutes.  Commissioner Hoult noted that under  
Future Agenda Items “Chair Hoult” should be corrected to “Commissioner Hoult.”  
Commissioner Hoult moved and Commissioner Huxford seconded the motion to approve 
the minutes of the June 4 meeting as corrected. Vote: 6-0-0-1. 
 
Discussion Items: 

1. 2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket – Senior Planners Wright and Payne  
Senior Planner Wright explained the introduction of citizen-initiated amendments.  The 
first is located near SR204 and 10th street SE and is referred to as the Huber Comp Plan 
Amendment and Rezone. It would change the land use designation on two parcels 
totaling approximately 3.7 acres from Medium Density Residential to Local Commercial.  
A SEPA determination has been issued and a Traffic Impact Study from the applicant 
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has been received.  The Traffic Impact Study showed there would not be an appreciable 
change in the level of service at build-out, and it would meet our concurrency standards.  
The second application is located at Soper Hill and SR-9, and is approximately 9 acres 
with 7 parcels on one side and 2 additional acres on the south side.  They are seeking a 
change to two different zoning and comp plan designations, going from residential types 
and mixed use to Commercial designation (the city’s most intensive commercial 
designation), and local business on the southern piece.  The Planning Commission had 
previously expressed some concerns about traffic impacts, so he presented information 
regarding traffic management during construction and afterwards, which involved adding 
several roundabouts.  He reported there were no critical area wetland impacts directly on 
the property. 

 
Commissioner Barnett asked the size of the traffic circles/roundabouts. Planner Wright 
explained they were roundabouts, not traffic circles, and the sizes would be based on 
accommodating any new development on the adjacent property.  He explained that 
traffic circles were meant to slow down traffic in neighborhoods while roundabouts were 
intended to keep traffic moving, although some of these would be mini-roundabouts. 

 
Chair Petershagen asked the cost of traffic circles and Director Ableman said possibly 
as much as $1 million, but a private developer could do it for much less than a city. 
 
Commissioner Hoult asked about the size of the property and what parcels were 
included.  Planner Wright explained they have ownership of the property directly to the 
west.  He explained the traffic flow at Soper Hill and nearby properties, including the 
school property (with wetlands) and the Jenkins Trust properties. 
 
Planner Wright explained concurrency was necessary before development would be 
allowed, and the traffic circles offered concurrency the developer could consider even 
though these are outside the city’s street network, as it is today.  The other option would 
be to bring Soper Hill up to city standards, which would require acquiring significant 
rights of way. 

 
Director Ableman said once the Comp Plan amendment was approved with the 
corresponding minor zoning map amendment, if there was a different future owner of the 
same property, they would be subject to creating a safe environment and good traffic 
flow.  Because of the type of development (commercial), significant traffic flow 
improvements could occur; if it remained residential, road/traffic improvements would not 
be as significant. 

 
Commissioner Huxford asked staff to describe ‘Personal Services’, and the difference 
between ‘Small Recreation’ and ‘Recreation’, and Transit Oriented Development under 
Commercial District.  Planner Wright explained Personal Services includes businesses 
like hair salons, nail salons. Transit Oriented Development includes businesses 
established on a transportation line such as an arterial and is less auto-focused.  Small 
Recreation vs. Recreation just indicates the size of the recreational business, and would 
limit the capacity, such as a small theater  

 
Commissioner Hoult asked about development of SR-9.  Director Ableman explained 
there were Park properties that were adjacent to SR-9 and across Lundeen there is not 
really an opportunity for development. Planner Wright said they would be subject to the 
Sub-Area Guidelines, and Design Guidelines. Director Ableman said staff would confirm 
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the Bulk Regulations at the upcoming Public Hearing. 
 
Senior Planner Payne presented two substantive text amendments and two other minor 
administrative amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  The first text amendment being 
proposed is for Chapter 5 – Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element which would 
add and describe the City Boat Launch as a project on the Capital Project List of the 
Parks Element.   

 
The second text amendment being proposed is to Chapter 8 – the Capital Facilities 
Element adding the City Boat Launch Improvement as a capital project and adding a 
pedestrian safety improvement project on 91st St. SE to Capital Project List. 

 
The minor administrative amendments include incorporating SEPA documents as a new 
appendix and updating the dates in the document. 

 
Director Ableman added information about the grants applied for in support of the boat 
launch project and the 91st St. SE pedestrian improvements.  

 
2. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Survey Results – Senior Planner Wright 

Staff prepared a survey to solicit public input on the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The               
survey contained questions related to demographics, housing, employment, 
transportation among other topics.  To date, the City had received 243 completed 
surveys.  Selected results were presented by staff which included the preferred 
employment sectors being high-tech and professional offices concentrated in the 20th St. 
SE Corridor and the Lake Stevens Center and Hartford Industrial Area; traffic was 
identified as the greatest challenge facing the city; about one third of the participants 
identified neighborhoods as being the City greatest strength; and almost 50 percent 
indicated parks and open spaces are the most important public facilities. 

 
The Commission questioned whether information had been sought on seeking   
desirable new businesses. Director Ableman noted the challenges with the Hartford area 
and some of the city’s involvement in economic development organizations. 
 

3. Frontage Improvement Code Amendment – Senior Planner Payne 
Senior Planner Payne introduced code amendments being proposed to the frontage 
improvement requirements.  City Council directed staff to prepare proposed 
amendments to the current code giving more discretion to the Public Works Director to 
allow for variations in the requirements when certain conditions exist.  Council believed 
there are situations, such as when there is no sidewalk in close proximity to a new single 
family development, where the installation of sidewalks with single family development 
didn’t seem to be necessary.  Staff prepared a complete code re-write including the 
conditions that would trigger a waiver to the requirements and language related to the 
sun setting of no-protect agreements to Local Improvement Districts (LID) in ten years 
as required by state statute.  The proposed revised code was presented to Council in 
July which resulted in some minor revisions to the code as presented.  Questions were 
asked regarding whether the city should be lessening the requirements when pedestrian 
improvements are a priority docket item and if fees in lieu of constructing frontage 
improvements were allowed.  Planner Payne replied that fees in lieu are an option in the 
proposed code revision.  The fees are collected for use city-wide in places where there 
might be a more critical need for sidewalks.   
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Commissioner Reports.  
Commissioner Matlack reported on a Sewer District meeting.  He mentioned 
improvements to SR-204 and SR-9 and sewer mitigation fees.  He reported they are 
looking for a new general manager.  Several Commissioners commented on how 
successful Aquafest was this year and how smoothly the event went.  Linda Hoult 
reported that Lake Stevens now has two papers, the Lake Stevens Journal and the Lake 
Stevens Ledger.    
 
Planning Director’s Report.    
Planning Director Ableman reported the Downtown Framework Plan is in the works and 
that sewer upgrades to serve the Lake View project as well as other new downtown 
development is being looked at.  She also reported on recent events in the City such as 
Run and Dye and the upcoming Ironman Triathlon as well as an upcoming public 
meeting concerning the new Cavelero Park in September.    
 
Adjourn.  Commissioner Matlack moved to adjourn at 7:30 p.m., seconded by 
Commissioner Hoult; motion carried unanimously (6-0-0-1). 
  
 
 
                               
Gary Petershagen, Chair     
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Staff Report 
     City of Lake Stevens Planning Commission 

 
Public Hearing 2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  

Date:  September 3, 2014  
 
 

Subject:   2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket Public Hearing 
Contact Person/Department:  Russ Wright, Senior Planner and Sally Payne, Senior Planner 

 

ACTION REQUESTED:  Hold a public hearing on the 2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket and forward a 
recommendation to the City Council. 

 

SUMMARY:  Public hearing to consider city-initiated amendments including two (2) substantive text 
amendments and other minor administrative amendments to the Comprehensive Plan (LUA2014-0013) 
and two (2) citizen-initiated amendments to the land use map.

 

BACKGROUND/ HISTORY:   

Under the Growth Management Act, the City can amend its Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use 
Map once per year, with a few exceptions, through an annual docket process.   

The city is proposing two substantive text amendments and other minor administrative amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan (LUA2014-0013).   

1. T-1 – The city is proposing a text amendment to Chapter 5 – the Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space Element, which would add and describe the City Boat Launch Improvement as a project 
on the Capital Project List of the Parks Element (Exhibit 1). 

2. T-2 – The city is proposing a text amendment to Chapter 8 – the Capital Facilities Element, which 
would add the City Boat Launch Improvement as a capital project and add a pedestrian safety 
improvement project to the Capital Project List (Exhibit 2).   

3. T-3 and T-4 – Along with the specific defined text amendments, staff will also include standard 
administrative amendments, including incorporating SEPA documents as a new appendix and 
updating the dates on the cover, footnotes and the Table of Contents (Exhibit 3).     

 
The city has received two citizen-initiated amendments to the land use map and concurrent rezone 
applications.   

1. M-1 – The first request (LUA2014-0007) is to change the land use designation, on two parcels 
totaling approximately 3.7 acres located at 1113 SR-204, from Medium-Density Residential to 
Local Commercial.  Access to the site would be through an existing commercial development off 
10th Street SE (Exhibit 4).   

2. M-2 – The second request (LUA2014-0010) is to change the land use designation on seven 
parcels, totaling approximately 9 acres, to Commercial from High Density Residential and 
Medium-Density Residential and change the land use designation on a single parcel from Mixed-
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Use to Local Commercial.  City staff recommends the Planning Commission extend the Local 
Commercial land use designation (and Local Business zoning designation) to the adjacent parcel 
to the east.  Combined, these two parcels total approximately two acres.  All of the described 
properties are located near the eastern intersection of SR-9 and Soper Hill Road (Exhibit 5). 

 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing for recommendation to ratify the 2014 Docket on May 
21, 2014.  City Council ratified the 2014 Docket on June 23, 2014.  
 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments were sent to the Washington Department of 
Commerce on July 18, 2014 for the required 60-day review by State agencies.  Staff has issued SEPA 
determination for LUA2014-0007 (Huber) and LUA2014-0009 (Kjorsvik) The SEPA Addendum will be 
issued following the Planning Commission Hearing and prior to Council Hearing. 
 
The items on the ratified docket have been analyzed against the criteria to grant or deny an 
amendment.  An analysis form for each proposed Comprehensive Plan map correction and text 
amendment is attached.  All Comprehensive Plan and code proposals meet requirements for granting 
the proposed amendments. 

 
A staff summary and analysis for each map and text proposal is attached. 
 

 

DISCUSSION: 

Staff will discuss how each proposed amendment meets the defined criteria.     

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Forward a recommendation to City Council approving: 

1. The City-initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment T-1 through T-4 (2014-0013); 
2. The Huber Comprehensive Plan Amendment M1 (2014-0007); and 
3. The Kjorsvik Comprehensive Plan Amendment M2 (2014-0009). 

Note:  the Commission can take separate actions on each of the identified items. 

Staff will prepare a letter of recommendation to the City Council for review and signature by the 
Commission Chair and Co-Chair. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. T-1 Analysis Sheet 

2. T-2 Analysis Sheet 
3. T-3 Analysis Sheet 

4. T-4 Analysis Sheet 

5. Amendments Summary 

 

 

6. M-1 Analysis Sheet 

a. Map 

b. Narrative 

c. SEPA Determination 

7. M-2 Analysis Sheet 

a. Map 

b. Narrative 

c. SEPA Determination 
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2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
T-1 Chapter 5 (LUA2014-0013)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: Chapter 5 Parks, Recreation & Open Space Element 

Proposed Change(s):   City-initiated request (LUA2014-0013) to add and describe the City Boat Launch 
Improvement as a project on the Capital Project List of the Parks Element. 
 
Specific changes are attached 

Applicant:  City of Lake Stevens Planning & Community Development 

 

GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will have beneficial effects upon the physical, 
natural, economic, and/or social environments at the time of implementation. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will have no direct impact to specific land 
uses or neighborhoods. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will have beneficial impacts to public park 
facilities and services and meets a define recreation need. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will not change the land use type and density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will need to be incorporated into Chapter 8 – 
the Capital Facilities Element. 

 

AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  

Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

  

Exhibit 1
PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 40 of 129



2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposal provides countywide recreational opportunites. 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The boat launch is located in an area with existing public facilities.  Any required facilities 
will be installed at the time of development. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposal upon construction will increase the usability of the city boat launch. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and upon 

completions will benefit the overall parks and recreation opportunities in the city and region. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    
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2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
T-2 Chapter 8 (LUA2014-0013)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: Chapter 8 Capital Facilities Element 

Proposed Change(s):   City-initiated request (LUA2014-0013) to add a park project (City Boat Launch) 
and pedestrian safety improvement project (91st Ave SE) to the Capital Project List. 
 
Specific changes are attached 

Applicant:  City of Lake Stevens Planning & Community Development 

 

GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects will have beneficial effects upon the physical, natural, 
economic, and/or social environments at the time of implementation, specifically recreation and 
public safety. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects will have no direct impact to specific land uses and will 
have positive impacts to the safety and recreational opportunities for neighborhoods near the 
projects at the time of construction. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects benefit public park facilities and the pedestrian street 
network. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects will not change the land use type and density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  The proposed Parks and Recreation project will need to be incorporated into Chapter 5 – 
the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element. 

 

AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  
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Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects increases regional recreational opportunities and 
multimodal transportation. 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects support many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects are located in an areas with existing public facilities.  Any 
required facilities will be installed at the time of development. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects upon construction will increase the usability of the city boat 
launch and 91st street for pedestrians. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposed capital projects support many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan 

and upon completions will benefit the overall parks and recreation opportunities in the city and region 

and transportation systems on 91st Ave. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    
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2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
T-3 Appendices (LUA2014-0013)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: New Appendix N 

Proposed Change(s):   City-initiated text changes to the Comprehensive Plan, as part of the 2014 
Comprehensive Plan Docket (LUA2014-0013), to add SEPA environmental review documents as a new 
appendix.  (SEPA Addendum will be adopted after PC Hearing, but prior to City Council Action). 
 
Specific changes are attached 

Applicant:  City of Lake Stevens Planning & Community Development 

 

GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect the physical, natural, 
economic, and/or social environments at the time of implementation, specifically recreation and 
public safety. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not have direct impact to specific 
land uses and neighborhoods. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect public facilities and 
services. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect land use type and 
density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect other elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 

AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  
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Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment has no effect on countywide planning policies. 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect existing public facilities and services. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect any lands or neighborhoods. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect the community. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    
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2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
T-4 TOC (LUA2014-0013)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: Cover, footers and Table of Contents. 

Proposed Change(s):  City-initiated text changes to the Comprehensive Plan, as part of the 2014 
Comprehensive Plan Docket (LUA2014-0013), to update the dates on the cover, footnotes and the 
Table of Contents.   
 
Specific changes are attached 

Applicant:  City of Lake Stevens Planning & Community Development 

 

GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect the physical, natural, 
economic, and/or social environments at the time of implementation, specifically recreation and 
public safety. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not have direct impact to specific 
land uses and neighborhoods. 

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect public facilities and 
services. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect land use type and 
density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment is procedural and will not affect other elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 

AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  
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Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment has no effect on countywide planning policies. 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect existing public facilities and services. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect any lands or neighborhoods. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposed text amendment does not affect the community. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    
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Title Page and Table of Contents 
Update the dates on the title page, header and footers and the table of contents as needed with 
final draft. 
 
Chapter 4 – Land Use Element  
Page 4-13 – Add updated Figure 4.1 – City Land Use Map 
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Chapter 5 – Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 
 
Capital Projects – page 5-30 
 
Pages 5-34 and 35 – Add Improvement Project No. 3 

Improvement Project No.3 – City Boat Launch Improvement 
Total Cost:  $527,000 

Target Start Date:  2016 
Description:  Construction of a fully renovated boat launch along with development of 
associated amenities to modernize the site, improve public safety and enhance access for all 
users. 
Proposed Funding Sources: Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office Grant 
Location:  Lake Stevens Town Center on the lake’s North Cove off 17th Place NE 
Justification:  This project would meet the identified preference for improved boat launching 
facilities and increased site usability and safety for all boaters. 

 

PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 49 of 129



Chapter 8 – Capital Facilities Element 
 
Page 8-16 – Add grant source to list of State Grants and Loans 
 
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office:  Provides leadership, grant funding 
and technical assistance for the building of trails, parks, boating facilities, water access, and 
more.  Office administers 12 grant programs for providing recreation, conserving habitat, 
measuring farmland and recovering salmon. Applicants must complete a planning process 
before applying for funding.  Most grants require either a cash or in-kind contribution up to 50% 
of the cost of the project. 
 
Page 8-37 – Add Transportation Project to Capital Improvements, 2012-2032, Table 8.1- 
pedestrian improvement project 91st Street SE 
 

Road:    Location:            Cost:           Year:               Funding: 
91st Street SE  8th Street SE to 20th Street SE       $1,700,000      2015           
Federal/Mitigation 
 
Page 8-39 – Add Parks Project to Capital Improvements, 2012-2032, Table 8.1, repair, 
renovation and improvements to boat launch 
 
Road:                       Location:                 Cost:                   Year:          Funding: 
Boat Launch North Cove Park       17th Street NE           $527,000      2016              State 
 
Appendices 
Add the SEPA review for the 2014 Docket as Appendix N (SEPA review will be distributed  
separately). 
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2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
M-1 Huber Map Amendment (LUA2014-0007)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: Chapter 4 Land Use Element – Figure 4.1 Land Use Map  

Proposed Change(s):   Citizen-initiated request (LUA2014-0007) to change the land use designation, 
for two parcels near SR-204 and 10th Street SE, from Medium Density Residential to Local Commercial, 
as illustrated on the attached map.  The applicant has also applied for a concurrent rezone 
application.  The Hearing Examiner will hold a hearing for the rezone application and make a 
recommendation to City Council separately. 
 
The applicant has provided a Comprehensive Plan Criteria Narrative (Exhibit a) 

Applicant:  Dave Huber 
Property Location(s):  1113 SR-204 
(approximately 3.7 acres) 

Existing Land Use Designation Proposed Land Use Designation 

Medium-Density Residential Local Commercial 

Existing Zoning District Proposed Zoning District 

Suburban Residential Local Business  

 

FACTORS TO CONSIDER FOR REVIEWING MAP AMENDMENTS  
(Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1 – page 1-25) 

1. How is the proposed land use designation supported by or consistent with the existing policies 
of the various elements of the Comprehensive Plan? If it is not, the development should 
demonstrate how the change is in the best long-term interest of the City. 

Discussion:   
The proposal is for a minor land use map change and complies with Vision Goals (VG-1 through VG-7), 
specifically VG-3 and VG-5. 

 GOAL 4.3 Economic Development: Attain The Highest Level Of Economic Well-Being 
Possible For All Citizens In Lake Stevens Through The Achievement Of A Stable And 
Diversified Economy Offering A Wide Variety Of Employment Opportunities; 

 GOAL 4.20 Promote Neighborhood Commercial Uses In Appropriate Places; 

 GOAL 4.22 Apply Commercial Land Use Designations To Prevent Strip Or "Leap-Frog" 
Commercial Development; and 

GOAL 9.5: Improve The City’s Economic Condition for a Healthy, Vibrant and Sustainable Community. 

2. How does the proposed land use designation promote a more desirable land use pattern for the 
community? If so, a detailed description of the qualities of the proposed land use designation 
that make the land use pattern for the community more desirable should be provided to enable 
the Planning Commission and City Council to find that the proposed land use designation is in 
the community’s best interest. 

Discussion:   
The proposal would create commercial nodes consistent with goals and policies found in the 
Economic Development and Land Use elements of the Comprehensive Plan to help the city achieve its 
financial goals for increased employment and retail opportunities.  
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3. What impacts would the proposed change of land use designation have on the current use of 
other properties in the vicinity, and what measures should be taken to ensure compatibility 
with the uses of other properties in the vicinity? 

Discussion:  The traffic report for this proposal does not indicate that a significant change will occur in 
the level of service.  The property will take access through an existing commercial development and 
will appear as a continuation of that development.  Future development will be subject to rules in 
effect to ensure consistency with neighboring properties. 

4. Comments received from affected property owners and residents. 

Discussion:  No comments have been received relative to this proposal. 

 

GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the 3.7-acre parcel from Medium-Density Residential to Local 
Commercial would have no effect upon the physical, natural, economic and/or social environments as 
a non-project action. Future development will be subject to rules in effect to ensure consistency with 
neighboring properties. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the parcel from Medium-Density Residential to Local Commercial is 
consistent with the parcels to the north, west, south and east and will therefore be compatible with 
adjacent and surrounding land uses and neighborhoods. The property north of the site (across 10th 
Street SE) also has the same designation.  The properties to the east are above the grade of the 
proposed commercial area.  The area to the west is a state highway (SR-204).  The area to the south is 
restricted by critical areas.   

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The parcel is located in an area with existing public facilities and services and has utilities 
on site.  Any required facilities will be installed at the time of development. 

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The parcel proposed for redesignation is very small at 3.7-acre and will not affect 
citywide land use and density. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the parcel will have no other effects on the Comprehensive Plan. 
The proposal will result in a slight alteration to the commercial and residential land use supply as 
described in Tables 4.0a and 4.0b.  This table will be updated as part of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. 
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AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  

Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposal does not affect Countywide Planning Policies 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan as addressed 
earlier. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The parcel is located in an area with existing public facilities and services and has utilities 
on site.  Any required facilities will be installed at the time of development. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposal will provide a neighborhood shopping node with access to a collector and 
arterial, provide opportunities for small employers and provide a benefit to adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  Any future development will need to meet citywide concurrency standards and 
development regulations to protect critical areas.  Future development will likely be subject to project 
specific SEPA review as well. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan as addressed 

earlier, specifically economic development and land use goals to achieve additional retail and job 

opportunities balanced with housing. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    

PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 53 of 129



10th

S R 20
4

73
rd

71st

72
nd

S u
nn

ysi
de

11th

All inform ation and m aps are  provide d “as is” w ithout w arranty or any re pre se ntation of accuracy, tim e line ss, or com ple te ne ss.  The   burde n for de te rm ining accuracy, com ple te ne ss, 
and tim e line ss, m e rchantability and fitne ss for or the  appropriate ne ss of use  re sts sole ly on the  re que stor.  The  City of Lak e  S te ve ns m ak e s no  w arrantie s, e xpre ss or im plie d as to 
the  use  of the  inform ation obtaine d he re .  The re  are  no im plie d w arrantie s of m e rchantability or fitne ss for a particular use .  The  re que stor ack now le dge s and acce pts all lim itations 
including the  fact that the  data, inform ation, and m aps are  dynam ic and in a constant state  of m ainte nance , corre ction, and update .

Data S ource s:  S nohom ish County (2013), City of Lak e  S te ve ns (2013) July 2013

Kjorsvik  Com p Plan Am e ndm e nt - LU A2014-0009

10th

S R 20
4

73
rd

71st

72
nd

S u
nn

ysi
de

11th

Huber Land Use Map Amendment
Lak e  S te ve ns Boundary
Parce ls
Right-of-Way
Propose d Land U se  Am e ndm e nt Are a
Hube r Parce ls

Land Use Designations
Public / S e m i-Public
Me d De nsity Re side ntial (MDR)
High De nsity Re side ntial (HDR)
Local Com m e rcial (LC)

All data, inform ation and m aps are  provide d "as is" w ithout w arranty or any re pre se ntation of accuracy, tim e line ss or com ple te ne ss.  The  burde n
for de te rm ining accuracy, com ple te ne ss, tim e line ss, m e rchantability and fitne ss for or the  appropriate ne ss for use  re sts sole ly on the  re que ste r.  
The  city of Lak e  S te ve ns m ak e s no w arrantie s, e xpre sse d or im plie d as to the  use  of the  inform ation obtaine d he re .  The re  are  no im plie d 
w arrantie s of m e rchantability or fitne ss for a particular purpose .  The  re que stor ack now le dge s and acce pts all lim itations, including the  fact that
the  data, inform ation and m aps are  dynam ic and in a constant state  of m ainte nance , corre ction and update .

Data S ource s:  S nohom ish County (2014), City of Lak e  S te ve ns (2014)                                                                                    Date :  March 2014

0 300 600150
Fe e t Ê

1 in = 300 ft

Propose d Land U seCurre nt Land U se

Appr. 3.7 acre s

Exhibit 6a
PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 54 of 129



Exhibit 6b
PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 55 of 129



PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 56 of 129



PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 57 of 129



PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 58 of 129



PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 59 of 129



Exhibit 6c
PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 60 of 129



2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket  
Map Amendment  

Staff Summary for Grant or Denial 
M-2 Kjorsvik Map Amendment (LUA2014-0009)  

 

SUMMARY 

Location in Comprehensive Plan: Chapter 4 Land Use Element – Figure 4.1 Land Use Map  

Proposed Change(s):   The applicant has applied for a comprehensive plan designation change and 
concurrent rezone of approximately 11 acres near the eastern intersection of SR-9 and Soper Hill 
Road.  The proposal would change the land use designation and zoning on seven parcels in the 
northeastern corner of the project area to Commercial (Commercial District) from High Density 
Residential (Multifamily Residential and High Urban Residential) and Medium-Density Residential 
(Suburban Residential).  The request would also change the land use designation and zoning on a 
single parcel in the southeastern corner of the project area from Mixed-Use (Mixed-Use) to Local 
Commercial (Local Business).  The city is recommending the second proposed land use and zoning 
change be extended to the adjacent parcel to the east. 
 
The applicant has provided a Comprehensive Plan Criteria Narrative (Exhibit a) 

Applicant:  Walter Kjorsvik 
Property Location(s):  Eastern intersection of SR-
9 & Soper Hill Road (approximately 11 acres) 

Existing Land Use Designation Proposed Land Use Designation 

Segment 1 - High Density Residential and 

Medium-Density Residential 
Commercial 

Segment 2 – Mixed-Use Local Commercial 

 

FACTORS TO CONSIDER FOR REVIEWING MAP AMENDMENTS  
(Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1 – page 1-25) 

1. How is the proposed land use designation supported by or consistent with the existing policies 
of the various elements of the Comprehensive Plan? If it is not, the development should 
demonstrate how the change is in the best long-term interest of the City. 

Discussion:   
The proposal is for a minor land use map change and complies goals and policies: 

Vision Goals 

VG-3 The community will focus its economic development activity in the Hartford Road Industrial 
Area, three Community growth centers and small neighborhood service centers. 

VG-5 The city of Lake Stevens will encourage the development of the local economy by: providing a 
predictable development atmosphere; emphasizing diversity in the range of goods and services; 
encouraging non-consumptive, sustainable level markets; and ensuring that as the economy changes 
employment opportunities are balanced with a range of housing opportunities. 

Land Use Element 

Goal 4.1 Ensure that land uses optimize economic benefit and the enjoyment and protection of 
natural resources while minimizing the threat to health, safety and welfare; 
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Goal 4.3 Economic development: attain the highest level of economic well-being possible for all 
citizens in Lake Stevens through the achievement of a stable and diversified economy offering a wide 
variety of employment opportunities; 
Goal 4.4 Neighborhood conservation: achieve a well balanced and well organized combination of 
open space, commercial, industrial, recreation and public uses served by a convenient and efficient 
transportation network while protecting the fabric and character of residential neighborhoods; and 
Goal 4.20 Promote neighborhood commercial uses in appropriate places. 
Goal 4.22 Apply commercial land use designations to prevent strip or "leap-frog" commercial 
development. 
Policy 4.22.1 discourage strip development and encourage nodal development through adoption of 
zoning designations, specific design guidelines and development regulations. 
Goal 4.40 design and build a healthy community to improve the quality of life for all people who live, 
work, learn, and play within the city. 
Economic Development Element:   
Goal 9.3: Provide a predictable development atmosphere, emphasize diversity of goods and services 
available, and ensure employment opportunities are balanced with a range of housing opportunities. 
Policy 9.3.1 provide opportunities to achieve a jobs/housing balance that encourages and advances 
smart growth goals including financial stability, environmental integrity, and a healthy community. 
Policy 9.3.2 develop strategies and techniques to adjust the balance at an appropriate rate that the 
regional market can absorb.  
Goal 9.5: improve the city’s economic condition for a healthy, vibrant and sustainable community. 

2. How does the proposed land use designation promote a more desirable land use pattern for the 
community? If so, a detailed description of the qualities of the proposed land use designation 
that make the land use pattern for the community more desirable should be provided to enable 
the Planning Commission and City Council to find that the proposed land use designation is in 
the community’s best interest. 

Discussion:   
The proposal would create commercial nodes consistent with goals and policies found in the 
Economic Development and Land Use elements of the Comprehensive Plan to help the city achieve its 
financial goals for increased employment and retail opportunities.  

3. What impacts would the proposed change of land use designation have on the current use of 
other properties in the vicinity, and what measures should be taken to ensure compatibility 
with the uses of other properties in the vicinity? 

Discussion:  The traffic report for this proposal indicated a potential to effect the level of service in 
the area.   
The property will take access through an existing commercial development and will appear as a 
continuation of that development.  Future development will be subject to rules in effect to ensure 
consistency with neighboring properties. The city has reviewed the traffic fee report and concluded 
the traffic generated from potential uses with the proposed zoning will require onsite and offsite 
improvements to ensure concurrency not previously identified in the capital facilities plan.   The 
Public Works Director issued a memorandum on August 15, 2014 that analyzed potential traffic 
impacts and provided recommendations for improvements.  The SEPA official incorporated these 
recommendations into the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance as conditions. 

4. Comments received from affected property owners and residents. 

Discussion:  Neighbors in the vicinity voiced concerns related to traffic impacts and the current 
condition of Soper Hill at the ratification hearing.  This individual also indicated a preference for high-
quality-development.   
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GRANTING OR DENIAL OF AMENDMENTS  (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– page 1-26) 
For both city and privately-initiated amendments, the city shall take into consideration, but is not 
limited to, the following factors when considering approval of a proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the 11 acres would have no immediate effect upon the physical, 
natural, economic and/or social environments as a non-project action. Future development will be 
subject to rules in effect to ensure consistency with neighboring properties. 

2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding neighborhoods 
including whether the amendment would create pressure to change the land use designation of 
other properties in the vicinity.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the parcels to Commercial and Local Commercial is consistent with the 
parcels to the north, west, south and east and will therefore be compatible with adjacent and 
surrounding land uses and neighborhoods. The property north of the site are vacant or planned for 
industrial development.  The properties to the northeast are vacant; while adjacent properties to the 
south and southeast contain existing residential neighborhoods near Soper Hill Road.  The area to the 
west is a state highway (SR-9).  

3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, public 
transportation, parks, recreation, and schools.   

Discussion:  The parcel is located in an area without existing public facilities including sewer and 
adequate traffic infrastructure.  Essential infrastructure would be required to be extended and 
constructed and in place to ensure concurrency at the time of development.   

4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density.   

Discussion:  The parcel proposed for redesignation is 11-acres and will not affect citywide land use 
and density for commercial uses significantly.  Currently, approximately four percent of the city is 
dedicated to commercial use. 

5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.   

Discussion:  Redesignation of the parcel will have no other effects on the Comprehensive Plan. 
The proposal will result in a slight alteration to the commercial and residential land use supply as 
described in Tables 4.0a and 4.0b.  This table will be updated as part of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. 

 

AMENDMENT CRITERIA (Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1– pages 1-
26 and 1-27)  
The city may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds the 
amendment meets all of the following: 

Yes No 

1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act and other applicable State laws.   

X  

Discussion:  The application was received as part of the annual docket cycle and has been submitted to 
the Department of Commerce for review. 

2. The amendment must be consistent with the applicable 
Countywide Planning Policies.   

X  

Discussion:  The proposal does not affect Countywide Planning Policies 

3. The amendment must not be in conflict with the Community 
Vision or other goals, policies, and provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   

X  
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Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan as addressed 
earlier. 

4. The amendment can be accommodated by all applicable 
public services and facilities, including transportation.   

X  

Discussion:  The parcels will extend public services and utilities at the time of development. 

5. The amendment will change the development or use 
potential of a site or area without creating significant 
adverse impacts on existing sensitive land uses, businesses or 
residents. 

X  

Discussion:  The proposal will provide a neighborhood-shopping node with access to a collector and 
arterial, provide opportunities for small employers and provide a benefit to adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  Any future development will need to meet citywide concurrency standards and 
development regulations to protect critical areas.  Future development will likely be subject to project 
specific SEPA review as well. 

6. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the 
community as a whole, and is in the best interest of the 
community.    

X  

Discussion:  The proposal supports many goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan as addressed 

earlier, specifically economic development and land use goals to achieve additional retail and job 

opportunities balanced with housing. 

 
 
Staff recommends this proposal be _X__ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The Planning Commission recommends this proposal be ___ GRANTED or _____ DENIED based on the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.     
 
The City Council _____ GRANTS or _____ DENIES this proposal based on the criteria in the 
Comprehensive Plan and LSMC.    
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Type VI Decision  

Area-wide Rezone 

Planning and Community Development 
 

August 29, 2014  Kjorsvik Rezone LUA2014-0010 

 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND REQUEST 

The applicant has applied for a comprehensive plan designation change and concurrent 
rezone of approximately 11 acres near the eastern intersection of SR-9 and Soper Hill Road.  
The proposal would change the land use designation and zoning on seven parcels in the 
northeastern corner of the project area to Commercial (Commercial District) from High 
Density Residential (Multifamily Residential and High Urban Residential) and Medium-
Density Residential (Suburban Residential).  The request would also change the land use 
designation and zoning on a single parcel in the southeastern corner of the project area from 
Mixed-Use (Mixed-Use) to Local Commercial (Local Business).  The city is recommending the 
second proposed land use and zoning change be extended to the adjacent parcel to the east. 
 

B. GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. Date of Application:  January 30, 2014 

2. Determination of Completion:  January 30, 2014 (letter sent April 7, 2014) 

3. Property Location:  Eastern intersection of SR-9 & Soper Hill Road 

4. Total Area of Project: Approximately 11 acres 

5. Applicant / Contact:  Walter Kjorsvik / Harry Cussen 

6. Owners:  

Jenkins (Parcel No. 00590700030401, 00590700032001, 00590700032000, 
29050100401100, 00590700032002 and 29050100401300) 

Kjorsvik (Parcel No. 29051200200600) 

Nelson (Parcel No. 00604900000804) 

Taff (Parcel No. 00604900000706) 

7. Comprehensive plan land use designation, zoning designation and existing uses of the site 
and surrounding area: 

 
AREA LAND USE DESIGNATION ZONING EXISTING USE 

Project Site Medium Density Residential Suburban Residential Undeveloped 
North of Site Snohomish County Snohomish County Undeveloped 
South of Site Medium Density Residential Urban Residential Undeveloped 
East of Site Snohomish County Snohomish County Undeveloped 
West of Site Medium Density Residential Suburban Residential Undeveloped 
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8. Public Utilities and Services Available In The Area 
 

Water: Snohomish County PUD Gas: Puget Sound Energy 
Sewer: Lake Stevens Sewer District Cable TV: Comcast 
Garbage: Allied Waste or Waste Mgmt Police: City of Lake Stevens 
Storm Water: City of Lake Stevens Fire: Lake Stevens Fire 

District 
Telephone: Verizon School: Lake Stevens School 

Dist. 
Electricity: Snohomish County PUD Hospital: Providence Hospital 

 
C. ANALYSIS1 

1. Application Process 

a. Walt Kjorsvik submitted a rezone application (Exhibit 1) on January 30, 2014, a Type 
IV permit, per Chapter 14.16B LSMC, Part IV.  The hearing examiner provides 
recommendations for Type IV permits. 

b. The applicant submitted a written request to expand the area of the comprehensive 
plan map change and concurrent rezone on March 7, 2014 (Exhibit 2).  The request 
included approvals from affected property owners. 

c. The city issued a Determination of Completeness on April 7, 2014 (Exhibit 3). 

d. The applicant submitted revised application materials on July 29, 2014 including a 
rezone narrative (Exhibit 4). 

e. The applicant submitted an email clarifying their preferred zoning to address 
discrepancies included in revised materials (Exhibit 5). 

f. The city determined that the revised application constituted an area wide rezone 
because it now dealt with multiple properties and owners.  Area wide rezones are 
Type VI applications subject to a recommendation from the Planning Commission to 
City Council, per Chapter 14.16B LSMC, Part VI.2    

 
CONCLUSION:  The application meets the procedural requirements for Type VI 
applications established in Title 14 of the LSMC. 

2. Notices3  

a. Notice of Application:  August 19, 2014 (Exhibit 6a) 

b. SEPA Notification:  August 19, 2014 (Exhibit 6a) 

c. Notice of Public Hearing:  8/19/14 & 8/26/14 (Exhibit 6b) 
 

                                                
1  Project analysis is based on review of current materials applicable to the project. 
2  The rezone application (LUA 2014-0010) associated with the RM-2 Map amendment (LUA2014-0009) is considered a 

minor, area-wide rezone because the proposed changes involve different property owners, changes across rights-of-way, 
and changes to more than one land use designation.  LUA 2014-0010 rezone will be reviewed as a Type VI application and 
will be reviewed concurrently with the comprehensive plan map amendment and include a public hearing in front of the 
Planning Commission who will recommend approval to the City Council.  Final approval will be by ordinance following a 
Public Hearing 

3  Public notice includes a combination of posting, publication and mailing pursuant to the requirements of Lake Stevens 
Municipal Code 14.16A.225 and LSMC 14.16B.630. 
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CONCLUSION:  The city has met the noticing requirements for Type VI applications 
established in Chapter 14.16B LSMC, Part VI. 

3. Comprehensive Plan, Zoning, and Uses:  

a. The existing and proposed comprehensive plan designations and zoning districts are 
identified in the following table.  Existing and proposed zoning illustrated in Exhibit 
7a (rezone map). 

 

Existing Land Use Designation Proposed Land Use Designation 

Segment 1 - High Density Residential and 
Medium-Density Residential 

Commercial 

Segment 2 – Mixed-Use Local Commercial 

Existing Zoning District Proposed Zoning District 

Segment 1 - High Urban Residential, 
Multifamily Residential and Suburban 
Residential 

Commercial District 

Segment 2 – Mixed-Use Local Business 

b. The adjacent zoning districts and associated uses are identified in the following table.  
Adjacent zoning districts are illustrated in Exhibit 7b (adjacent zoning map). 
 

Adjacent Zoning Districts Current Use 

North 
General Industrial 
Development Agreement & 
High Urban Residential 

Vacant 
GI has pending approval for a storage unit 

South Urban Residential Single-family along Soper Hill Road 

East 
Urban Residential 
Suburban Residential 
High Urban Residential 

Single-family along both sides of Soper Hill 
Road 
Vacant School District abutting site in northern 
segment 

West SR-9 
Public ROW, city of Marysville (across 
highway) and power line easements (across 
highway) 

c. Zoning Analysis 

The Commercial District replaced the Subregional Commercial Designation with the 
adoption of the Subarea Plans in September 2012.  This designation has been adopted 
into Chapter 14.36 LSMC, but not into chapters 14.40 (Permissible Uses) and 14.48; 
(Density and Dimensional Regulations).  Chapter 14.38 LSMC contains the applicable 
development regulations for the Commercial District zone. 

LSMC 14.36.020(i) states, “the Commercial District (CD) is designed to 
accommodate the high intensity retail needs of the community and regional 
market by attracting a mix of large to small format retail stores and 
restaurants to create a vibrant and unified regional shopping center. 
Transportation accessibility, exposure to highways and arterials with 
adequate public services and traffic capacity characterize this district.” 

The southern properties are currently subject to a Development Agreement tied to 
the Mixed-Use Designation.  Upon approval of the proposed rezone to Local Business, 
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the Development Agreement will no longer be applicable to the proposed 
development as written. Chapters 14.40 and 14.48 contain the applicable 
development regulations for the Local Business zone. 

LSMC 14.36.020(d) states, “The Local Business (LB) zone is designed to 
accommodate commercial development generally similar to the types 
permissible in a Central Business District, except that it is intended that this 
zone be placed along arterials to cater to commuters, or as a transition in 
some areas between a higher intensity zone (e.g., commercial, industrial, etc.) 
and a lower intensity zone (e.g., residential, park, etc.), or may provide for a 
smaller scale shopping center that primarily serves one neighborhood or area 
of the City (as opposed to a sub-regional or regional shopping center).” 

d. Vision Goals 

VG-3 The community will focus its economic development activity in the Hartford 
Road Industrial Area, three Community growth centers and small neighborhood 
service centers. 

VG-5 The city of Lake Stevens will encourage the development of the local economy 
by: providing a predictable development atmosphere; emphasizing diversity in the 
range of goods and services; encouraging non-consumptive, sustainable level 
markets; and ensuring that as the economy changes employment opportunities are 
balanced with a range of housing opportunities. 

e. Land Use Element:  The Land Use Element includes goals and policies that support 
managed growth when public facilities and services are available; protection of 
natural resources; accommodate growth that enhances the city’s character; achieve a 
diverse array of housing opportunities; and provide a healthy community to live, 
work, learn, and play.   

In 2010, the City completed an Economic Development Strategy. The main findings 
suggested residents were spending retail dollars outside the City and leaving the City 
to work (Land Use Element Page 4-30). 

A list of some applicable sections and goals from the Land Use Element are listed 
below. 

Goal 4.1 Ensure that land uses optimize economic benefit and the enjoyment and 
protection of natural resources while minimizing the threat to health, safety and 
welfare; 

Goal 4.3 Economic development: attain the highest level of economic well-being 
possible for all citizens in Lake Stevens through the achievement of a stable and 
diversified economy offering a wide variety of employment opportunities; 

Goal 4.4 Neighborhood conservation: achieve a well balanced and well organized 
combination of open space, commercial, industrial, recreation and public uses served 
by a convenient and efficient transportation network while protecting the fabric and 
character of residential neighborhoods; and 

Subsection 2.  Downtown/Local Commercial – Allows medium to high 
intensity commercial uses, including the Central Business District and other 
dense arrangements of professional offices and retail stores. This designation 
allows mixed-use development. This land use designation may be placed on 
lands between Sub-Regional Commercial and residential areas to act as a 
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buffer. Also allows limited public/semi-public, community, and recreational 
uses (Land Use Element Page 4-35). 

Subsection 5.  Commercial District – The Commercial District allows for 
high-intensity commercial and employment with some mixed-use. Principal 
uses include community and regional retail centers, offices, business parks, 
civic, cultural, recreational, and associated uses. Multi-family residential uses 
could be included above or behind commercial uses. This land use designation 
should be located in areas with direct access to highways and arterials in 
addition to transit facilities, adequate public services and traffic capacity 
(Land Use Element Page 4-37). 

Goal 4.20 Promote neighborhood commercial uses in appropriate places. 

Goal 4.22 Apply commercial land use designations to prevent strip or "leap-frog" 
commercial development. 

Policy 4.22.1 discourage strip development and encourage nodal development 
through adoption of zoning designations, specific design guidelines and 
development regulations. 

Goal 4.40 design and build a healthy community to improve the quality of life for all 
people who live, work, learn, and play within the city. 
 

f. Economic Development Element:  The Economic Development Element includes 
goals and policies that support diversifying the local economy and creating a balanced 
job to housing ratio.  A list of some applicable sections and goals from the Economic 
Development Element are listed below. 

Goal 9.3: Provide a predictable development atmosphere, emphasize diversity of 
goods and services available, and ensure employment opportunities are balanced 
with a range of housing opportunities. 

Policy 9.3.1 provide opportunities to achieve a jobs/housing balance that 
encourages and advances smart growth goals including financial stability, 
environmental integrity, and a healthy community. 

Policy 9.3.2 develop strategies and techniques to adjust the balance at an 
appropriate rate that the regional market can absorb.  

Goal 9.5: improve the city’s economic condition for a healthy, vibrant and sustainable 
community. 

4. Rezone Criteria:  Rezone Criteria is found in LSMC 14.16C.090.  The applicant has 
provided a narrative responding to the specific criteria.  A brief analysis will follow. 

a. If the concurrent rezone is approved, the proposal will be consistent with 
Comprehensive Land Use Map. 

b. The rezone is consistent with the Growth Management Act as the city can establish 
its local zoning and has met public notice requirements. 

c. The proposed rezone advances identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  At the time of development, any application will need to meet state and local 
regulations in effect and ensure concurrency standards are met. 
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d. The city has an imbalance of commercial lands and has imbalance between jobs and 
housing.  Currently, approximately four percent of the city is dedicated to commercial 
use.  This proposal will help provide additional opportunities for small-scale 
commercial development.   

e. The site contains adequate area to develop and is configured at the intersection of an 
arterial and collector.  At the time of development, any application will need to meet 
state and local regulations in effect and ensure concurrency standards are met. 

f. The proposal will not be materially detrimental to adjacent land uses as conditioned. 

g. As conditioned and in accordance with municipal standards there will be adequate 
infrastructure to develop the site under the proposed zoning. 

h. Environmental impacts can be mitigated. 

i. The proposal complies with municipal standards for a rezone application. 

j. The project is not within a designated subarea. 
 
CONCLUSION:  The proposal as conditioned meets the rezone standards. 

 
5. Environmental Review: 

a. Critical Areas:   

i. There are two Category III wetlands located on Parcel 29051200200600 in the 
southern segment of the request; and  

ii. A Category II Wetland located offsite, east of the northern segment of the request. 

b. Shoreline Designation and Shoreline Uses:  the properties are not located with the 
shoreline boundaries of Lake Stevens. 

c. Flood Zones:  the properties are not located within the 100-year flood zone. 

d. The applicant submitted a revised environmental checklist on July 29, 2014 (Exhibit 
8a).  The environmental checklist provides a combined analysis of the comprehensive 
plan change and proposed rezone. 

e. The city issued a Mitigated Determination Non-Significance on August 19, 2014 
(Exhibit 8b).  

f. Snohomish County Surface Water Provided a comment on August 21, 2014 (Exhibit 
8c). 

CONCLUSION:  The proposal as conditioned meets the SEPA standards identified in 
Chapter 16.04 LSMC and will not create significant environmental impacts.  Development 
near identified critical areas will be subject to Chapter 14.88 LSMC. 

6. Traffic Impacts 

a. Chapter 14.112 LSMC establishes mitigation requirements for traffic impacts to Lake 
Stevens’ roads from development.  

b. The property is located in Traffic Impact Zone 2. 

c. The applicant submitted a traffic report on July 29, 2014 (Exhibit 9a).  The reports 
suggested potential uses with the proposed zoning could generate approximately 
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2,300 additional daily vehicle trips and 188 new pm peak hour trips at the time of 
development.    

d. The city has reviewed the traffic fee report and concluded the traffic generated from 
potential uses with the proposed zoning will require onsite and offsite improvements 
to ensure concurrency not previously identified in the capital facilities plan.   

e. The Public Works Director issued a memorandum on August 15, 2014 that analyzed 
potential traffic impacts and provided recommendations for improvements (Exhibit 
9b).  The SEPA official incorporated these recommendations into the Mitigated 
Determination of Non-Significance as conditions. 

CONCLUSION:  The proposal as conditioned meets the Traffic Impact standards at the time 
of development. 

 
D. CONDITIONS 
 

The requested rezone (LUA2014-0010) is consistent with rezone criteria, applicable Comprehensive 
Plan Goals and Policies, permit processing procedures, and all other applicable municipal code 
requirements, subject to conditions noted below: 

1. Exhibit 7a depicts the areas to be rezoned to Local Business and Commercial District, 
contingent on the Planning Commission and City Council approving the concurrent 
Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment. 

2. All future development within the rezoned area shall conform to the Mitigated 
Determination of Non-Significance, dated August 19, 2014 (Exhibit 7b). 

3. All future development must comply with state and local regulations in effective at 
the time of application. 

4. The Development Agreement will be abandoned or replaced subject to City Council 
approval. 

5. The properties rezoned to Commercial District will be subject to the applicable 
development regulations in Chapter 14.38 (e.g., bulk regulations, land uses, design 
guidelines, etc.) subject to City Council approval. 

 
E. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL, 
SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS IN SECTION E, to City Council. 
 
CITY OF LAKE STEVENS, DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Recommendation Completed by  
 
Signed original on file 

August 29, 2013 

 
Russell Wright, Senior Planner            Date 
 

F. EXHIBITS 

1. Application 
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2. Revised Application 

3. Notice of Complete Application 

4. Rezone Narrative 

5. Email from H. Cussen 

6. Notices   

a. Notice of Application/ SEPA:  August 19, 2014  

b. Notice of Public Hearing:  August 19, 2014 & August 26, 2014 

7. Maps 

a. Rezone Map 

b. Adjacent Zones 

8. Environmental Review  

a. Revised Environmental Checklist 

b. Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance 

c. Snohomish County Comments 

9. Traffic 

a. Traffic Report 

b. PW Director’s Memo 
 
APPEALS:  The action of the City Council on a Type VI proposal may be appealed together with any 
SEPA threshold determination by filing a petition with the Growth Management Hearings Board 
pursuant to the requirements set forth in RCW 36.70A.290. The petition must be filed within the 
60-day time period set forth in RCW 36.70A.290(2). The appeal period shall commence upon the 
City Council’s final decision and not upon expiration of the reconsideration period. Judicial appeal is 
to Snohomish County Superior Court. 
 
Distributed to the Following Parties: 
 

1. Jenkins, Kjorsvik, Nelson, Taff (owners) 
2. M. Martin (interested party) 

3. C. Stenstrom with Snohomish County (interested party) 
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Planning & Community Development 
City of Lake Stevens 

PO Box 257 
Lake Stevens, WA  98258 

 
 

 
April 7, 2014 
 
 
Walter Kjorsvik 
Harry Cussen 
1312 E. Lake Shore Drive 
Lake Stevens, WA  98258 
 
 
Notice of Complete Application:   K & C Rezone (LUA2014-0010) / Soper Hill & SR-92 
 
 
Dear Mr. Kjorsvik and Mr. Cussen:  
 
This letter is to inform you that the city has deemed rezone request LUA2014-0010, received January 30, 
2014, to be complete on the day of application.  This determination of completeness means that the 
basic information needed to start the review has been submitted.  However, the city may require 
additional or corrected information as we proceed to ensure the request meets city requirements. 
 
Please note, as this application is directly tied to a concurrent rezone (LUA2014-0009), the city cannot 
take formal action on this application until the 2014 Comprehensive Plan Docket is set by City Council.   
Because, the city cannot take action yet, staff is placing this application on-hold and hereby notifies you 
that a decision will not occur within 120 days of receipt, as allowed pursuant to Lake Stevens Municipal 
Code 14.16A.230(d). 
 
After the docket is set, the city will issue a Notice of Application and provide formal comments.   
 
Feel free to contact me at 425-212-3315 or rwright@lakestevenswa.gov if you have any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Russell Wright 
Senior Planner 
 
CC:   Melvin Jenkins (9023 Soper Hill Rd, Lake Stevens, WA  98258) 
 John Jenkins (2230 S Monroe, Denver, CO 80210) 
 Duane Nelson (2731 Soper Hill Rd, Lake Stevens, WA  98258) 
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Russell Wright

From: Henry Cussen <hcussen@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Russell Wright
Cc: <wkjorsvik@gmail.com>; wkh.1@juno.com
Subject: Proposed rezoning clarification/ Soper Hill and Highway 9/ Kjorsvik application

This memo will confirm that we are requesting the following rezoning. 
We request that the North East corner property of approximately 9 acres be changed from Multi Family to Commercial, 
i.e. from MFR to CD and the adjoining residential lot  be also changed from SR to CD We request that the South East 
corner be changed from Mixed Use to Local Business. i.e. From MU to LB. 
I trust this clarifies matters but please call me if there are any other questions.  
Harry Cussen 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION & 

SEPA DETERMINATION 
 

 

Proposal:  Kjorsivk Map Amendment and Rezone LUA2014-0009 and LUA2014-0010 

Project Location:  Eastern intersection of SR-9 & Soper Hill Road 

Proponent:  Walt Kjorsvik 

Lead Agency:  City of Lake Stevens 
 
Proposed Project Description:  The proposal would change the land use designation and zoning on several parcels 
to Commercial District from Multifamily Residential and Suburban Residential and change zoning on a single parcel 
from Mixed-Use to Local Business.  The city is recommending the second proposed zoning change be extended to 
the adjacent parcel to the east.  The proponent has submitted a project narratives, environmental checklist and 
traffic report in support of the proposed land use request.  The city has issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance.  As conditioned and subject to identified traffic improvement there will be no adverse environmental 
impacts.   
 
Permits Required:  Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment / Rezone 

Date of Application:   January 30, 2014 

Completeness Date:   January 30, 2014 

Notice of Application &  
SEPA Determination Issued:                August 19, 2014 

Public Review and Comment Period:  Interested parties may view the project file at the Lake Stevens Permit 
Center (1812 Main Street) Monday-Friday 8 am to 5 pm.  To receive further information or to submit written 
comments, please contact the Planning and Community Development Department. 

Email: rwright@lakestevenswa.gov  

Mailing address:   P.O. Box 257, Lake Stevens, WA 98258 
 
Upon publication of the Notice of Application & issuance of the Mitigated Determination on Non-Significance, 
there is a 14-day comment / appeal period. The deadline for public comment & appeals is 5:00 PM, September 2, 
2014. 
 

It is the City’s goal to comply with the American with Disabilities Act.  The City offers its assistance to anyone 
with special needs, including the provision of TDD services. 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
Distribution: Applicant 

Official City Notification Boards (City Hall, Subject Property) 
Property Owners within 300 feet of project site  
Everett Herald 

Exhibit 6a
PC Meeting 9-3-14 
Page 92 of 129



Publish Everett Herald 8/19/14.  Post City Hall & Permit Center 8/19/14   

 
 
  
 
 

 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
Lake Stevens Planning Commission 

Lake Stevens City Council  
 

2014 Docket – Comprehensive Plan Amendments Public Hearing 
 
 
The Lake Stevens Planning Commission is scheduled to conduct a public hearing and 
receive public testimony on September 3, 2014 at 7:00 PM to consider proposed 
amendments to the Lake Stevens Comprehensive Plan at the Lake Stevens 
Community Center (1808 Main Street).   
 
If recommended for approval, the Lake Stevens City Council will conduct a public 
hearing and first ordinance reading on September 22, 2014 to consider proposed 
amendments to the Lake Stevens Comprehensive Plan.  A second public hearing and 
ordinance reading will occur on October 13, 2014.  Council hearings are at the Lake 
Stevens School District Educational Center (12309 – 22nd Street NE) at 7:00 pm. 
 
The 2014 Docket covers two citizen-initiated Map Amendments (LUA2014-0007 – 
Huber Map Amendment and LUA2014-0010 – Kjorsvik Map Amendment).  Both 
requests would create additional commercial designations in the city.   The city is also 
proposing text amendments to the Comprehensive Plan (LUA2014-0013) to add capital 
projects to the Parks and Capital Facilities Elements along with standard administrative 
amendments. 
 
A list of the proposed amendments is available at the Planning and Community 
Development Department and the City Website.  ADA information may be found at 
www.lakestevenswa.gov.   
 
Comments regarding the proposed amendments may be submitted orally during the 
hearing or in writing any time prior to the hearing by sending them to City Hall, attn: 
Russ Wright, PO Box 257, Lake Stevens, WA  98258, or by email at 
rwright@lakestevenswa.gov.   
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Russell Wright

From: Stenstrom, Clarissa <Clarissa.Stenstrom@co.snohomish.wa.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:11 PM
To: Russell Wright
Cc: Soine, Candice
Subject: FW: Lake Stevens SEPA Determination

Hi Russ, 
 
These are official comments from Snohomish County Department of Public Works. 
 
Thank you, 
Clarissa 
 

From: Kerwin, Karen  
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:04 AM 
To: Soine, Candice 
Cc: Stenstrom, Clarissa 
Subject: RE: Lake Stevens SEPA Determination 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the above development proposal.  Snohomish County Public Works, Surface 
Water Management Division, offers the following comments: 
 

1. For the portions of the project area that drains to the west to Ebey Slough, the County recommends that the 
developer perform an erosion analysis and be required to mitigate any potential erosion that would occur as a 
result of these developments/changes in land use.  In particular, erosion of the ravines, causing sediment to be 
deposited in downstream agricultural properties, is a potential concern. 

2. Given concerns about the potential impact to agricultural properties from potential new development and 
continued issues with Lake Stevens itself, we would also encourage the City of Lake Stevens to require Low 
Impact Development, including reducing impervious surfaces, cleaning stormwater and discharging it into the 
ground, and designing landscaping such that it requires less fertilizer and other nutrients, especially on property 
that drains to the Lake itself. 

 
Karen R. Kerwin, P.E.  |  Interim Engineering Manager 
Surface Water Management 

Snohomish County 
Department of Public Works 
3000 Rockefeller Ave, M/S 607 
Everett, WA  98201 
 
Phone:      (425) 388‐6422 
FAX:           (425) 388‐6455 
EMAIL:       k.kerwin@snoco.org 
WEB:         www.Snoco.org 

 

NOTICE:  All emails, and attachments, sent to and from Snohomish County are public records and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the 
Public Records Act (RCW 42.56) 

All emails, and attachments, sent to and from Snohomish County are public records and may be subject to 
disclosure pursuant to the Public Records Act (RCW 42.56) 
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Subject: Lake Stevens SEPA Determination 
 
SEPA Reviewers and interested parties, 
 
Find attached the city of Lake Stevens MDNS, Environmental Checklist and Project Map for a proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment and concurrent rezone (File Nos. LUA2014‐0009 and LUA2014‐0010) near SR‐9 and Soper Hill Road. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Russ Wright, Senior Planner 
 
City of Lake Stevens | Planning & Community Development 
1812 Main Street | PO Box 257 
Lake Stevens, WA 98258‐0257 
425.212.3315 | rwright@lakestevenswa.gov 
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