Agenda
Edmonds Planning Board
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
250 5TH AVE NORTH, EDMONDS, WA 98020
OCTOBER 9, 2019, 7:00 PM
LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FOR INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
We acknowledge the original inhabitants of this place, the Sdohobsh (Snohomish) people and
their successors the Tulalip Tribes, who since time immemorial have hunted, fished, gathered, and
taken care of these lands. We respect their sovereignty, their right to self-determination, and we
honor their sacred spiritual connection with the land and water.
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Approval of Draft Minutes: September 25, 2019

3.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA

4.

AUDIENCE COMMENTS

5.

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS
A. Development Services Director Report

6.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

7.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Joint Meeting with the Architectural Design Board: Design Review Roles and Process

8.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans
B. Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Housing implementation (referred from the City
Council)

9.

PLANNING BOARD EXTENDED AGENDA
A. Review Planning Board Extended Agenda

10.

PLANNING BOARD CHAIR COMMENTS

11.

PLANNING BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

12.

ADJOURNMENT
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Staff Lead:

N/A
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Rob Chave
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N/A
Staff Recommendation
Review and approve the draft minutes
Narrative
Draft minutes are attached
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SUBJECT TO OCTOBER 9TH APPROVAL

September 25, 2019

Chair Cheung called the meeting of the Edmonds Planning Board to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, Public
Safety Complex, 250 – 5th Avenue North.
LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FOR INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
We acknowledge the original inhabitants of this place, the Sdohobsh (Snohomish) people and their successors the Tulalip
Tribes, who since time immemorial have hunted, fished, gathered, and taken care of these lands. We respect their
sovereignty, their right to self-determination, and we honor their sacred spiritual connection with the land and water.
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT
Matthew Cheung, Chair
Daniel Robles, Vice Chair
Alicia Crank (left at 7:50 p.m.)
Nathan Monroe
Roger Pence
Mike Rosen
Conner Bryan, Student Representative

STAFF PRESENT
Rob Chave, Planning Manager
Kernen Lien, Environmental Program Manager
Jeanie McConnell, Engineering Program Manager
Jeff Taraday, City Attorney
Jerrie Bevington, Video Recorder
Karin Noyes, Recorder

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT
Todd Cloutier (excused)
Carreen Nordling Rubenkonig (excused)
READING/APPROVAL OF MINUTES
BOARD MEMBER MONROE MOVED THAT THE MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2019 BE APPROVED AS
PRESENTED. BOARD MEMBER CRANK SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA
BOARD MEMBER ROSEN MOVED TO AMEND THE AGENDA TO ADD A REVIEW OF THE JOINT CITY
COUNCIL/PLANNING BOARD MEETING. BOARD MEMBER MONROE SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
The remainder of the agenda was accepted as presented.
AUDIENCE COMMENTS
Ken Reidy, Edmonds, advised that Page 37 of the Planning Board’s meeting packet discusses Ordinance No. 3729, which is
the main reason he is so interested in the proposed street vacation amendments. He referred to the comment section at the
bottom of Page 37, which states that a temporary construction easement was reserved for the construction of a retaining wall
that was a private improvement built on private property to the north of the easement and had nothing to do with public
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utilities or any public use whatsoever. In fact, the City had no need to construct, repair or maintain anything, yet the City
Council reserved a temporary construction easement. At the August 14th meeting, the City Attorney stated that the City may
decide to give only some of the sticks back and hold onto others for some type of public use, but that was not his experience.
In his case, the temporary construction easement on his property was reserved specifically for a private developer. The City
Council never passed a Resolution of Intent to Vacate, and the temporary construction easement was not a condition to the
street vacation. There were no conditions and the easement was forced on him against his will. He never granted the
easement, and no easement was recorded at Snohomish County. The City Council even tied the life of the easement to the
private developer’s preliminary plat approval (5 years).
Mr. Reidy said he has researched the issue for over 10 years and is very confident that Edmonds is the only City in the
history of the United States to ever perform the act of establishing a public temporary construction easement solely for a
private developer’s use. The private developer never even used the easement. Despite this, City staff issued multiple code
enforcement orders requiring him to remove portions of his building so that it was setback 5 feet from the temporary
construction easement. Although temporary construction easements have nothing to do with where setbacks are measured
from, the City did it anyway.
Mr. Reidy said the situation got even worse. During the City’s code enforcement efforts, staff discussed an ordinance that
could have grandfathered his setbacks. They knew that under Ordinance No 3696, specific to his actual building,“Setbacks
will be grandfathered by Planning if, at minimum, a letter from neighbor states it was there prior to 1981.” (Note: Mr.
Reidy will submit a copy of the related staff notes when he emails a copy of his public comments to the City staff.) He
commented that City staff chose not to tell him or the Hearing Examiner that Ordinance No. 3696 applied to his building. He
said that a neighbor signed a statement under penalty of perjury that he had seen his building in 1968, but even that didn’t
stop the City. He now has a 12.5-foot setback where only a 5-foot setback is normally required. In his case, no setback at all
was required because his setbacks were grandfathered.
Mr. Reidy said he is trying to do everything possible to prevent something like what happened to his family from happening
to another Edmonds property owner in the future. His hope is that the horrible treatment he experienced can lead to
something good—a better appreciation of servient estate rights and consideration of such rights in City code. He asked that
the Board use care when reviewing the street vacation amendments initiated by the City Attorney, who made it very clear that
he believes his responsibility is to advance the interest of the City and not individual property owners. He questioned why
the City Attorney and staff was allowed more than a year to work on the proposed amendments before the public was
allowed to see what they were doing. He expressed his belief that everyone’s motivation should be to have a Street Vacation
Code that is fair and works well for the City and property owners—a code that allows the City to provide a high level of
service to the public. He said he believes the current Street Vacation Code is far better than much of City code, but he agreed
it would be better if the appraisal requirement was moved to a later stage in the process.
Mr. Reidy suggested it would be wise to specifically prohibit conditions that require property owners to grant easements to
third parties. This should not be necessary because State Law only allows the City to retain, but he raises the issue because
of the City’s past behavior. He explained that a principle that underlies the use of all easements is that the owner of the
easement cannot materially increase the burden of the servient estate or impose thereon a new and additional burden. He
expressed his belief that this principle is the main reason RCW 35.79.030 uses the word “retain.” As it relates to utilities, he
suggested it is best to do what the code allows, which is to reserve for the City any easements or rights needed for the
construction, repair and maintenance of public utilities and services. He questioned why third-party utility companies should
be granted rights superior to what they have under their franchise contracts.
Mr. Reidy observed that the proposed provision for a 25-year step up to full market value compensation is a great example of
an arbitrary law. He questioned what 25 years has to do with anything related to unopened easements. He said it doesn’t
make sense that compensation for the vacation of an unopened easement should double overnight at the 25-year mark. He
emphasized that there is a clear need to consider whether the Street Vacation Code should be different for opened versus
unopened easements.
Mr. Reidy commented that State Law allows compensation for easements, but such is permissive. That means it is option,
not required. Because Edmonds is a Home Rule Code City, the broad powers afforded it allows the City Council to adopt a
policy that it will not sell or bargain legislation as a means of obtaining revenue. He asked the Board to appreciate that no
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2.A.a

2.A.a

Mr. Reidy suggested the City Council adopt policy that the City does not charge compensation when streets and alleys that
are no longer needed for public use are vacated. He noted that compensation has not been required on many occasions in the
past, and the City should adopt a policy that makes that precedent the consistent standard practice. After all, the City never
paid a penny for the easements when they were dedicated. He noted that the general public often has no legal standing when
it comes to street vacations. He questioned why those with no legal standing should benefit from the City demanding and
receiving payment for its legislative act. If that is too big a step, he suggested the City Council could simply use its broad
powers to leave the either/or policy in place as it has been for many years. At least property owners required to grant utility
easements to the City would not have to also pay compensation.
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR REPORT TO PLANNING BOARD
Chair Cheung referred the Board to the Development Services Director’s Report that was provided in the packet. There were
no comments or questions from the Board.
AMENDMENTS TO EDMONDS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE (ECDC) 20.70 (NEW 18.55) – STREET
VACATIONS
Ms. McConnell reviewed that the proposed amendments were presented to the Board previously, once as an introduction and
again as a public hearing. She explained that the proposed amendments are intended to address the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Reorganize and clarify various code sections and add a definition section to make the process and requirements
clearer.
Revise the appraisal process and the timing for appraisal submittals.
Revise the applicability of the monetary compensation piece of the code.
Revise the timeframe to satisfy the conditions placed on the Resolution of Intent to Vacate.
Move the Street Vacation Code from Title 20 to Title 18, which is the Public Works section of the code.

Ms. McConnell reviewed that, at the public hearing, different aspects of the code were discussed in detail, and the Board
asked staff to come back with optional code language related to five specific items. She advised that the Staff Report
includes both a red-lined and clean version of the proposed amendments. It also includes a table that lists each of the items
and outlines the existing code language, a summary of the issue, staff’s recommendation and optional language for the Board
to consider.
Board Member Monroe asked how the Board’s recommendation would be presented to the City Council. Would all of the
options considered (staff recommendation and all Planning Board options) be presented? Ms. McConnell answered that both
the staff recommendation and Planning Board recommendation would be presented to the City Council. Mr. Chave added
that the full record of the Board’s discussions, including staff’s recommendations, is always attached to recommendations
that are forwarded to the City Council.
Ms. McConnell presented each of the items to the Board. The Board discussed each one and took action as follows:
•

Item 1 – Monetary Compensation and/or Easement. The existing code allows the City to either accept monetary
compensation or an easement. Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 35.79.030 allows the City to receive
compensation and retain an easement or the right to exercise and grant easements in respect to the vacated land.
Staff is proposing a right to reserve easements and the ability to accept monetary compensation. In addition,
language was added to the proposed code that states that “the appraisal shall take into account any reduction in fair
market value associated with the conditions imposed on the Resolution of Intent to Vacate.” For example, if an
easement is reserved, it could bring lesser value to the property. Option 1 would be consistent with the existing
code and limit conditions to either monetary compensation or a grant of an easement to the City in exchange for the
vacated easement. Option 2 would also be consistent with the existing code and limit conditions to either monetary
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sticks are transferred back to the fee title owner when an easement is vacated. What the City gets is an easement, and a fee
title owner does not need that easement transferred back to him because he doesn’t need an easement to use his own land.

2.A.a

Board Member Pence asked the rationale and public policy purpose behind the current either/or provision. While it
provides a lot of compensation potential in some respects, compensation would be zero if there is any type of utility
on the ground. City Attorney Taraday said he does not know the rationale behind the provision. He said it doesn’t
make sense that any retained easement would zero out the value of the property being vacated. That is why staff is
recommending that the either/or provision be changed.
Board Member Monroe questioned why a property owner should be required to compensate the City for an
easement that it no longer has a purpose for. The land belongs to the property owner, first and foremost, and the
City needs to prove a use for it. If it cannot prove that use, the easement should default back to the property owner
and the City wouldn’t be damaged at all.
Vice Chair Robles asked what the term “utility purposes” encompasses. Ms. McConnell responded that when a
utility easement is retained in a street vacation it is because there is an existing utility. The City does not reserve
easements for future utilities to be there. In the vacation process, the City chooses not to ignore the fact that there
are other utilities that exist within the area, whether they be City utilities or third-party utilities. In practice, the City
has required easements to be retained for specific utilities as a condition of the Resolution of the Intent to Vacate.
Vice Chair Robles asked what recourse a property owner would have if something new happens within an easement
that he/she doesn’t approve of or want. Ms. McConnell clarified that the City would not retain easements for
something in the future, and the underlying property owner should already know what exists on the property well in
advance of a street vacation application going before the City Council. When a property owner comes forward with
a potential street vacation application, staff discusses the existing conditions on the site and requires them to contact
utility companies for more specific information about existing utilities within the easement.
Board Member Monroe clarified that easements would only be reserved for existing utilities and not proposed
utilities. Ms. McConnell agreed, but with some exceptions. For example, the City might have a capital project that
requires the future use of a right-of-way. These things are looked at early in the review of a street vacation
application to determine if a street vacation would make sense from a public perspective. If it is deemed feasible,
the City would then identify the types of easements needed to uphold public needs for that land.
Board Member Crank asked if Edmonds is the only jurisdiction statewide that has an either/or provision for street
vacations. Ms. McConnell responded that a review was done of a handful of local jurisdictions, which found that
the City of Edmonds is the only one that has an either/or provision. Staff did not review all jurisdictions within the
State. Board Member Crank observed that, sometimes, being the only one isn’t necessarily bad. She asked staff to
explain how the proposed amendment to require both compensation and the reservation of easements would be
better. Ms. McConnell responded that State Law allows for reservation of easements and monetary compensation,
and the proposed amendment would be consistent with State Law. The either/or provision limits the City’s ability
with regard to public lands.
Chair Cheung asked if staff’s review looked at whether or not the other jurisdictions previously had either/or clauses
but then changed them at some point. City Attorney Taraday answered that they looked at current street vacation
codes from several cities that were considered relevant comparisons, but they didn’t go back to previous versions.
Chair Cheung asked if any jurisdictions have switched from requiring both compensation and reservation of
easements to an either/or provision. City Attorney Taraday said he does not know of any, and he hasn’t seen any
indication that this would be a potential trend. In his opinion, the absence of other cities’ company suggests that the
either/or clause is an oddity in the City’s code that could be dispensed with. However, he acknowledged there are
instances where the City does things its own way.
Vice Chair Robles voiced concern that there seems to be a roadblock that nothing new can happen in the City unless
it has been done somewhere else first. City Attorney Taraday noted that there are other aspects of the proposed
amendments that, if approved, would be outliers. He cautioned against taking the position that the City can’t ever be
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compensation or a grant of easement to the City or a third party in exchange for the vacated easement, provided that
any grant of an easement to a third party must be for access or utility purposes.

2.A.a

Board Member Monroe said he sees Edmonds as being primarily built out, and all of the necessary easements have
already been identified. He suggested that it is time to give unnecessary easements back to the land owners. They
should make it easier for property owners to regain ownership and get the land back on the taxable roles. The
either/or language would be the easiest way to do that, and it would allow the City to get out of the business of
holding a bunch of unopened rights-of-way. City Attorney Taraday agreed this is a fair policy question, and the
Board should feel free to disagree with his opinion on the matter. The City could adopt a blanket rule that it is no
longer going to accept compensation for street vacations, period. If they don’t need them, they will give them away
for free. However, he is not recommending this policy choice because he believes it is important for the City to
maximize its resources so the value can be spent on other goods and services that benefit the public.
City Attorney Taraday said that, in his opinion, the either/or language unfairly treats one street vacation applicant
from another. For example, one applicant, by virtue of the fact that the City needs to retain an easement, would get
his/her property for free, and another applicant, by virtue of the fact that the City doesn’t need an easement, would
have to pay. That seems unfair to him. One of the goals of the proposal is to treat all street vacation applicants
fairly. The City Council could adopt a policy that all of the unnecessary street vacations would be given away for
free, and that would treat all applications fairly. However, the either/or language would not accomplish this goal.
Vice Chair Robles asked City Attorney Taraday to explain maximizing social value versus optimizing social value.
City Attorney Taraday said that, from his perspective, easements are valuable property rights that are controlled by
the City. The City doesn’t ordinarily give things away for free. If the City requires fair market value for these
valuable rights, the money can be used for other transportation-related purposes that benefit the public.
Board Member Crank said she would support Planning Board Option 1. She observed that staff’s recommendation
to require both monetary compensation and the reservation of easement is prompting a lot of unnecessary questions
and confusion.
Board Member Monroe voiced support for the either/or language (Option 1). It hasn’t been a problem in the past,
and he doesn’t see a reason to change it. The role of the City is to serve its citizens and not to optimize its value
from citizens. The price of land continues to increase, and it does not behoove the City to make street vacations too
difficult. As long as the City can retain its rights and there is an encumbrance on the land that allows for the City’s
needs, both the City and the property owner should be made whole.
Board Member Pence said he can’t see where one pipe in the ground should zero out the City’s ability to require
compensation. The City Council outlined the inequities that would exist between two equivalent property acquirers.
The one with the pipe in the ground would get the property for free and the one without the pipe in the ground would
pay the full amount. That is a fundamental unfairness. He suggested that the value of the retained easement could
be and would be accommodated in the appraisal process. Appraisers are trained to examine properties and come up
with a monetary value, and that would be the fair way to go, setting aside the issue of more or less revenue to the
City. He said he supports the staff recommendation.
Chair Cheung said he understands the argument for capitalizing on the monetary value of the rights-of-way. On the
other hand, if the City doesn’t have a need for a particular right-of-way, perhaps the policy should be to use it or
give it away.
Board Member Rosen commented that all land has value, regardless of how it was acquired. He is having a hard
time with the idea of simply giving City land away without compensation. In some cases, rights-of-way have
significant value.
Board Member Robles agreed that the land has value, but the appraisal and assessment components included in the
draft amendment help address the concerns. He doesn’t believe it is absolutely necessary to change the language,
and he would be inclined to stick with the current either/or policy.
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an outlier. However, if the City is going to be an outlier, it should be able to articulate reasons for it. In this case, he
is unable to do so.

2.A.a

Board Member Monroe suggested the Board recommend Option 1, which would leave both options on the table for
City Council discussion. If they simply go with the staff recommendation, then the alternative option may not even
be considered by the City Council. Chair Cheung commented that the City Council would see both options, whether
the Board recommends Option 1 or the staff recommendation. He said he doesn’t have a strong inclination to
support either option at this time. Vice Chair Robles agreed and said he would fall back on what has been tried and
experienced by the citizens the Board represents.
Again, Board Member Monroe expressed his belief that the either/or language is the right way to go. If the City is
damaged, they should be compensated. If they can retain the necessary easements and setbacks, they shouldn’t be
able to collect compensation money, as well. Board Member Pence reminded him that the value of any easement
would be accounted for in the appraisal. Board Member Monroe commented that the either/or provision has worked
well for a number of years, and he can’t see a reason to change it now.
VICE CHAIR ROBLES MOVED THAT THE BOARD RECOMMEND OPTION 1 FOR ITEM 1. BOARD
MEMBER MONROE SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED 3-1-1, WITH BOARD MEMBER
PENCE VOTING IN OPPOSITION AND CHAIR CHEUNG ABSTAINING.
•

Item 2 – Monetary Compensation – Fair Market Value/Dollar Amount. The existing code requires that
monetary compensation be paid to the City “in the amount of up to one-half the fair market value for the street,
alley, or part thereof to be vacated unless acquired at “public expense” then full appraised value shall be paid.”
To be consistent with State Law, staff is proposing the following language, “Payment to the City, prior to the
effective date of the ordinance, in an amount of up to one-half the fair market value for the subject property unless
the subject property was acquired at “public expense” or has been part of a dedicated public right-of-way for 25
years or more, in which case full fair market value shall be paid.” She advised that the Planning Board did not
request staff to provide alternative language for this item.
Board Member Monroe asked staff to explain why they are proposing the change. Mr. Lien responded that when the
City’s Street Vacation Ordinance No. 2493 was originally passed in 1985, it was consistent with the State Law in
place at the time. The legislature later amended State Law in 2001 to add the language related to property that is
acquired at public expense or dedicated public right-of-way for 25 years or more, and subsequent updates of the City
code failed to bring this section into concurrence with the updated State Law.
City Attorney Taraday said the intent of this amendment is to conform City code to State Law. Board Member
Monroe commented that it would be helpful to understand why the State Law was changed. City Attorney Taraday
responded that he doesn’t know why the State Law was changed. Board Member Monroe suggested that perhaps
the reasoning was that if the City purchases a piece of property at full public expense, it should get full price when it
is sold back. City Attorney Taraday agreed that might have been the reasoning behind the phrase, “unless the
subject property was acquired at “public expense.” However, the language, “or has been part of a dedicated public
right-of-way for 25 years or more,” could apply to a case where the City didn’t pay anything. Board Member
Monroe suggested that the phrase, “or has been part of a dedicated public right-of-way for 25 years or more”
should be deleted from the staff’s recommended language.
Board Member Pence observed that the purpose of the public expense caveat is to distinguish between rights-of-way
that were dedicated to the City when subdivisions were platted and rights-of-way the City had to pay to acquire in
order to build a street. In the case of subdivisions, the rights-of-way were gifted to the City as part of an approved
subdivision. The City didn’t pay anything for them. However, when the City needed to acquire rights-of-way to
build streets, it had to condemn properties and pay full market value, and that’s a public expense. City Attorney
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Board Member Pence suggested that the Board is mixing up the issues. The question is not whether or not a
proposed vacation involves a value to the City. The question is, does that value, whatever it is, suddenly turn to zero
just because there is a pipe left in the ground and the City retains an easement to maintain that pipe. You can argue
how big the compensation should be based on an appraisal, but he hasn’t heard an adequate explanation that would
allow him to get from whatever that number is to zero merely because there’s a pipe in the ground.

2.A.a

City Attorney Taraday said that, when preparing the proposed amendment, he didn’t focus on the “why” part
because his perspective isn’t to delve too deeply into why that particular law was changed by the legislature. His
responsibility is to maximize the public’s value. Board Member Pence commented that, having worked for the
legislature earlier in his life, the 25-year provision has the look and feel of a number plucked out of the air or some
handshake between interests. At some point, he would like to make a distinction between unopened alleys and
public rights-of-way that have been improved and put into use to provide public access. He took issue with the City
requiring compensation for vacating unopened alleys that have never provided any public access or benefit.
Vice Chair Robles voiced concern about applying fair market value, and questioned if a market of two could ever be
fair. Unless anyone can bid on the easement property, it won’t be possible to identify fair market. He suggested the
best way to resolve this concern would be to specify the appraiser as being a licensed appraiser, and hopefully, a
market will be created for appraisers that specialize in easements. He would like to see fair market articulated in
either the selection of the appraisers or the way the process flows.
Board Member Rosen asked if the current language would lock street vacations to just adjacent property owners.
City Attorney Taraday explained that for each proposed vacation, there is an underlying fee owner that is a known
person or entity. The title, upon vacation, will always go to the underlying fee owner. When dealing with
appraisals, the question isn’t whether one person can outbid another person. The question is, how much, if anything,
the underlying fee owner should pay to have those valuable property rights titled in their name.
Board Member Rosen asked what happens if the City decides to vacate an easement, but none of the adjacent
property owners want to pay for the land. City Attorney Taraday answered that, if it was a City-initiated vacation
with the finding that the public benefit accruing from the vacation alone is sufficient, no compensation would be
required. He said council-initiated street vacations are rare, and he would assume the City Council would only do so
if it would provide a public benefit. If a petitioner initiates a vacation, it is presumed the petitioner is interested in
the value of the property.
Chair Cheung asked if staff has a rough estimate of what the fair market value of an easement might be. Mr. Lien
provided a history of past vacation ordinances approved by the City (See Attachment 5 of the Staff Report):
o
o
o

o

o
o

Ordinance No. 3188 was initiated by the City in 1998. The City Council found that the public benefit be
derived from the vacation outweighed the need for requiring compensation.
Ordinance No. 3189 was initiated by the City in 1998. The vacated right-of-way was adjacent to the
cemetery and was vacated to support the construction of the columbarium.
Ordinance Nos. 3197 through 3208 were initiated by the City in 1998 at the urging of the City Engineer.
They were all located in the Meadowdale area and most contained slopes in excess of 40%. No
compensation was required for any the vacations due to the public benefits derived. The easements were
rights-of-way the City did not want and had no plans to develop into streets.
Ordinance No. 3255 was privately initiated in 1999. The vacation would have allowed one additional
building lot with a value ranging from $30,000 to $65,000. However, the abutting property owners agreed
to waive the subdivision rights created by the vacation via a covenant recorded with the ordinance. The
City Council reduced the required value to $3,562.
Ordinance No. 3260 was privately initiated in 1999, and the City received compensation equal to half of
the appraised value.
Ordinance No. 3463 was initiated by both the City and a private citizen in 2003. It appeared to be a
cleanup of a past vacation that should have happened with a subdivision in 1987. The City Council
considered three compensation options: 1) using the current (2003) land valuation for a total of $31,050, 2)
using the 1993 assessed valuation (when the current property owner purchased the property for a total of
$18,468; or 3) using the original 1987 calculation for a total of $5,454. Since it appeared to be a City
oversight that the vacation did not occur, the Council chose the 1987 valuation.
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Taraday agreed with this distinction, but said it is still not clear why State Law treats public expense acquisitions the
same as dedications of 25 years or more.

o

o

o
o
o
o

o

o
o

o

o
o

Ordinance No. 3470 was initiated by the City in 2003. The City had sold the adjacent property at 805
Bowdoin Way as surplus. As part of the sale, the City indicated it would vacate the right-of-way. It was
determined that adequate compensation was received from the sale of the property and no additional
compensation was required for the right-of-way.
Ordinance No. 3520 was initiated by the City in 2004. This vacation appeared to be a cleanup of some
license agreement from 1973. One-half of the appraised value would have been $8,000, but the City
Council accepted the reduced payment because the subject property was burdened with access rights, the
prior property owner refused to purchase the site, returning the property to the tax rolls would compensate
the City through additional tax revenue, and the owners would occur additional costs.
Ordinance No. 3543 was initiated by a private citizen in 2005. The City received half of the appraised
value ($3,750) for the right-of-way that was vacated.
Ordinance No. 3551 was initiated by a private citizen in 2005. The City received half of the appraised
value ($62,500) for the right-of-way that was vacated.
Ordinance No. 3565 was initiated by a private citizen in 2005. The City received half of the appraised
value ($67,731) for the right-of-way that was vacated.
Ordinance No. 3647 was initiated by a private citizen in 2007. The fair market value of the property was
appraised at $22,500. The City Council reduced the compensation below 50% to reflect the costs associated
with obtaining an appraisal and the other associated costs of the vacation process, as well as the required lot
line adjustment and the cost of tree removal. A compensation of $7,500 was required.
Ordinance No. 3662 was privately initiated in 2007. A compensation of $1,400 was required, which was
more than half of the appraised value that was submitted with the application. Two appraisals were
submitted. The first had an assumed value of $1,350 and another appraisal was for $1,620. The appraisals
were based on the differential values of similarly-sized and valued properties. The City Council did not
feel that the appraisals appropriately reflected the value of the property. The applicant had offered to pay
the City $1,400 for the vacated right-of-way, and the City Council accepted that offer as adequate
compensation.
Ordinance No. 3729 was initiated by the City Council in 2008. This is the vacation referred to by Mr.
Reidy during his comments.
Ordinance No. 4028 was initiated by the City Council in 2016 after the City acquired Civic Field from the
school district. Because the City was the property owner, no compensation or easements were required as
part of the vacation.
Ordinance No. 4061 was privately initiated in 2017. The City received compensation of $92,610, which
was half of the appraised value. The property was zoned multifamily, and the vacated property would give
the owner more square footage to develop more units.
Ordinance No. 4114 was privately initiated in 2018. The required compensation was $28,800 or half of
the appraised value.
Ordinance No. 4143 was privately initiated in 2019 and no compensation was required because the City
retained easements.

Mr. Lien summarized that the value of the appraisal and required compensation depends on the size of the property,
the zone it is located in, and other circumstances that vary site-by-site. Vice Chair Robles said it makes sense that
negotiations happen between the City and private parties. If a developer needs additional land in order to increase
the number of units, the City should be compensated appropriately. He said a fair market is defined as something
where both sides have the same information and there is no asymmetric information. The minute the City places
constraints on who can do an appraisal, the results are stacked in favor of one side or the other and the appraisal can
no longer be considered fair market. He asked if it is too expensive to continue the City’s current process or is the
amendment intended to streamline the negotiation process and make it more uniform.
City Attorney Taraday said the idea behind wanting to limit which appraisers can be used is to create some
uniformity and fairness between one street vacation petitioner and another. Historically, applicants have simply
submitted an appraisal as part of the vacation application. Sometimes the appraisals are straight up and fair, but
other times applicants present appraisals that appear result-oriented and low. He is concerned that some parties will
take advantage if the City leaves it completely to the discretion of the applicant to select the appraiser. There will be
some disparity in how fairly street vacation applicants are treated. The optional language provided by staff would
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allow the City to provide an extensive list of appraisers. This would provide some quality control and also allow the
applicant some input on who does the appraisal. He explained that an appraiser’s primary job is to determine fair
market value, and fair market value is defined as the price that a willing but not obligated buyer would pay and a
willing but not obligated seller would sell. The most common way is via a comparable sales approach. Appraisers
are trained to render an opinion as to what fair market value is, and the City wants to make sure it is dealing with
appraisers who do it in a way that is above board. Appraisers are licensed by a Board and have different
qualification designations. The main thing the City would look at when compiling the list would be whether or not
an appraiser has experience with street vacation appraisals.
Board Member Rosen said he leans towards Option 1, which calls for an approved list of appraisers that meet all of
the qualifications. The market will decide if there is any pious going on. A frequency of certain appraisers
generating more appeals than others will provide another safety net. Chair Cheung concurred and suggested that
having a larger list would be better. The Board discussed that the list should include at least six appraisers.
Board Member Robles asked if the compensation required would be the same for a developer who will gain
enormously from a street vacation as opposed to a homeowner who just needs a corner for a detached accessory
dwelling unit. City Attorney Taraday said his general understanding is that most appraisers doing this kind of work
would take into account the highest and best use of the property before and after the street vacation. If a street
vacation results in additional lots or units, the additional development potential would be reflected in the fair market
value.
Board Member Monroe asked that the phrase, “or has been part of a dedicated public right-of-way for 25 years or
more” be eliminated from the proposed amendment. Since Edmonds was primarily platted and built in the 1950s
and 1960s, the provision would include almost all right-of-way. He said he cannot think of a logical reason why an
applicant would be required to pay double the price after the 25th year. Chair Cheung said it appears that the
provision was added to be consistent with State Law, but there is no clear explanation as to where the number came
from.
Mr. Lien explained that, when the State legislature adopted the provision, they didn’t specifically spell out the intent.
However, the testimony that was given by the City of Tacoma and the Association of Washington Cities was that
allowing cities to sell vacated streets and alleys for their appraised value allows more responsible management of
public access and avoids the potential gift of public lands. The law was voted out of the house 93-0 and out of the
senate 40-6.
City Attorney Taraday commented that Edmonds is so old that the vast majority of the streets will fall in the 25year-and-over category. The real policy choice is whether you want to maximize market value or sell the rights-ofway for half price. The Board discussed that, if the 25-year provision is not eliminated, the majority of the City’s
rights-of-way would be subject to full market value upon vacation. Board Member Monroe suggested that, at the
very least, the Board should make the Council aware that accepting the staff’s recommendation would basically
double the price of all street vacations.
BOARD MEMBER MONROE MOVED TO RECOMMEND THE STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION FOR
ITEM 2, WITH ONE MODIFICATION TO REMOVE THE PHRASE, “OR HAS BEEN PART OF A
DEDICATED PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR 25 YEARS OR MORE.” BOARD MEMBER ROBLES
SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
•

Item 3 – Appraisals – Applicability and Waiver. The existing code requires an appraisal to be submitted upfront
with the application, and staff is proposing clarifying language that an appraisal is not required if a utility easement
only is proposed to be vacated. In response to Planning Board feedback at the last meeting, the staff
recommendation was updated to include applicability and waiver sections. The applicability section states, “where
the Resolution of Intent to Vacate includes a compensation requirement, an independent appraisal shall be
required.” With regard to the appraisal fee, some additional language was added to state that, “for street vacations
initiated by City Council, the City shall be responsible for any associated appraisal fees.” A waiver section was
added that states, “the requirement for an appraisal and subsequent monetary compensation will be waived if a
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street vacation initiated by City Council by resolution includes a finding that the public benefit accruing from the
vacation alone is sufficient to justify the vacation without monetary compensation to the City.” If the Planning
Board determines the granting of an easement and/or substitute right-of-way negates the ability to collect monetary
compensation and therefore the appraisal becomes unnecessary, then Option 1 would amend the waiver section to
allow for the appraisal and monetary compensation requirement to be waived if, “a) the resolution for a City
Council initiated street vacation includes a finding that the public benefit accruing from the vacation alone is
sufficient to justify the vacation without any monetary compensation to the City,” and “b) the resolution conditions
the street vacation upon the reservation and/or granting of a public easement or substitute public right-of-way to the
City of Edmonds (or a third party).”
Board Member Robles said he likes the concept of waivers. If the City is going to maximize its benefit, the public
should have the rights and tools available to maximize their own benefit, as well, through a negotiation process.
Board Member Monroe requested clarification of the term “third party.” Does it refer only to utilities or can private
developers obtain third-party rights. Ms. McConnell said a reference was made to a recent street vacation where the
school district had a storm utility pipe that ran through the property. An easement was retained for the school
district as a condition of approval. The condition was placed on the vacation to address an existing utility. Board
Member Monroe requested additional information about Ordinance No. 3729, which was a temporary construction
easement for a street vacated for approval of a 3-lot short plat. Ms. McConnell said she wasn’t involved with this
street vacation, which involved a short plat adjacent to the alley. In the process of vacating the alley, the City
acknowledge that the development of the short plat was intending to utilize the alley for access to their construction
project. A temporary construction easement was retained in that case for the developer to complete the
improvements.
Other than the circumstances surrounding Ordinance No. 3729, Board Member Monroe asked if “third party” refers
to existing utilities or if the City would maintain a corridor for future utility installations. Ms. McConnell said the
intention is not for third party future use, but there may be City future uses considered.
Chair Cheung said he supports recommending the additional language outlined in Option 1 if the City Council
adopts the Board’s recommendation to retain the either/or language (Item 1).
CHAIR CHEUNG MOVED THAT THE BOAD RECOMMEND OPTION 1, WITH THE
UNDERSTANDING THAT IT WOULD ONLY APPLY IF THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPTS THE
PLANNING BOARDS RECOMMENDATION OF OPTION 1 FOR ITEM 1. BOARD MEMBER
MONROE SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
City Attorney Taraday clarified that the Board’s recommendation for Item 3 would follow suit for whatever results
with Item 1. If the City Council takes a different action on Item 1, then Option 1 for Item 3 would no longer apply.
•

Item 4 – Selecting an Appraiser. The existing code requires an appraisal at the time of application, and the
applicant pays for and provides his/her own appraisal. The City has no regulations beyond the language that
requires a qualified land appraiser with an MAI designation. Staff’s proposal states, “If the City Council adopts a
Resolution of intent to Vacate the subject property, the director shall be authorized to obtain an appraisal of the fair
market value of the subject property from a qualified appraiser, taking into account any reduction in fair market
value associated with the conditions imposed in the Resolution of Intent, including but not limited to a condition
requiring the dedication of an alternative right-of-way.” As a Planning Board Option 1, the words, “from a
qualified appraiser” could be eliminated and language could be added that states, “the appraiser will be selected by
the applicant from a city-approved list.”
Chair Cheung asked how the City would define the term “qualified appraiser.”. Ms. McConnell said the intent is for
the City to have a contract in place with an appraiser consulting firm. The process of selecting a specific consultant
would involve a review of qualifications to confirm applicability and experience related to street vacations. Board
Member Rosen clarified that the difference between the staff’s recommendation and Option 1 is a sole source versus
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Board Member Monroe recalled that, at the last meeting, the Board agreed that the appraisal should be moved to the
end of the street vacation process rather than requiring an appraisal at the time of application. Ms. McConnell said
this change was included in the proposed code amendments, but was not listed on the table because the Board was in
agreement that it should be moved to a later point in the process. This change will be pointed out when the
amendments are presented to the City Council.
BOARD MEMBER ROSEN MOVED THAT BOARD RECOMMEND OPTION 1 FOR ITEM 4, WITH
THE ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE, “NO FEWER THAN SIX.” BOARD MEMBER MONROE SECONDED
THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
•

Item 5 – Challenging a Condition. There is no existing code language that details how an applicant may appeal a
condition. Language with regard to challenging conditions imposed in the Resolution of Intent to Vacate would
provide the applicant clarity on the appeal process where none is provided in the State code. It would also provide
certainty to the City that the ordinance passed by the City Council would not be challenged once the vacation
becomes effective. The staff recommendation includes language providing a 30-day appeal period, which is longer
than the usual 21-day appeal period for land-use decisions. If the Board feels that a longer appeal period is
necessary, Option 1 would add a clause to make sure that the street vacation is dealt with appropriately, depending
on when an appeal comes in.
The majority of the Board indicated support for an appeal period longer than 39 days, and most felt that 60 days
would be a more appropriate option.
BOARD MEMBR ROSEN MOVED THAT THE BOARD RECOMMEND OPTION 1 FOR ITEM 5.
BOARD MEMBER MONROE SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
At the request of City Attorney Taraday, the Board confirmed that the motion includes the red text provided in the
table for Item 5.

REVIEW OF THE JOINT CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING BOARD MEETING
Board Member Rosen reviewed the City Council’s suggestions for items the Board should add to its extended agenda. The
list included:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Implementation of code update for the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP)
Implementation of code update for the climate goals
Implementation of code update for the Washington State Roadmap
Low-impact development code review
Five Corners code update
Sustainable construction code review
Stormwater handling code review
Identifying nonconforming buildings and areas under performing
Subdivision code review

Board Member Rosen said he sensed some frustration by City Council Members who felt they had been asking for
subdivision code review for several years. He suggested that the listed items should be added to the Board’s agenda, with
some parameters around scheduling. The Board acknowledged that available staff time would need to be considered when
scheduling the items on the extended agenda. Mr. Chave explained that some of the items will be longer term, and others
shorter term. There are also pending items on the Board’s agenda that weren’t mentioned at the joint meeting.
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The Board asked staff to identify a target date for each of the items to come before the Board. Mr. Chave said staff would do
their best to estimate a timeline for each of the items, but it won’t be possible to identify specific dates for all of them. He
said there have been a couple of different drafts of the subdivision code, and it may be ready to present to the Board soon.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

The Council can review the meeting minutes or watch the video recording of the meeting.
A report on Planning Board activities could be included in the Development Services Director’s Report.
Staff can provide feedback and updates to the Council on Planning Board activities.
Board Members can attend City Council meetings and participate during the citizen comment period.
The Board can request time on the City Council’s agenda to present recommendations and/or thoughts.
The Council President and Planning Board Chair could meet regularly.
The Board could present a quarterly report to the City Council.
In an effort to stay informed of the housing discussions, the Council President, Planning Board Chair, Architectural
Design Board Chair and Housing Commission Chair could meet regularly to collaborate.
Establish an ongoing method for tracking Planning Board recommendations to the City Council and actions that are
taken. This would not only allow the Board to monitor its effectiveness and/or things that need feedback, but the
City Council could also provide specific responses to actions that were counter to the Board’s recommendations.

Board Member Rosen reviewed that it was suggested that, at the end of every meeting, the Board could identify which
options they would like to use to convey the results of their discussions and actions to the City Council. He suggested that
the Board start taking advantage of this opportunity as soon as possible, recognizing that Option 9 would take some time to
implement.
Student Representative Bryan said he doesn’t have a specific recommendation, but he could imagine the City Council would
be frustrated if the Planning Board communicates in a different manner after each meeting. He suggested that consistency is
important to consider.
Board Member Monroe suggested that consistency should be mixed with understanding the importance of each topic. If the
topic is mundane, the meeting minutes can serve that purpose. But some issues may warrant the use of some of the other
options.
REVIEW OF EXTENDED AGENDA
Chair Cheung reviewed that the October 9th meeting agenda will include a joint discussion with the Architectural Design
Board regarding their role in design review, an update on the Vision 2050 Multicounty Planning Policies, and a presentation
on the 2020 – 2025 Capital Improvement and Capital Facilities Plans. The October 23rd agenda will include an update from
the Housing Commission and a public hearing on the 2020 – 2025 Capital Improvement and Capital Facilities Plans.
Mr. Chave announced that, at the request of the Economic Development Commission, the November 13th meeting will
include a discussion about potentially adding a provision to the Commercial Waterfront Zone that allows lodging and/or
hotels.
Chair Cheung asked for an update about parking. Mr. Chave responded that the City Council opted not to go forward with
the parking study, so it is on hold at this point.
Mr. Chave agreed to work with the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Director to schedule a report on a future Planning
Board agenda.
PLANNING BOARD CHAIR COMMENTS
Chair Cheung commented that the Board had a good discussion, and it was a good exercise on how to forward their thoughts
to the City Council in the most effective manner.
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Board Member Rosen said the second part of the joint meeting was focused on how the Board communicates with the City
Council. The following menu of options was created:
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PLANNING BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

Vice Chair Robles commented that the City Council watches the video recordings of their meetings and reads their minutes.
This invigorates him and gives the Board license to be creative. The joint meetings with the City Council are productive and
helps them get to the core of the issues quickly and accurately.
Board Member Pence said anything the Board can do to increase the visibility of their work is to their advantage. He said he
supports having some mechanism to report to the City Council in a more visible way beyond just relying on them to read the
minutes.
ADJOURNMENT
The Board meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m.
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Board Member Monroe agreed that the Board’s discussion regarding the street vacation amendments was good.

5.A

Planning Board Agenda Item
Meeting Date:

10/9/2019

Development Services Director Report
Staff Lead:

Shane Hope, Director

Department:
Prepared By:

Planning Division
Rob Chave

Background/History
N/A
Staff Recommendation
N/A
Narrative
Development Services Director Shane Hope provides an update on local and regional news of planning
interest.
Attachments:
Attachment 1: Director.Report.10.04.19
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D8

Date:

October 4, 2019

To:

Planning Board

From:

Shane Hope, Development Services Director

Subject:

Director Report

A goal without a plan is just a wish.
(Unknown)
Next Planning Board Meeting
The Planning Board is scheduled on October 9. Hope you can be there!

STATE & REGIONAL NEWS
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)
 PSRC’s Transportation Board met September 12 with an agenda that included:
o Selection Process for Rural Town Centers and Corridors Program
o Regional Intelligent Transportation System Inventory
 PSRC’s Regional Staff Committee met September 19 regarding:
o Puget Sound Partnership activities for ecosystem recovery
o Comments to date for VISION 2050 Plan
o Draft Regional Growth Strategy—Targets and Consistency
Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT)
 SCT held its general assembly, an annual event, on September 25. The main presentation
topic was an update on the HART project (see below). Officials from around the county
attended and discussed aspects of improving housing affordability.
Snohomish County HART Project
 The Snohomish County Housing Affordability Regional Task Force (HART) was organized
by The Snohomish County Executive to bring local government representatives together
to develop a five-year action plan to improve the region’s ability to meet affordable
1|Page
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housing needs. Over the summer, HART has been exploring resources, challenges, and
opportunities.
 HART’s September 12 meeting included agreement on the following draft regional goals:
o More housing, more housing types, greater affordability at all income levels
o Preservation of existing affordable housing
o Increased in density on transit corridors and in job centers
o Community outreach & education
o Ongoing regional collaboration & tracking of progress
 HART’s October 3 meeting included discussion of strategies to implement the above
regional goals.

LOCAL PROJECTS
Housing Commission
The Housing Commission’s first meeting was on September 26. It was introductory in nature and
included: (a) Identification of topics of interest to the Commission; and (b) agreement on a
monthly meeting schedule. Commissioners expressed interest in learning more about and
having a common understanding of housing terminology, applicable laws, comprehensive plans,
demographic data, and much more. The meeting was video-recorded and can be seen on the
City’s agenda webpage at: http://edmondswa.iqm2.com/Citizens/default.aspx.
Regular monthly meetings will be on the second Thursday of each month, starting at 6:30 pm.
The next meeting is on October 10 (6:30-8:30 pm) at the Brackett Room of City Hall. (Note:
Currently, the City is experimenting with whether to have future Commission meetings in the
Brackett Room or in the Council Chambers.
Besides monthly Commission meetings, other events and public engagement opportunities will
be held to provide information and get community input on housing.
The Commission is charged with recommending policy options, by the end of 2020, to expand
the range of housing in Edmonds. For general information about the project, see:
https://www.citizenshousingcommission.org/.
Marsh Study
Information on the Edmonds Marsh Study, prepared by Windward, was the focus of a public
open house on September 30. The study documented details of the Marsh’s baseline conditions.
It also determined that planned improvements to the Marsh, such as the daylighting of Willow
Creek, were highly likely to improve the quality of the Marsh.

OTHER LOCAL NEWS
Architectural Design Board (ADB)
The ADB met on Oct. 2. Items of discussion included:
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Citizens’ Housing Commission (HC)
The HC met on Sept 26. Items of discussed included:
 Topics of Interest for future meetings
 Schedule future meetings
 Updates on Consultant Assistance and Community Outreach
The next meeting will be held October 10 and include background information on state laws
related to housing, highlights of the Edmonds Comprehensive Plan, and a timeline for achieving
the Commission’s mission.
Diversity Commission
The Diversity Commission met on Oct. 2. Items of discussed included:
 Update from the city
 “I Am Edmonds” updates
 Letter to Snohomish Co. Prosecutor re: Harvey’s Tavern
 Subgroup reports
 Recognition of Indigenous Peoples Day
 Arts and Youth Commission partnerships
Economic Development Commission (EDC)
The EDC met on September 18 and discussed:
 SAP memo update
 Work group updates on:
o Development feasibility
o Arts/tourism
o Business attraction
Economic Downtown Alliance (ED!)
ED will meet next on October 10. An agenda will be posted online when available.
Hearing Examiner
The Hearing Examiner is scheduled next for a meeting on Oct. 24. An agenda will be posted
online when available.
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
The HPC meets next on Oct. 10. An agenda will be available online when available.
Mayors Climate Protection Committee
The Climate Protection Committee met on Oct. 3. Items discussed included:
 Climate Goals Project, GHG Target Tool
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Packet Pg. 19

Attachment: Attachment 1: Director.Report.10.04.19 (Development Services Director Report)

 Continuation of the September 4 public hearing regarding the Main Street Commons
project. The continuation provided the applicant additional time to prepare materials for
resubmittal.
 Continued discussion of ADB roles and design review process
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 Priorities for next six months

Youth Commission
The Youth Commission’s October 2 meeting included:
 Plaza Room Walkthrough
 Youth Forum Run-Through/Practice
 What Still Needs to be Done for Forum
City Council
The September 24 City Council meeting included:
 A joint discussion with the Planning Board—focusing on ideas for the Planning Board’s
work plan and on increasing communication between the City Council and Planning Board
 Agreement for the Council President to appoint two Council members to the Housing
Commission on a rotating basis each month through 2019 and for two “permanent’
liaisons to be appointed after the first of the year.
The Council’s October 1 meeting included:
 Marsh Study presentation and discussion
 Introduction to the Street Vacation Code Update
COMMUNITY CALENDAR
• October 1 – 15: Registration for 7th Annual Scarecrow Festival (Edmonds Historical
Museum)
• October 5: Summer Market (last day for 2019)
• October 7: Candidates Forum, City Council Chambers, begins at 7 pm
• October 16 – November 1: Voting on 7th Annual Scarecrows

What happened on this day in History (October 9)?
1919 - The Black Sox Scandal was a Major League Baseball match fixing incident in which eight
members of the Chicago White Sox were accused of intentionally losing the 1919 World Series
against the Cincinnati Reds in exchange for money from a gambling syndicate led by Arnold
Rothstein. The fallout from the scandal resulted in the appointment of Judge Kenesaw Mountain
Landis as the first Commissioner of Baseball, granting him absolute control over the sport in order
to restore its integrity.
1941 - US President Franklin D. Roosevelt approves an atomic program that would become the
Manhattan Project.
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Tree Board
The Tree Board met on Oct. 3. Items discussed included:
 Wrap up of Farmer’s Market Event
 Arbor Day plans, Street Tree List Update, Tree City Report preparation
 Tree Board class to be taught at FAC on Oct. 12
 2020 Tree Board projects

7.A

Planning Board Agenda Item
Meeting Date:

10/9/2019

Joint Meeting with the Architectural Design Board: Design Review Roles and Process
Staff Lead:

Staff

Department:
Prepared By:

Planning Division
Michael Clugston

Background/History
The Planning Board discussed revisions to the Architectural Design Board's roles and involvement in
project reviews at a joint meeting on July 24 (Attachment 4). The Planning Board discussed revisions to
the ADB's roles and processes at a joint meeting with City Council on September 24, 2019 (Attachment
3).
Staff Recommendation
Using the ADBs preferred activities and design review process proposal (Attachments 1 and 2), direct
staff to draft revisions to relevant Edmonds City and Community Development codes.
Narrative
This is a continued discussion about the ADB’s changing roles in developing the guidance and standards
necessary to influence design in Edmonds and its specific role in the project design review process.
Documents for discussion include:
1) A summary of the ADB's current codified powers and duties compared with desired roles (Attachment
1). While focusing entirely on the quasi-judicial role in the past, the Board missed the opportunity to
participate in the recent design work for the Westgate Mixed Use and General Commercial zones. There
remain a number of opportunities for future design work, however, including for multifamily zones, 5
Corners, the 4th Avenue Arts Corridor, etc. Post-hoc reviews of completed projects would allow Board to
see how projects age into sites and whether what was envision by the design standards and guidance
needs to be revised to ensure the community is getting the designs it wants.
2) A flowchart outlining revised ADB involvement in project reviews (Attachment 2). As noted
previously, quasi-judicial decision making at the end of the project review cycle is not the best use of
Board member time and expertise. The City Council recognized this too, passing Resolution 1367 which
states their intent to remove volunteer boards like the ADB from the quasi-judicial decision making role.
As envisioned, the Board would have two touches of larger projects during the design review cycle. The
first would be at the pre-application phase when an applicant is still in the early stages of project
development. The second would be during application review as a recommendation to the final
decision maker on a larger project (likely the Hearing Examiner). The first touch would allow the Board
to provide guidance on elements like massing, site context, and open space. The recommendation piece
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would allow the Board to take second look at a project to see if it addressed the Board's design vision
from the pre-application phase and propose design conditions if it did not.
Attachments:
Attachment 1 - ADB Role Recommendations
Attachment 2 - Proposed Design Review Process Flowchart
Attachment 3 - Joint Council-PB minutes September 24, 2019
Attachment 4 - Joint PB-ADB minutes July 24, 2019
Attachment 5 - Design review summary slides
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Recommendations from the Architectural Design Board (ADB)
on Design Review
Introduction
The Architectural Design Board (ADB) has served in Edmonds for several decades. Over the years, the
ADB has observed certain concerns about design in Edmonds. Notably, the ADB believes that design
standards are incomplete and, in some cases, are not necessarily yielding the results either the Board or
the Edmonds Community would like to see. In general, the Board feels it has spent too much time
“approving” already-designed projects without being able to influence design decisions early in the
development process, particularly before applications have been submitted. This can be accomplished in
two ways, by having a role earlier in the process (at the pre-application stage before a design solution
has been arrived at), and by having a role in the review and development of design standards that are
the principal drivers of general design and development in the City.

Current ADB Powers and Duties (adopted in ECC 10.05)
The board is empowered to advise and make recommendations to the mayor, city council,
planning commission and the planning department on matters hereinafter enumerated and on
such matters as may be specifically referred to the board by the mayor, city council, planning
commission or the planning department:
A. To study and prepare a recommendation for a comprehensive architectural design plan
including the recommendation of establishment of specific design districts which shall be a part
of the comprehensive plan.
B. To review and study land use within the city of Edmonds from a design standpoint.
C. To establish goals, objectives and policies for design districts.
D. To recommend legislation to effectuate the implementation of the comprehensive
architectural design plan and the goals, objectives and policies for each established design
district.
E. And for such other matters as shall be referred to the board for review and recommendation
by the mayor, city council, planning commission or the planning department. [Ord. 1683 § 1,
1973].

Desired roles expressed by ADB (2019)
•

Develop and recommend city-wide design guidelines and standards (e.g. for landscape
treatments, multifamily development), as well as context-sensitive standards for special
design districts (e.g. Downtown, Westgate, Five Corners, Highway 99)
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•

Review projects post-hoc to evaluate whether what was constructed reflects the intent of
what was approved and, if not, recommend refinements to adopted design guidelines and
standards

•

Do pre-application meetings for certain “significant” projects and provide recommendations
to the Hearing Examiner when quasi-judicial decision-making is required (similar to how
consolidated permit reviews operate now)

•

Review public projects and provide recommendations to City Council

•

Provide decision support to staff (which may relate to various design-related topics)

Recommendations
To implement these desired roles, the ADB recommends that its meetings change in emphasis, focusing
more on:
•

Mandatory pre-application meetings with prospective applicants, before designs are
completed and applications submitted (see separate flow chart for an example);

•

Periodic reviews of completed projects, comparing approved designs to completed projects
(both at completion and at, for example, 3-5 years after the project has been built);

•

Review City codes and policies related to design, making recommendations to the City
Council on adjustments or, when appropriate, new standards or design guidance. To
implement this role effectively, the code should be clarified so that the sections of the code
relevant to design are identified and the ADB’s role made clear.
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New Design Review Process
Projects that
Require SEPA
(Outside HWY 99
Planned Area)

Projects > 75'
in Height Within
HWY 99 Planned Area

Preapplication
Meeting With ADB
(Not a Public
Hearing)

Optional
Preapplication
Meeting With City
Staff

Development
Application to City
(May include Building
Permit)

Development
Application to City
(May include Building
Permit)

Staff Report

Review Meeting
With ADB
(Not a Public
Hearing)

ADB
Recommendation

Projects that
Do Not Require
SEPA

SEPA /
Public
Hearing
Notice

Public Hearing
Type III‐A
Hearing Examiner

Hearing Examiner
Decision

Type I
Design review by
Staff

Staff Decision

Design Review may
coincide with
Building Permit
Approval

Building Permit
Approval
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EDMONDS CITY COUNCIL APPROVED MINUTES
September 24, 2019
ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT

STAFF PRESENT

Dave Earling, Mayor
Adrienne Fraley-Monillas, Council President
Michael Nelson, Councilmember
Kristiana Johnson, Councilmember
Thomas Mesaros, Councilmember
Diane Buckshnis, Councilmember (via phone)
Dave Teitzel, Councilmember
Neil Tibbott, Councilmember

Phil Williams, Public Works Director
Shane Hope, Development Services Director
Rob Chave, Planning Manager
Rob English, City Engineer
Jeff Taraday, City Attorney
Scott Passey, City Clerk
Jerrie Bevington, Camera Operator
Jeannie Dines, Recorder

ALSO PRESENT

Zach Bauder, Student Representative

1.

CALL TO ORDER/FLAG SALUTE

The Edmonds City Council meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Mayor Earling in the Council
Chambers, 250 5th Avenue North, Edmonds. The meeting was opened with the flag salute.
2.

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Councilmember Teitzel read the City Council Land Acknowledge Statement: “We acknowledge the
original inhabitants of this place, the Sdohobsh (Snohomish) people and their successors the Tulalip Tribes,
who since time immemorial have hunted, fished, gathered, and taken care of these lands. We respect their
sovereignty, their right to self-determination, and we honor their sacred spiritual connection with the land
and water.”
3.

ROLL CALL

City Clerk Scott Passey called the roll. All elected officials were present.
4.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
COUNCIL PRESIDENT FRALEY-MONILLAS MOVED, SECONDED BY COUNCILMEMBER
TEITZEL, TO APPROVE THE AGENDA IN CONTENT AND ORDER WITH THE ADDITION OF
“CLARIFICATION OF LEGISLATIVE INTENT REGARDING COUNCIL LIAISONS TO THE
CITIZENS HOUSING COMMISSION” AS AGENDA ITEM 8.2. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

5.

JOINT DISCUSSION
1.

DISCUSSION WITH THE EDMONDS PLANNING BOARD
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Planning Board Members introduced themselves: Roger Pence (Alternate), Nathan Monroe, Matt Cheung
(Chair), Daniel Robles (Vice Chair), Alicia Crank, Mike Rosen and Conner Bryan (Student Representative).
(Planning Board Members Todd Cloutier and Carreen Nordling Rubenkonig were not present.)
Chair Cheung listed topics the Planning Board has been working on since the last update:
 Non-Conforming Building Code amendments
 Street Map amendments
 Update from the Parks & Recreation Department
 Vision 2050
 Development activities
 Comprehensive Plan
 Climate Goals
 Sustainability
 Ruckelshaus Center RoadMap project
 Urban Forest Management Plan
 ECDC 20.70 Street Vacation amendment
 Joint discussions with the Architectural Design Board (ADB) about their role in the design review
process
 Indigenous Peoples Land Acknowledgement Statement
Vice Chair Robles reported the Planning Board enjoyed meeting with the ADB which is comprised of
incredibly talented people. Meeting with them was very productive and the Board welcomes future
collaboration with the ADB.
Chair Cheung identified two topics they wanted to discuss with Council, 1) housing, including housing
concepts the Planning Board can work on when the Housing Commission begins their work, and 2)
communication between the City Council and boards and commission. With regard to housing, Chair
Cheung said the Planning Board was interested in exploring detached accessory dwelling units (ADU) and
has enjoyed collaborating with the ADB and Economic Development Commission (EDC) and was
interested in future collaboration with them as well as with the Housing Commission.
Board Member Monroe expressed interest in the Council’s input regarding detached AUDs with regard to
code requirements, setbacks, parking, etc. and things the Board can do to allow organic growth to occur in
the community on a parallel path with the Housing Commission.
Councilmember Johnson recalled past Planning Board presentations have included discussions about the
Board’s extended agenda and she requested an update on the extended agenda. For example, she recalled
code amendments for the Five Corners area were referred to the Planning Board years ago and when the
City Council indicated it was a lower priority, it was put on the extended agenda and nothing has happened.
She asked when the Planning Board intended to consider that topic. Development Services Director Shane
Hope said Planning Manager Rob Chave and she have discussed that; it is on the extended agenda, but will
not be considered this year. Councilmember Johnson asked if the process would begin next year. Ms. Hope
answered it will depend, she will report back to the Council.
Councilmember Mesaros thanked the Planning Board for the work they do on behalf of the City,
commenting most citizens would find it difficult to explain what the Planning Board does. With regard to
the opportunity for detached tiny houses, he attends worship in a small church in the Madrona neighborhood
of Seattle that put in a tiny house and have one resident living there who was previously homeless and who
the church anticipates will live there 12-18 months. The church community has helped this person get
settled, consistency in their work and help them feel part of a community with no obligation to attend church
services. The church acknowledges they cannot solve homelessness but can help this one individual. He
Edmonds City Council Approved Minutes
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discussed this with a couple of Seattle City Councilmembers, pointing out there are 300 houses of worship
in Seattle and the possibility of each one building one tiny house on their property and providing support
to that individual or family. It would reduce the issues the government is dealing with because there would
be a network of people helping their fellow citizens.
Councilmember Mesaros suggested the Planning Board look at how many houses of worship there are in
Edmonds and whether there was an opportunity to encourage them to offer this opportunity on their property
with infrastructure provided by the religious community. Board Member Monroe agreed that was an
appropriate use of a detached ADU. Where he sees his friends using detached ADUs is they purchased their
parent’s home, and the parents downsize to a smaller unit behind which provides multiple benefits such as
built-in babysitter, parents remaining in the same community, etc.
Board Member Crank expressed appreciation for Councilmember Mesaros’ idea, particularly as she works
in downtown Seattle for an organization trying to eliminate homelessness. The challenge she sees is
Edmonds is a smaller community, and does not have the space to accommodate that type of thing. She was
hopeful when discussion begin about detached ADUs that the City looks at Santa Cruz’s model, similar to
Board Member Monroe’s example, additional housing for existing family. Santa Cruz only allows one
attached or detached ADU on a property and it must be occupied by a family member. She was also
concerned that Councilmember Mesaros’ example puts pressure on houses of worship’s resources and
suggested that would require consideration of what resources the City was willing to provide houses of
worship.
Councilmember Tibbott said he was very interested in variations of detached ADUs that are seen around
the country. One of the variations is a family member which is becoming more difficult to define and
whether to require owner occupied or allow non-owner occupied. Other considerations are how much of
the property could be occupied, impervious surfaces, architectural design, what size lots could
accommodate a detached ADU, etc. He suggested that would be a valuable discussion for the Planning
Board to have to pave the way for the Housing Commission’s discussion. He reported on an ADU he saw
this weekend that was attached by a breezeway and had a beautiful view of the backyard landscaping and
was a very nice living arrangement for the property owner’s mother. He noted some tiny houses are built
so poorly that they become disposable over 15-20 year and questioned whether that would be acceptable in
Edmonds.
Councilmember Teitzel thanked the Planning Board for their work and echoed Councilmember Mesaros’
comments, finding the Planning Board a very insightful, well informed group whose work helps the City
Council make better decisions. He referred to the comment about the Planning Board doing work in parallel
with the Housing Commission on detached ADUs and expressed his preference to allow the Housing
Commission to get some traction and the Planning Board work in an advisory capacity. When interviewing
candidates for the Housing Commission, he heard concerns from several applicants about detached ADUs
including additional parking in residential areas, the height of structures, additional density, etc. He
preferred to let the community air those concerns before going too far in the discussion about codes.
Vice Chair Robles commented the ADB is a hidden gem; individuals with extraordinary intellect and
creativity. There are many variations of ADUs, detached, attached, split levels with two units, etc. The
issues associated with ADUs are things that the ADB can address including impervious surface, security
issues, parking, codes, etc. that need to be addressed before going forward with a viable strategy for aging
in in place, family reunification, and affordable housing. The ADB will be an important part of that
discussion. He would like the Planning Board to work closely with the ADB and the Housing Commission.
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Board Member Crank said the Planning Board was seeking clear direction from the City Council regarding
the Planning Board’s role in housing and who should be doing what and when so there is no stepping on
toes. Vice Chair Robles suggested the Planning Board could help coordinate oversight.
Council President Fraley-Monillas suggested after the Housing Commission received training, developing
a subcommittee with representatives from the Housing Commission, Planning Board, ADB, City Council
and staff to vet some of these issues. She relayed attached ADUs are allowed in Edmonds and there are
approximately 7-9 permitted per year. In her conversations with community members about detached
ADUs, issues include providing onsite parking, ensuring the owner lives on property, and determining how
many ADUs are allowed on a property. She did not feel it was time to talk about housing the homeless in
detached ADUs in Edmonds because clear direction with regard to the homeless has not be established.
That may be a future discussion and she wanted to ensure there was adequate citizen input.
Council President Fraley-Monillas commented on the Planning Board and the ADB coordinating their
efforts, noting there have not been any ADB-related code changes in many years. She relayed citizens’
concern with the box building look and suggested that was something the Planning Board could consider
in coordination with the ADB, maintaining the look and feel of Edmonds while allowing for new and unique
design. Chair Cheung said the primary reason for the focus on detached ADUs is aging in place. Recent
housing data shows there are a lot of 1-2 person households in Edmonds, many living in 4-5 bedroom
houses. Detached ADUs would increase the diversity of housing options available and allow an owner to
live in the detached ADU and rent the house.
Council President Fraley-Monillas said she has heard from citizens interested in doing that, building a
detached ADU, moving into it and renting their house. The bigger concern is everything on the property
being a rental and how that can impact the neighborhood. Chair Cheung said the Planning Board is
interested in hearing residents’ concerns such as parking, safety, etc. Council President Fraley-Monillas
summarized it is doable, it is just a matter of planning and who is involved in the planning to ensure it is
successful.
Vice Chair Robles said definition is important so that citizens have the same opportunities as developers
such as the ability to finance construction of a detached ADU or divide their house to create an attached
ADU. The code needs to be clear so that the bank will loan money, the insurance company will insure it
and the asset can be capitalized.
Councilmember Mesaros clarified his comments were not advocating only for housing for the homeless.
To Board Member Crank’s comment about the City’s obligation to help support houses of worship, in the
instance of his church, they have no expectation that the City of Seattle will provide any support. With
regard to separate water and electricity, his church decided that was part of their ministry to provide that
for the tiny house. He summarized the tiny house his church provided is just one option of many. His small
church which has 77 members with 35 regular donors made a thoughtful commitment to do this. It was not
always easy, the building was red-tagged by the City. Interestingly, the neighbors who do not attend the
church rallied around this idea and became advocates. The church building is 100 years old and located on
three city lots; one small parcel is occupied by the tiny house. He summarized it can be done although he
knew of only one other church in Seattle doing it.
Councilmember Nelson expressed his appreciation for all the Planning Board does and the question about
detached ADUs and which board/commission is doing what. He said it was helpful to read the Housing
Commission’s mission, “To develop for Council consideration diverse housing policy options designed to
expand the range of housing available in Edmonds.” The question was not whether or not detached or
attached ADUs or opportunities to age in place were needed, everyone would argue there is a need, but he
did not want to step on the toes of newly formed Citizens Housing Commission whose job is to provide
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policy recommendations to Council. He cautioned the Planning Board about delving into that before the
Housing Commission has had first meeting and suggested waiting to see where it makes sense. He agreed
with the Planning Board partnering with the ADB but was hesitant about them taking up ADUs.
Councilmember Buckshnis expressed her appreciation for the Planning Board’s work, commenting she
thoroughly enjoys reading their minutes and watching the video of their meetings. She thanked City Clerk
Passey posting the videos. She echoed Councilmembers Teitzel and Nelson's comments about not jumping
into the ADU arena. She recalled Board Member Cloutier cautioned the Planning Board about being
directly involved with Housing Commission because it was just starting and their role was assigned by the
City Council. She expressed interest in code updates, specifically new code related to the Urban Forest
Management Plan (UFMP). She referred to the Planning Board’s August 2019 minutes, and agreed there
needed to be incentives to prevent clear cutting. She suggested the Planning Board could also concentrate
on the Roadmap to Washington’s Future. She summarized people do not realize how much work the
Planning Board does, they are very thoughtful and thorough and make the City Council’s job easier.
Councilmember Tibbott commented there is a lot of work still to be done on the code update especially
related to low impact development which can help maintain open space. The Board could also look at
sustainable construction codes, handling of stormwater, nonconforming development on property that was
previously in Snohomish County including where those transition zones exist and whether there conflicts
between areas zoned for multi-family that are developed with single family or nonconforming uses. Those
areas would be profitable for the City and lend to future discussion regarding housing strategies.
Councilmember Johnson also appreciated the hard work the Planning Board does, commenting
Councilmembers Tibbott, Nelson and she previously served on the Planning Board. She was concerned
about the extended agenda, commenting some things have been discussed but never get done such as the
subdivision code review. She recommended getting the code update on the schedule, noting it has been a
sore subject for Council President Fraley-Monillas and Councilmember Buckshnis who have been on the
Council for nine years.
Chair Cheung asked what was the most effective way for boards, commissions and City Council to
communicate and for the Planning Board to provide feedback to the City Council whether it should be a
formal written motion with recommendation or comments in the minutes. Board Member Rosen thanked
the City Council for their service. He commented the Planning Board serves at the City Council’s pleasure;
it is the Planning Board’s understanding their role is to share their opinions and that can be done either
independently or as group. Sometimes board members have strong opinions and sometimes they have a lot
of opinions; comments in the minutes make it difficult for the reader to judge the weight or consensus. The
Planning Board wants to ensure they are providing information to the Council in a format they can use.
Councilmember Mesaros anticipated there would be seven different answers to that question. There are
multiple ways to communicate; part of the issue is what message the Planning Board is trying to deliver.
The Planning Board minutes are one opportunity to communicate; the Planning Board has an obligation to
produce minutes and the City Council has an obligation to read them. Staff is another method for
communication. Planning Board members can also ask to be on the agenda or to speak at a Council meeting.
He summarized intentionality was always a good thing.
Council President Fraley-Monillas commented the Council used to have stronger communication with the
Planning Board including periodic reports. She agreed the City Council has an obligation to read the
Planning Board minutes, but it may be worthwhile to discuss how to have more frequent dialogue between
the Planning Board and the City Council. She suggested perhaps a monthly or quarterly report, and
suggested discussing with staff what had been done in the past.
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Councilmember Tibbott appreciated that the Planning Board minutes reflect the deliberations and multiple
points of view which helps broaden his thoughts when making decisions. If there is a heated topic, it is
helpful for the Council to hear from Planning Board even if it is during Audience Comments.
Councilmember Nelson recalled when he was on the Planning Board, forwarding a recommendation to City
Council and the City Council changed it. He suggested an informal quarterly meeting between the Planning
Board Chair and the Council President to discuss topics and reasons for recommendations and to maintain
regular open lines of communication. He agreed with having an additional way of communicating besides
the minutes.
Councilmember Johnson explained when a recommendation is forwarded by the Planning Board, it is
usually a written formal recommendation and includes all the minutes regarding the topic. That gives the
City Council an opportunity for review prior to discussion at the City Council. She suggested more time
for review would be helpful and invited the Planning Board to make a presentation to the Council on their
recommendations.
Councilmember Buckshnis said adding the Planning Board videos to the website was very helpful. She
recalled items on which the Planning Board did a lot of work and it did not go anywhere or the City Council
did not follow the Planning Board’s recommendation. She concluded the Planning Board minutes are very
thorough and capture commissioners’ input.
Board Member Crank appreciated the City Council’s appreciation of the diversity of thought and ideas on
the Planning Board. She recognized Board Member Rosen for recapping everything that was discussed.
Vice Chair Robles said ADB members are licensed professionals. There are safety and other considerations
related to ADUs. Once the technical issues are settled, it opens door for the Housing Commission to do
their work. He asked about boundaries for what board members say, social media policy, and the science
on crumb rubber and 5G and vaping that has not come to the surface.
Chair Cheung advised the Planning Board planned to have a follow-up discussion with the ADB. The ADB
expressed concern that their contribution occurs at the end of projects and they would like to be more
involved at the beginning and to contribute to the design standards. The Planning Board will be discussing
an amendment to the ECDC to allow lodging uses in the CW zone. Mayor Earling thanked the Planning
Board for their work.
Mayor Earling declared a brief recess.
6.

AUDIENCE COMMENTS

Ken Reidy, Edmonds, thanked the Planning Board for their public service; he has attended several
meetings and they do a fantastic job. He relayed the City of Edmonds government knows it has operated
with a flawed code for at least 19 years, both the Edmonds City Code (ECC) and the Edmonds Community
Development Code (ECDC). On October 25, 2005, former Development Services Director Duane Bowman
said he had been describing the need to update the zoning code since he was hired in 2000. A comment was
made that the City’s code dated to the 1980s and piecemeal amendments made it difficult to use and
administer. In September 2007, a former Hearing Examiner stated that several code revisions failed to
provide adequate guidance because of the use of the phrase, “and so forth” which creates ambiguities within
various criteria for approval. Twelve years later, use of the phrase “and so forth” is still found in the City’s
code, ECDC 20.75.085 for example.
Mr. Reidy relayed former City Attorney Scott Snyder stated in his November 2007 annual report that the
biggest issue at the start of 2007 was the code rewrite. Mr. Snyder stated the intent was to begin the rewrite
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APPROVED AUGUST 14TH

CITY OF EDMONDS PLANNING BOARD
Minutes of Meeting
July 24, 2019

Chair Cheung called the meeting of the Edmonds Planning Board to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, Public
Safety Complex, 250 – 5th Avenue North.
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS
PRESENT
Matthew Cheung, Chair
Daniel Robles, Vice Chair
Nathan Monroe
Carreen Nordling Rubenkonig
Mike Rosen
Conner Bryan, Student Representative
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS
ABSENT
Todd Cloutier (excused)
Alicia Crank (excused)

ARCHITECTURAL
DESIGN
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT
Maureen Jeude
Cary Guenther
Joe Herr
Bruce Owensby
Kim Bayer

STAFF PRESENT
Rob Chave, Development Services Manager
Mike Clugston, Planner
Jerrie Bevington, Video Recorder
Karin Noyes, Recorder

ARCHITECTURAL
DESIGN
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT
Tom Walker
Lauri Strauss

ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA
The agenda was accepted as presented.
AUDIENCE COMMENTS
Ken Reidy, Edmonds, said he was present to follow up on the comments he made at the July 10th meeting. He observed
there seemed to be some confusion between a term he used (unopened easements) and a term the City used (unopened
alleys). As per Page 63 of the July 10th Planning Board Packet, the term subject property means the “street, alley, easement
or portion thereof sought to be vacated.” It is important for the Board to understand that the photograph staff displayed that
evening as an “unopened alley” is the same thing he was referring to as an “unopened easement.”
Mr. Reidy reported that there have been three street vacations over the last 3 years. The 1st easement started in 2016 and
involved the vacation of an easement that was used by the City to open a street. The City Council required the reservation of
multiple easements and maximum compensation of $92,610. One of the easements that was required was to Olympic View
Water and Sewer District despite the fact that the franchise contract had expired in 2014. The 2nd easement was a vacation of
another easement the City had used to open a street and involved no payment in compensation but multiple easements. The
3rd easement was vacation of an easement the City had never used. In that case, the City Council required the property owner
to grant an easement to the Edmonds School District, who had put a pipe in the easement area with a permit. They also made
the property owner pay $28,800 in compensation.
Mr. Reidy pointed out that, in the great majority of cases, title to the property underlying a street or alley belongs to the
abutting property owner. The City has an easement right to use that property. While there are times when the City does own
the property that a street or alley is on, these instances are rare. It is even rarer for those types of streets to be vacated
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because the City owns title to the property. The law in Washington State is well settled that the fee title to the streets and
alleys rests in the possession of the abutting property owners. City staff mentioned title transferring back to the abutting
property owners, but this is not what happens when an easement is vacated because the property owners already own the title.
A question was raised about what an appraisal was used for, and staff indicated the compensation was paid to have the rightof-way transferred over to the adjacent private property owner. Again, there is no transfer, the City is simply releasing its
easement interest in the property. Staff also said that if an appraiser determined that the property had value, the City would
not be able to gift public land to an adjacent property owner. That is not an issue because the adjacent property owner already
owns the title and there is nothing to gift.
Mr. Reidy said City staff also represented that it is not the property owner’s property if there is an unopened alley behind
your home. Staff stated this is not property you are able to use because it is under the City’s jurisdiction. However, if the
City is not using its easement rights, the owner of the property can use the property. For example, the Washington State
Supreme Court stated in Nystrand vs. O’Malley that the use by the fee title owner in extending his garage into the area,
planting trees and hedge and constructing a bulkhead was not inconsistent with the public’s easement since the right to open a
street for the public’s use had not been asserted by the City of Seattle.
Mr. Reidy encouraged the Planning Board to ask staff to provide an overhead photograph at the August 14th public hearing of
the same unopened alleyway that they showed last time, but just one block to the east. The Board will see multiple uses of
that unopened easement, including buildings, in that photograph. In conclusion, he asked that the Board consider having staff
correct the information that was presented to them on July 10th. This code section is very important, and the citizens should
have an opportunity to be involved in the rewrite.
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR REPORT TO PLANNING BOARD
Chair Cheung referred the Board to the Development Services Director’s Report that was provided in the packet. There were
no comments or questions from the Board.
JOINT MEETING WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN BOARD (ADB): DISCUSSION ON ADB ROLES
AND DESIGN REVIEW PROCESS
Mr. Chave recalled that the Planning Board met with the ADB in December of 2017 to discuss design review and how the
ADB process works. As a result of this discussion, the ADB had a few discussions at subsequent meetings about design
review, what they saw their role being going forward, and how the design review process could be adjusted to reflect some of
their ideas. He referred to the materials provided in the packet, which included information that was presented during the
ADB’s discussions.
Mr. Chave reviewed that design review has occurred in Edmonds for at least four decades. At one time, it was pretty open
ended. There were guidelines, but there were no standards in the code to guide design. At that time, the ADB felt it had a lot
of discretion on how to approach project approval. That changed in 1993 with the Washington State Court of Appeals Case
Anderson vs. Issaquah. Issaquah was using a design review process based on the Edmonds model and the problem the court
saw was that applicants really didn’t know how their projects would be approved. They had no certainty or predictability,
and they often ended up going back and forth before a project could be approved because the language used in the codes was
quite vague and subject to multiple interpretations. The court saw that as arbitrary and capricious decision making, which
was not something a City was able to do.
Mr. Chave said that, once that case was decided, Edmonds realized it needed to change its approach to design review. Going
forward, the City first adopted a set of design guidance as a stop gap, but the ultimate solution was to put more specificity
into the codes, including clearer design standards and information about how a project would be measured and decided. Over
the years, design standards have been adopted for specific zones and/or areas. Before Anderson Vs. Issaquah, the ADB
design professionals talked to project proponents and there was a fair amount of give and take. The ADB felt it had some
control over the ultimate design that resulted. Because of Anderson vs. Issaquah, that control eroded for the reasons stated by
the court and came back in the form of standards in the code. The product of that, however, has been that when the ADB
sees a project proposal, the applicant has already done due diligence to review the codes and standards and arrived at a design
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solution. When the design is presented to the ADB, the ADB ends up simply doing a checklist review and there is very little
give and take in the process at that point.
Mr. Chave advised that, based on ADB discussions, the ADB really wants to influence design in a few ways. First, they
would like to have input at the beginning of the process before the applicant has settled on a design, and the place to do that is
at the pre-application process before an applicant has applied for project approval. That’s the point where an applicant is still
trying to figure out what codes and standards apply and their design hasn’t been solidified yet. The City has two different
pre-application processes, and both are typically manned by staff from different departments. One idea is that perhaps a few
ADB members could sit in on the pre-application meetings, particularly the ones where design is significant enough to have
an impact on a block or location.
Mr. Chave said the ADB also talked about being the design standards board. The City needs to have more standards in the
code, particularly related to multifamily projects, and there are a few districts that do not have design guidelines, either.
Going along with that is the ADB’s desire to have a post review of projects to test whether or not the design standards in
place result in good projects. This review would allow the ADB to gauge whether or not the design standards do what they
are intended to do. Perhaps the ADB could propose changes to make the standards better. It would be great to do an initial
review post development, but also five years out. When a project is first built, the landscaping is immature and the project
will look entirely different five years later after the landscaping has grown up and the site has matured. From staff’s
perspective, there are a number of examples where a project looked stark when first developed, but blended into the
environment over time. It is helpful, at that point, to not only look at the building design, but also the site work to determine
if the landscaping was appropriate. Perhaps the landscaping standards need to be changed to improve the site setting of
buildings. This kind of review would be a very valuable role for the ADB to take on.
Mr. Chave advised that the Planning Board is scheduled to meet jointly with the City Council on September 24th to talk about
items they are working on. This would be the golden opportunity to seek Council feedback on the design review process and
the recommended improvements.
Mr. Chave explained that the City currently has two different design review processes, one for district-based review and
another that is general. The City implemented a 2-phase design approach as a way to improve its design review process and
move design review earlier in the project development phase. The 2-phase approach involves a 2-part hearing. Phase I is
supposed to occur when an applicant is scoping out a project, and Phase 2 is the final design review. However, this approach
hasn’t really worked because the proponents usually have their designs settled during the Phase I review and design review
simply doesn’t come early enough in the process. He advised that the City never intended to have two different design
processes long term. Once there were adequate standards in the code, everything was supposed to fold into the 2-phase
review, and that was supposed to become the standard process. However, the City has not yet established design review
standards for all of the City, notably, multifamily projects, Five Corners and other small commercial areas. A single design
review process would be less complicated and more consistent.
Mr. Chave reemphasized that staff does not believe the 2-part design review process works, and he believes the ADB
concurs. It doesn’t do what it was intended to do and it doesn’t make sense to continue.
Board Member Herr reviewed that the ADB discussed this issue a few meetings ago, and that is when it became clear that
projects are usually too far along by the time the Board gets involved in the review. While the ADB wants to offer
constructive criticism and feedback to a design, the current review process stymies this opportunity. Typically, a design is
already set by the time a project is presented to the ADB for design review. While the Board can offer comments, they are
not often able to change the outcome of a project that meets all of the code requirements and design standards. The ADB
would like the ability to offer design feedback earlier in the process when an applicant is still just thinking about a vision for
development. Usually, by the time a project comes before them for review, it is ready for approval and the ADB is simply
checking boxes.
Board Member Monroe commented that it seems that the ADB’s skills and expertise are being misused with the current
process. He asked the ADB to share ideas for how to allow them more discretion and leeway. He questioned if the City
might have overreacted to the Anderson vs. Issaquah decision. He also asked what the consequence of the court ruling was
to the City. Mr. Chave emphasized that the City was unable to enforce its codes and had to make changes to be consistent

APPROVED
Planning Board Minutes
July 24, 2019 Page 3

Packet Pg. 34

Attachment: Attachment 4 - Joint PB-ADB minutes July 24, 2019 (Joint Meeting with the Architectural Design Board: Design Review Roles and

7.A.d

with the court ruling. The end result was the adoption of standards and codes that were significantly more specific. Board
Member Monroe asked if it would be possible for the City to find some middle ground between the vague codes that were in
place before the court decision and the very specific codes that are in place now. Mr. Chave said it extremely difficult to be
specific with language yet allow flexibility. However, there are ways to allow some discretion or degree of choice. For
example, the code could require an applicant to choose a certain number of design solutions from a list. Another option
would be to allow design departures. This would allow the ADB to approve alternative designs as long as they achieve the
intent of the standard. However, the code would have to provide guidance and criteria for evaluating the departures. The
design standards would be undermined if the departure provision was too open ended.
Board Member Monroe said he assumes that other jurisdictions are dealing with this same challenge. Mr. Chave said most
City’s have chosen to put more standards in their codes, and the City of Edmonds has not gone to the degree of specificity
that some jurisdictions have done. The City has tried to create specificity for the things that are most important rather than
specify everything about a building. Board Member Monroe said that makes sense. The City doesn’t want to become a
Redmond or Ballard where every building looks the same. Mr. Chave said the trick is to figure out which things the City
wants to regulate and which things it wants to leave to the discretion of the professional.
Board Member Monroe invited the ADB members to share their thoughts on what defines the character of Edmonds that
needs to be protected and where the codes can allow for more creativity. Board Member Guenther responded that it is
difficult to describe the character of Edmonds because it is a hodgepodge of different styles. It is hard for the ADB to assign
a specific type of architecture to a project that comes before them. Creating design standards requires a balance between
making them real specific so that anyone can follow them and making them more vague to allow flexibility in design.
Experience has shown that the standards cannot be too vague. Some specificity is needed for consistency and predictability.
The more specific the standards, the less likely the City’s decisions will be disputed. The City has good design standards in
place and when projects come before them, the Board simply checks off the boxes. Staff could do this same thing as an
administrative approval.
Board Member Herr recalled a recent project that came before the Board and voiced concern that there was no chance for
creative thinking. While the standards were clear, they didn’t really work for the intended new purpose of the building. One
simple idea to move a door to make the project work better could have been approved if the ADB was allowed some
discretion, but that option was not available. The hands of both the developer and the ADB were tied, and the applicant now
has to come up with a solution that will not benefit anyone in the end. He summarized that, although the design standards are
good, there needs to be a way by which the ADB can utilize the expertise of its members and compromise with an applicant
to get a better design. Currently, there is no departure provision built into the design review process.
Board Member Monroe asked if the ADB supports amending the code to allow for variations or code departures.
Board Member Becker said she is new on the ADB and attended her first meeting in July. She was surprised that by the time
the ADB had a chance to provide input, the project was too far along.
Board Member Owensby commented that the proposal that came before the ADB at their last meeting was a really good one,
and the applicant was trying to do some nice things that you don’t normally see in little communities like Edmonds.
However, the applicant was being tied down by certain restrictions he couldn’t get past. For example, his engineers indicated
that more than 30% of the wall must be sheer in order for the building to stand up, but the City’s code requires that 70% of
the façade must be transparent (window). A lot of urban design standards in place now are too specific. Just because a
project provides a base, middle and top doesn’t mean it is a good building design. A building might be well designed even if
it doesn’t have those elements. There needs to be a certain amount of leeway.
Board Member Owensby suggested it would be good for the ADB to become involved in design review in the diagrammatic
phase of a project where an architect could come in with little more than a general plan for massing, etc. Edmonds is defined
by building facades along the street, and what goes on behind is less important. The character of Edmonds is basically a
consistency of inconsistencies. Allowing for this inconsistency is important. What they need to focus on is how the building
addresses the street and sidewalk. Some of the rules and regulations related to modulation have resulted in step backs that
create too much push/pull going down the street. This takes away from the street feel that you have when store windows are
placed along the sidewalks. Mr. Chave agreed and commented that he can date buildings based on modulation.
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Again, Board Member Owensby suggested that the ADB should have two opportunities to meet with applicants. Once before
they get into their working drawings and again when they are preparing schematic designs to see that they are incorporating
the ADB’s recommendations from the first meeting. When design review happens early, it is much easier and less costly for
developers to change their designs, if needed. The first meeting could be a brainstorming meeting between the applicant,
staff and ADB.
Board Member Owensby said it would also be good for the ADB to review all of the code requirements and design standards.
Some seem to be blanket requirements that limit the ability for creative design. Blanket standards do not work for every
situation. For example, a restaurant will need a different storefront than a museum. There must be some leeway that allows
for flexibility so that good projects are not hamstrung by the standards. He voiced concern that the City can end up with
lesser projects when the standards are too specific.
Board Member Rubenkonig reviewed that she served on the ADB after the color police and after the Anderson vs. Issaquah
decision and at a time when many wanted to remove the Board from quasi-judicial decisions. She said she was not happy
with this change because it lessened the ability of the professionals on the ADB to have input into a project. She felt it was
important for the ADB to ask questions of the applicant relative to a proposed project and how it fits into the neighborhood
design. She also asked applicants to explain how various components of design were used to make the building fit into the
fabric of Edmonds. She said she has not seen a predictive design program that embraces an approach that allows for
flexibility and discretion on behalf of the Board. You don’t want to try to regulate the design mind. When she served on the
ADB, the Board had the discretion to waive certain standards as long as the proposed project met the intent of the regulation.
It sounds like that is no longer possible. They no longer have that authority, which is upsetting to her. She voiced concern
that the excitement of good design has been lost with the current process.
Board Member Rubenkonig said she understands the concept of allowing a few ADB members to participate in preapplication meetings, but many of them take place during daytime hours when a lot of the members are at work. In addition,
they will need to be careful not to have too many members in attendance. If a quorum is present, then the meeting must be
advertised and open to the public. She voiced concern that if the ADB goes into a more informal setting (pre-application
meeting) where they are just part of a larger group that reviews an application, they will be giving up their quasi-judicial
authority. While the Board Members can provide good comments relative to the proposal, the applicant will not be required
to incorporate their recommendations. It will all come down to what the City requires that gives the muscle that drives the
design. She cautioned against the ADB giving away their muscle.
Mr. Chave responded that the court already took away much of the ADB’s authority via Anderson vs. Issaquah. Board
Member Rubenkonig commented that the ADB operated for several years after the court decision, making sure that their
decisions were consistent with the Development Regulations. They made effective decisions during that time period and the
Board built a good reputation. The current ADB is now dealing with regulations that have been cut down. Further
minimizing the ADB’s authority concerns her. She understands wanting to get involved in design review earlier in the
process, but she is not sure the ADB will get what they want out of it because they won’t have any authority.
Board Member Rubenkonig remarked that she likes the transparent process that the ADB provided while she served. The
discussions that take place during an administrative decision are not part of the public record. She understands that the
checklist will be part of the public record, but the public record should also provide information about why certain decisions
were made. It is also important to allow citizens and the design professionals on the ADB to express their concerns related to
proposed projects. She summarized that she wants the ADB to have some control over the ultimate design of a project, and
she wants certainty that their recommendations will have some teeth and be incorporated into the project.
Board Member Owensby voiced support for Board Member Rubenkonig’s recommendation. The checklist needs to be
specific for each project. Rather than generic and vague comments for the ADB to check off, the checklist could outline all
of the comments and recommendations the ADB provided at the preliminary design stage. Projects can only be approved by
the Board if all of their recommendations have been incorporated.
Chair Cheung asked how the City would screen to make sure that people who are bringing projects forward for preapplication review are serious and not just wasting the ADB and staff’s time. He voiced concern that a developer will request
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a pre-application meeting to obtain free advice from a professional without any intention of moving forward with the project.
Mr. Chave explained that there is a fee for the formal pre-application process and applicants are required to provide certain
submissions. This shows that applicants are interested in moving their projects forward and have done some thought process.
However, the City cannot require an applicant to pursue a project following a pre-application meeting. The intent is to
require enough information to work with, but they don’t want applicants to sink so much time and money into the project that
they have already reached conclusions as to design. The City simply needs enough information to understand the parameters
of the project and the characteristics of the site.
Board Member Owensby said he does not believe that the ADB and staff would be wasting their time in a preapplication
meeting if the applicant chooses not to move a project forward. While the current owner may decide not to move the project
forward, the lot will still be there and the information from the pre-application meeting can be given to a future owner as a
heads up. Mr. Chave noted that the information from the pre-application meeting would be public information.
Board Member Rubenkonig pointed out that most applicants have paid money as part of a formal application before a project
comes forward for a pre-application meeting. Mr. Chave clarified that there are two different types of pre-application
meetings, one requires a fee and the other does not. Formal pre-application meetings require a fee, but the informal preapplication discussions do not. An applicant doesn’t have to supply a lot of information for an informal pre-application
discussion. Rather than someone coming to the counter to ask questions about a project and not having the appropriate staff
present to respond, the City tries to set up a specific time where three or four staff members are available at the same time to
answer their questions. There is no written record of these discussions and they are free of charge. Most of the larger
projects do formal pre-application meetings and there is a cost. However, some of the cost can be put toward later permit
applications.
Board Member Rubenkonig observed that there would be no ADB presence at gatherings where City planners speak casually
at the counter with developers and/or architects. Mr. Chave said it is very rare that someone will come before the ADB for a
pre-application meeting. When projects are presented to the ADB for a Phase 1 review, they are usually too far along.
Because there is already a pre-application process in place, he suggested that perhaps a few members of the ADB could be
incorporated into that process.
Mr. Chave said the City Attorney has indicated that the City can make the pre-application meeting mandatory for certain
projects based on the location, size, etc. The pre-application meeting would come before any formal public input, but at least
the ADB would have an opportunity to work face-to-face with the applicant and City staff to talk about the project.
Board Member Herr remarked that the ADB members can make all the recommendations they want, but they have no
authority. Applicants can choose whether or not to accept and incorporate the changes. As long as a project meets the design
standards, the Board has no authority to deny it. He can understand how the ADB wants to have a greater role, but without
the accompanying authority, he doesn’t believe that is possible. He likes the idea of the ADB at least participating in the preapplication meetings to get their ideas out there in the beginning. Many applicants will accept these ideas in an initial
meeting if they know that down the line their project won’t get as much push back. While the ADB can push back, they
cannot deny a project because they don’t like it.
Board Member Guenther pointed out that the ADB rarely denies a project, and their decisions are usually unanimous.
Regarding Chair Cheung’s concern that developers will request pre-application meetings just to get free advice, he said he
can think of two or three projects that were approved by the ADB, but haven’t been built yet.
Board Member Monroe asked if the ADB would support a provision that allows for a departure process or a process that
allows a developer to choose a certain number of design solutions from a list. He suggested that projects that simply meet all
of the design standards could be approved through an administrative decision. However, if a departure is requested, the ADB
could be the decision maker through a public hearing process.
Board Member Guenther recalled that the last project that came before the ADB was an exceptional building for an
exceptional site. The applicant was looking for a departure route, which the Board could not provide. Board Member
Monroe voiced surprised that there is no appeal or departure process. Board Member Guenther explained that the ADB
wanted to offer the applicant a departure, but it was not allowed by the code. Board Member Monroe pointed out that the
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departure option was not included on the ADB’s list of potential amendments. Board Member Herr responded that the list
was formulated before their last meeting and before they realized how valuable a departure provision would be in some
situations.
Board Member Owensby expressed his belief that the ADB should have the ability to approve deviations from the design
standards. In the most recent case, a departure would have made the project better. Forcing applicants into a one-size-fits-all
design standard can end up hurting projects.
Board Member Rubenkonig commented that allowing the ADB to approve code departures would be similar to the discretion
the ADB used to have to approve design departures if they met the intent of the regulation. Guenther said there is a risk for
the owner and/or architect who would be at the mercy of the ADB as to whether a code departure would be allowed. Mr.
Chave cautioned that the code cannot be so vague that the Board is allowed to come up with two different solutions for two
different projects. If this approach is used, it will be important to describe the parameters under which a deviation or
departure could be granted.
Board Member Monroe asked if the ADB would feel comfortable working with staff to come up with potential parameters to
implement a departure provision. Board Member Guenther felt the ADB and staff could come up with a process to provide
for deviation with specificity. They cannot open the door for the ADB to allow departures for whatever reason. There must
be some guidelines in place.
Mr. Chave suggested they suggested that there could be two different processes. The standard design review process could
be used for projects that meet all of the design standards and code requirements. These situations could be a staff decision.
However, applications that include code departure requests could be go before the ADB for review and approval.
Mr. Chave agreed that staff could work with the ADB to come up with draft code language. However, before they go too far
down that road of creating a firm proposal, he suggested that the Board seek feedback from the City Council at their joint
meeting in September. If the City Council’s response is positive, a draft proposal could be finalized and brought to the Board
for a public hearing and recommendation to the City Council. In the meantime, he agreed to work with the ADB on a
preliminary proposal that could be reviewed by the Planning Board at their September 11th meeting prior to presenting the
concept to the City Council on September 24th.
Board Member Rubenkonig said she is hearing that the ADB would like to have more standards in place when reviewing
projects. They also expressed concern that they haven’t formally reviewed the built projects to determine how well the
standards work. She is also hearing interest in having two ways to approach the ADB. An applicant could go before the
ADB with the checklist that shows how the project meets all of the standards, or they could use a different process that
allows the ADB to consider departures to the design standards.
Board Member Monroe observed that the standards are evolving and changes are needed as new codes are developed. The
checklist should evolve, as well. The checklist sometimes fails to address unusual site conditions and other times there are
opportunities to improve design through a deviation. There should be a separate path for applicants who want to depart from
the design standards. This would require changes to give the ADB the appropriate level of control and involvement to
leverage their professionalism to make decisions. He voiced concern that without these changes, the experts may lose
interest in serving on the ADB.
Mr. Chave summarized that most of the Board Members are unhappy with the current design review process. It would be
great to have ADB influence as early in the process as possible in the pre-application phase. If an applicant goes through the
pre-application process and receives guidance and then chooses to do a standard building that meets all of the code and
design standards, there is not much the ADB can do at that point to influence the project. There is no point in having a public
hearing since the ADB will have to approve the project. However, in some cases an applicant will want a departure because
the site is unique, the standards do not work, etc. In these cases, the ADB could weigh in on the final decision and there
would be some discretion in determining whether or not a departure request is appropriate and meets the intent of the code.
He summarized that requiring a different process for projects that are different than the standard would be appropriate. If
developers repeatedly request departures from a specific standard, the ADB would be a great body to consider whether or not
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a code change is needed. It is extremely important to have a body doing post construction review to determine which
standards are working and which are not.
Board Member Herr explained that, for the most part, the standards have worked for new projects. However, the most recent
case was an adaptive reuse of an existing building. Applying modern standards to an existing building doesn’t always work,
and that is where the City is more likely to receive departure requests so that discretionary decisions can be made by the
ADB. He said he would like a process to be in place that allows developers to get past requirements that are impossible to
meet in the design for a variety of reasons.
Mr. Chave agreed and said it will be important to describe situations where the letter of the law, in terms of design standards,
runs up against other standards like engineering and building standards. When standards start to conflict, which is common
with existing buildings, a departure process would be an appropriate solution.
Board Member Owensby said it would also be helpful if the ADB could grant departures when an applicant is trying to do
something that benefits the public but runs up against conflicting design standards. In the most recent case, the applicant was
trying to give something back to the community, but he was hamstrung by the current standards and there was no process in
place by which the ADB could negotiate a departure.
Board Member Rosen said he supports the changes that have been discussed. However, if the Board is going to present a
recommendation to the City Council, they should outline the problems that would be solved by the proposed changes. These
problems might include: 1) ensuring excellence of design, both for function as well as for the community, 2) protecting the
integrity and character of the community and the neighborhoods, 3) protecting residents by making better use of experts, and
4) identifying the standards that make absolutely no sense and correcting them. He it is important to position their
recommendation to the City Council by pointing out the things that can be done better. The second part will to identify areas
where the proposed changes could be vulnerable. For example, what are the worst things people might say about the
proposed changes. People already complain that the City’s processes take too long. Will the proposed changes add more
time, resulting in push back? Will inserting the ADB in multiple steps make it harder for a developer to project the potential
costs of a project? It will be good to hear the problems that the proposed changes might create so they can be anticipated and
a process can be created to mitigate or overcome these problems.
Board Member Owensby observed that most projects do not come to the ADB until they are very far along in the design
process. It upsets developers and it is costly when changes are requested late in the process. As an architect, he said he
would not be upset if the ADB reviewed his project early to identify the items that are important to the City and what he
needed to address as part of his design. He would like an opportunity to present his design again to the Board when it is
further along to confirm that it addresses what they are looking for. The ADB needs to participate a lot earlier in the process
in order to have an impact.
Vice Chair Robles asked if it would be possible for the City to offer an accelerated design review process for applicants who
consult with the ADB during the early phase of design. Board Member Owensby said he likes the idea of providing an
incentive to developers to encourage them to participate in pre-application meetings. Vice Chair Robles expressed his belief
that creating an incentive would promote proactive design. Mr. Chave cautioned against offering an accelerated design
review process to applicants who participate in a pre-application meeting. Allowing an opportunity for departures would
provide incentive and give developers options to achieve better design, which in turn can save money.
Board Member Rosen summarized that the recommendation to the City Council should include a provision for departures, as
well as a mandated pre-application meeting.
Board Member Guenther commented that the current checklist process works well for multifamily projects for the most part.
It is a matter of how may units will fit per acre, what is the height limit, etc. However, the checklist doesn’t work well for
commercial projects where the City wants to require more design elements. He would anticipate more departure requests for
commercial development.
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Chair Cheung asked how the City’s design standards and review process compares to other cities. Board Member Herr
responded that the City of Redmond’s design standards are so strict that they are very cumbersome. He said he does not want
Edmonds to go to that extreme because it will stymy development.
Vice Chair Robles asked if reducing the risk that a project will get hung up in the design review process could be quantified.
He suggested it is important to understand the consequences of the proposed changes. For example, they need to identify the
risk of exposure and understand the likelihood of whether or not the proposed changes will cause a distraction.
Mr. Chave explained that, over time, the number of projects that go before the ADB have decreased substantially. This was a
natural outgrowth of the move towards standards and a conscious decision that small projects really don’t need design
review. The ADB’s agendas used to include a few dozen items, and now there are just one or two significant projects. He
suggested that they are heading in the right direction, with fewer but more important projects. Going forward, defining the
projects that need to go to the ADB, such as departures, makes a lot of sense. But projects that comply with all of the code
requirements and produce the result the City wants do not need to come before the ADB. The trick will be coming up with
the right standards, the right mix, and providing a departure path.
Board Member Monroe agreed there is a risk that Edmonds loses itself and part of its identify, but there is also a risk of
losing good projects. The proposed changes offer an opportunity to address both risks. He asked the staff and the ADB to
work together to prepare potential amendments for the Board to present to the City Council at their joint meeting. His
understanding is that the ADB would like to have early involvement via a pre-application meeting requirement. They would
also like to have a process for considering departures from the design standards. Again, Mr. Chave agreed to prepare some
potential language for the ADB to consider. These ideas could be presented to the Planning Board on September 11th prior to
their joint meeting with the City Council on September 24th.
Vice Chair Robles advised that the Planning Board will soon be considering potential amendments to the Accessory
Dwelling Unit (ADU) regulations as a component of affordable housing. He pointed out that there are both good and bad
examples of ADUs, and the Planning Board could use the ADB’s help to create design standards for both detached and
attached ADUs. He explained that allowing ADUs will grant citizens the same opportunity for economic gain as developers
so property owners won’t be forced to sell to developers to build tract development. ADU’s provide opportunities for
reunification of families, as well as opportunities for citizens to age in place as long as possible. He felt it would be helpful
to consult with the ADB as the discussion moves forward.
Board Member Herr pointed out that a code amendment would be needed to change the ADU regulations and asked if the
Planning Board influences zoning. Vice Chair Robles answered that zoning code amendments come before the Planning
Board for review, a public hearing and a recommendation to the City Council. Board Member Herr commented that there are
a lot of components to consider when reviewing the ADU provisions, and the ADB would like to be part of the conversation.
Board Member Owensby cautioned that the success of the proposed amendments will depend on how well they are sold to
the public as a benefit. ADU’s could potentially result in more traffic, but in many situations, the children have moved away
and only one or two people are living in the main home. ADU’s can provided an opportunity for extra income so that these
individuals can stay in their homes as they age. Quite often, ADU’s do not even require any additional services such as
water, sewer or parking.
Board Member Rubenkonig acknowledge that the ADB does not do design review for single-family development. However,
it would be helpful for them to provide information about design elements that might be appropriate for ADU’s. The
remainder of the Planning Board Members agreed that future discussions with the ADB relative to ADUs would benefit the
process.
Board Member Rubenkonig recalled that when she served on the ADB in 2002 and 2003, they had a great desire to be part of
the pre-application process, but that hasn’t happened yet. One question to consider moving forward is at what point the ADB
would give up its authority to participate in quasi-judicial decisions if Board members attend pre-application meetings. She
questioned who and how many ADB members would attend the daytime preapplication meetings, and how many could be
present with out it constituting a quorum. She cautioned against the ADB giving up its quasi-judicial authority. Mr. Chave
said this may selectively occur upon further discussion with the ADB.

APPROVED
Planning Board Minutes
July 24, 2019 Page 9

Packet Pg. 40

Attachment: Attachment 4 - Joint PB-ADB minutes July 24, 2019 (Joint Meeting with the Architectural Design Board: Design Review Roles and

7.A.d

Board Member Pence said he is new on the Planning Board, and he knows very little about the topic at hand. He came from
Seattle where he participated as a citizen in a few design review projects at the neighborhood level. He recalled that, with the
most recent project, the first unveiling to the community was a set of massing options early in the design process. The
citizens were invited to express their opinions, along with the design board. He is very supportive of early involvement of
design consideration, whether from a board of professionals or at a public hearing involving citizens. Seattle did, and
probably still does, have a design departure process where they are able to fine tune a project to make it better for the
proponent and the surrounding neighborhood. It sounds like the discussion tonight is moving in that direction for the City of
Edmonds, which would be great.
Board Member Pence said that, in terms of having a standard path for getting a cookie cutter building versus a more complex
path involving departures and the like, he suggested that perhaps the City could offer developers some incentives to enhance
the project an encourage them to go the more difficult route rather than the standard cookie cutter project.
Board Member Pence observed that, as a newcomer to Edmonds, he sees a great variety of building aesthetics. He would not
like to see some of the buildings replicated, beginning with City Hall. He has a concern that someone will want to duplicate
this building someplace else in Edmonds, and the ADB apparently would have no ability to deny the project if it meets the
code and design standards. He said he hopes these potential unfortunate outcomes can be avoided with whatever tweaking of
the code they do as a result of this conversation. Mr. Chave pointed out that City Hall does not meet code.
Board Member Becker agreed with Board Member Pence, and that is one reason she joined the ADB. They have the same
purpose and mission in regards to this issue.
REVIEW OF EXTENDED AGENDA
Chair Cheung reviewed that the August 14th meeting agenda will include an update on the RoadMap Project (Ruckelshaus
Center Report) and a public hearing on the Street Vacation Code amendments (ECDC 20.70). The August 28th Meeting
agenda will include an update on the Vision 2050 Multicounty Planning Policies and an update on the Urban Forest
Management Plan. The Board’s September 11th meeting will include a review of potential amendments related to the ADB’s
role in design review in preparation for the joint meeting with the City Council on September 25th.
PLANNING BOARD CHAIR COMMENTS
Chair Cheung did not provide any additional comments.
PLANNING BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS
Board Member Rosen asked staff to provide the Board a written response to each of the questions raised by Mr. Reidy earlier
in the meeting regarding street vacations. He asked that the response be provided prior to the public hearing on August 14th.
Board Member Monroe reported that he attended a recent City Council meeting where they discussed how to pay for future
operations and maintenance costs. There is a reaction to some rising utility rates, and the Council is looking at everything
from deferring maintenance to bonding maintenance, which is the same thing as putting a mortgage on a credit card. He
cautioned that the City needs to be very careful with this approach.
ADJOURNMENT
The Board meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

APPROVED
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Design Review and the ADB

AUGUST 21, 2019
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Why Design Review?


To encourage the realization and conservation of a desirable and
aesthetic environment in the city of Edmonds;



To encourage and promote development which features amenities and
excellence in the form of variations of siting, types of structures and
adaptation to and conservation of topography and other natural features;



To encourage creative approaches to the use of land and related
physical developments;



To encourage the enhancement and preservation of land or building of
unique or outstanding scenic or historical significance;



To minimize incompatible and unsightly surroundings and visual blight
which prevent orderly community development and reduce community
property values.

[ECDC 20.10.000 – Purposes]
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Projects that get Design Review
“…any improvement to real property open to exterior view, including but not
limited to buildings, structures, fixtures, landscaping, site screening, signs,
parking lots, lighting, pedestrian facilities, street furniture, use of open areas
(including parks, junk yards, riding academies, kennels and recreational
facilities), mobile home and trailer parks, whether all or any are publicly or
privately sponsored.”
[ECDC 20.10.020.A - Scope]
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Projects that don’t get Design Review
1. Parks developed under a master plan approved by the Edmonds city council.
2. Permitted primary and secondary uses in RS – single-family residential districts.
3. Detached single-family homes or duplexes in RM – multiple residential districts.
4. Additions or modifications to structures or sites on the Edmonds register of
historic places which require a certificate of appropriateness from the Edmonds
historic preservation commission.
5. Fences that do not require a separate development permit.
6. Signs that meet all of the standards contained in Chapter 20.60 ECDC.
7. Underground utilities.
[ECDC 20.10.020.B - Scope]
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Existing ADB “Powers and Duties”
A. To study and prepare a recommendation for a comprehensive architectural design
plan including the recommendation of establishment of specific design districts
which shall be a part of the comprehensive plan.
B. To review and study land use within the city of Edmonds from a design standpoint.
C. To establish goals, objectives and policies for design districts.
D. To recommend legislation to effectuate the implementation of the comprehensive
architectural design plan and the goals, objectives and policies for each
established design district.
E. And for such other matters as shall be referred to the board for review and
recommendation by the mayor, city council, planning commission or the planning
department.
[ECC 10.05.040, Ord. 1683 § 1, 1973]
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Current Processes and Decisions


District-based design review in BD & CG zones (ECDC 20.12)



General design review in all other zones (ECDC 20.11)



ADB quasi-judicial decisions





Projects where Environmental Determination (SEPA) is required (except Hwy 99)



Public hearing w/notice (Type III-A)

Staff decisions


All other projects (including Hwy 99 buildings under 75 feet in height)



No notice (Type I)
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Current ADB Emphasis
The ADB has basically functioned as a strictly quasi-judicial decision making
body.
The ADB has very rarely dealt with design standards and how design has – or
has not – worked within the community.
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Time for a change…


ADB has noticed that it has less meaningful input at the decision-making
level; there is a desire to participate much earlier in the project review
cycle where it can have more influence on building design. The board
would also like to review and influence the development of design
guidance and standards that are the primary drivers of how buildings are
designed



Council Resolution 1367 (2016): update codes with the general goal to
remove quasi-judicial decision making from city council and other
volunteer boards



Council revised their quasi-judicial participation in July 2019
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Possible powers and duties



Review public projects and provide recommendations to City Council.



Provide decision support to staff.



Establish guidelines and standards city-wide and for special design districts.



Review selected projects post-hoc to evaluate whether what was constructed
reflects the intent of what was approved and recommend refinement of design
guidelines and standards to ensure Edmonds is getting the designs it wants.



Provide review and recommendation on projects as assigned.
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Possible Future Projects


Review existing policy guidelines (in Comprehensive Plan) and standards
(ECDC) and update as necessary



Create multifamily guidelines and standards



Develop or modify special district design standards as needed
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Planning Board Agenda Item
Meeting Date:

10/9/2019

Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans
Staff Lead:

Rob English, City Engineer

Department:
Prepared By:

Planning Division
Rob Chave

Background/History
See Narrative below.
Staff Recommendation
Hold public hearing on October 23, 2018.
Narrative
The City’s Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) Element is a document updated annually and identifies capital
projects for at least the next six years which support the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The CFP contains a
list of projects that need to be expanded or will be new capital facilities in order to accommodate the
City’s projected population growth in accordance with the Growth Management Act. Thus, capital
projects that preserve existing capital facilities are not included in the CFP. These preservation projects
are identified within the six-year capital improvement program (CIP) along with capital facility plan
projects that encompass the projected expenditure needs for all city capital related projects.
CIP vs. CFP
The CFP and CIP are not the same thing; they arise from different purposes and are in response to
different needs. While the CIP is a budgeting tool that includes capital and maintenance projects, tying
those projects to the various City funds and revenues, the CFP is intended to identify longer term capital
needs (not maintenance) and be tied to City level of service standards. The CFP is also required to be
consistent with the other elements (transportation, parks, etc.) of the Comprehensive Plan, and there
are restrictions as to how often a CFP can be amended. There are no such restrictions tied to the CIP.
The proposed 2020-2025 CFP is attached as Exhibit 1. The CFP has four project sections comprised of
General, Transportation and Stormwater. The proposed 2020-2025 CIP is attached as Exhibit 2. The CIP
has two sections related to general and parks projects and each project list is organized by the City’s
financial fund numbers.
Following the Planning Board’s public hearing and recommendation the City Council will also hold a
public hearing prior to final approval.
Attachments:
Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019
Attachment 2: Draft CIP 10.4.2019
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Attachment 3: CIP-CFP Comparison Matrix (2020-2025)
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CITY OF EDMONDS
CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN
2020-2025

DRAFT
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CFP

GENERAL

3
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Project Name

Purpose

Develop the recently adopted master
plan for Civic Park. Develop plan
adding amenities and recreation
components, restrooms to
accommodate increased growth.

Replace / Renovate deteriorating
building in City Park.

5

Please see CFP Storm

Acquire and develop property for a
year round public market.

$0

Total CFP

Unknown

Conceptual

EIS
Completed

Permitting
Construction

ALEA
Snohomish Co.

US DOT

Design

Annual CFP Totals

Total

$15,521,157

Grants

$0

Total

$0

$0

Federal (Unsecured)
State Funds

Total

$2,931,065
$0
$0

Park Impact Fees
Grants (unsecured)

REET
Grants

Total

G.O. Bonds

$550,000
$250,000

$1,568,565
$562,500

$0

$0

$0

Public Vote

Total

$0

$0

Grants

$0

Conceptual

Foundation

$0

Complete

REET 2
School District

$0

Capital Campaign

Total

$12,590,092
$0

G.O. Bonds or Vote
Private Donation (unsecured)

$400,000

GF

$2,000,000
$3,700,000

Park Impact Fees

$1,352,620

Grants
REET 1/2

$3,400,000

Revenue Source

$1,737,472

(2020-2025) Total Cost

Phase1

Design

RCO WWRP

Unknown

RCO

RCO Local Parks

Current
Project
Phase

$15,271,157

$2,681,065

$550,000

$1,568,565
$562,500

$0

$0

$12,590,092

$400,000

$3,700,000

$2,000,000

$1,352,620

$1,737,472

$3,400,000

2020

$0

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$0

$0

2021

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

2022

$0

$0

$0

$0

2023

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2024

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025

$0

Unknown

Unknown

$3,931,065

$3-4M

8M

$12,590,092

2026-2040

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

Edmonds Marsh Restoration

Public Market (Downtown
Waterfront)

Edmonds Crossing WSDOT Ferry / Relocate ferry terminal to Marina
Mutimodal Facility
Beach.

Waterfront
Work with Sr. Center to renovate
Redevlopment/Waterfront Walkway surrounding park, parking lot and
Completion
walkway. Remove creosote pier,
reintroduce habitat for fish and
wildlife. Increase access to the
waterfront to accommodate
increased growth. Connect
waterfront walkway from Brackett’s
Landing South to Olympic Beach,
including completion in front of the
Ebb tide condominiums.

Parks & Facilities Maintenance &
Operations Building

Community Park / Athletic Complex - In cooperation with ESD#15 develop
Old Woodway High School: Phase 2 a community park and athletic
and 3
complex.

Civic Center Development

Grant
Opportunity

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Parks, General, and Regional Projects
(2020-2025)

8.A.a
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PROJECT NAME: Civic Center Park

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $13,100,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Civic Park master plan is complete and has been adopted,
funds (including carryover, grants, bonds, REET, Park Impact Fee’s and General Fund) have
been allocated and we are prepared to go to bid in February with ground breaking in April or
May of 2020.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE:
The Civic Master plan was adopted in 2017. Funds have been set aside, and grant funds
secured. With the approved bonding we are ready to begin the project. This is a high priority in
the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT
2020
COST
$395,000
Planning and
Design
$140,000
Engineering
Construction $11,937,092
$88,000
1% Art
TOTAL 12,560,092

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

7

2024

2025
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CITY OF EDMONDS
CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN DESCRIPTION
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $6-8 M

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Develop community park and regional athletic complex with lighted
or unlighted fields and recreational amenities in partnership with Edmonds School District,
community colleges, user groups, and other organizations. Development dependent upon
successful regional capital campaign. $10m - $12M project for all 3 phases.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The site is currently an underutilized and under maintained
facility with great potential as community multi-use active park. Site has existing controlled
access, greenbelt, parking and 4-court tennis facility with substandard fields. Highly urbanized
area with 150,000 residents within 5-mile radius. Future maintenance supported by user fees.
Phase 1 was completed in 2015 for $4.2M, Phases 2 & 3 will be completed in the future for an
additional $6-8M.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2039
PROJECT
COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

2021

COST BREAKDOWN
2022
2023

2024

2025

20262039

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

PROJECT NAME: Community Park / Athletic
Complex at the Former Woodway High School

8.A.a

$6-8M

* all or a portion of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
8
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PROJECT NAME: Parks & Facilities
Maintenance & Operations Building

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $3-$4 Million

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The 40 year old maintenance building in City Park is reaching the
end of its useful life and is in need of major renovation or replacement.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Parks and Facilities Divisions have long outgrown this
existing facility and need additional work areas and fixed equipment in order to maintain City
parks and Capital facilities for the long term.
SCHEDULE: Contingent on finding additional sources of revenue from general and real
estate taxes.
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

2025

2026-2039

$3m - $4m

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
9
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PROJECT NAME: Waterfront Redevelopment
/ Waterfront Walkway Completion

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $6,280,198

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Work with Sr. Center to renovate surrounding park, parking lot,
frontage improvements and walkway. Remove creosote pier, reintroduce habitat for fish and
wildlife. Increase access to the waterfront to accommodate increased growth. Connect
waterfront walkway from Brackett’s Landing South to Olympic Beach, including completion in
front of the Ebb tide condominiums. This project includes the City’s support for the parking lot
and frontage improvements. 2021 and 2022 are for the over water walkway in front of the Ebb
Tide.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Public access of waterfront and tidelands on Puget
Sound. Provide a new Senior and Community Center and provide a new beachfront walkway.
One of the top priorities in the PROS plan is to open up beachfront access.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST

2020

Planning/Study
Engineering
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

$67,500
$2,588,645
$24,920
$2,681,065

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$100,000
$150,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$250,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts

10
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CFP

TRANSPORTATION

11
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Widen 212th St. SW to add a
westbound left turn lane for 200'
Possible Grant
storage length and an
eastbound left turn lane.

Widen 216th St. SW to add a
left turn lane for eastbound and
westbound movements

Widen 220th St. SW and Hwy
99 to add a WB RT lane (325'
length) and SB LT lane (275'
length)

Install new traffic signal at Hwy.
99/234th St. SW for safer
vehicular/pedestrian crossings, Possible Grant
and corner widening

Improve intersection safety by
converting stop-controlled
intersection for NB and SB
movements to signalized

Install traffic signal to improve
intersection delay and Level of
Service (mini roundabout is an
alternative solution)

Convert split phasing operation
Secured grant
for EB and WB movements to
concurrent through movements,
with protected / permissive LT

Convert EB and WB LT on SR104 to protected LT phasing;
upgrade ADA curb ramps; add Possible Grant
C-Curb for access management

Install traffic signal to improve
vehicular and pedestrian safety;
Possible Grant
revise geometry to allow for
safer turns.

Install traffic signal to reduce
the intersection delay and
improve Level of Service.

Hwy 99 @ 212th St SW
Intersection Improvements

Hwy. 99 @ 216th St. SW
Intersection Improvement

Hwy. 99 @ 220th St. SW
Intersection Improvement

Hwy 99 @ 234th St. SW
Traffic Signal

SR 524 (196th St. SW) /
88th Ave W Intersection
Improvements

Main St. and 9th Ave S

13

76th Ave. W @ 220th St.
SW Intersection
Improvements

SR-104 @ 95th Pl. W
Intersection Improvements

SR-104 @ 238th St. SW
Intersection Improvements

Olympic View Dr. @ 76th
Ave. W Intersection
Improvements

(2020-2025)
Total Cost

Funding Source

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Design

$0

$0

$0

$702,000
(Federal or State secured)
$7,055,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$352,000
(Local Funds)
$8,109,000
Total
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$495,000
$0
$495,000

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,311,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$27,000
(Local Funds)
$1,338,000
Total

$0

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$896,000
$0
$896,000

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

$0

$0

$133,000
$533,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
$302,000
$355,000
$219,000
$876,000

$0

$0

$400,000

$0

$0

$173,000
$27,000
$200,000

$75,000

$75,000

$6,700,000

$6,700,000

$120,000

$120,000

$122,000
$71,000
$193,000

$0

$1,138,000

$1,138,000

$420,000

$420,000

$0

$776,000

$776,000

$87,500
$87,500
$175,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$535,000

$535,000

Project Costs included in Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs

$2,000,000

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$1,000,000

$2,000,000

$9,700,000

Project Costs included in Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs

$6,300,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$9,700,000

2025

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$500,000 $2,000,000

$3,300,000
$3,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

2024

Project Costs included in Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs

$0
$744,500
$158,500
$903,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$1,000,000

2023

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

$0

2022

$500,000 $2,000,000

2021

Project Costs included in Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs

$290,000
$918,000

$628,000

2020

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$9,428,000 (Federal or State secured)
$3,000,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$290,000
(Local Funds)
$12,718,000
Total

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$11,700,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
Conceptual
$0
(Local Funds)
$11,700,000
Total

Project
Phase

$1,183,000

$1,183,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$162,000,000

$162,000,000

$0

2026-2040
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Possible Grant

Possible Grant

Possible Grant

Possible Grant

State
Appropriation

Install gateway elements and
safety improvements along SR99 Corridor.

Highway 99 Gateway /
Revitalization

Possible Grant

Grant
Opportunity

Two-way left turn lanes and
sidewalks to improve capacity
and pedestrian safety (Cost
split with SnoCo)

Purpose

228th St. SW from Hwy 99
to 95th Pl. W.

Safety / Capacity Analysis

Project Name

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Transportation Projects
(2019-2024)

8.A.a
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Install two-way left turn lanes
and sidewalk to improve
capacity and pedestrian safety
(split with Snohomish County)

Implement Westgate Plan, add
midblock pedestrian crossing
along 100th, bike
lanes/sharrows along 100th

Add a 2nd WB left turn lane
(split with Shoreline).

Install traffic signal to improve
Level of Service and
intersection delay.

84th Ave. W (212th St. SW
to 238th St. SW)

SR-104 @ 100th Ave. W
Intersection Improvements

SR-104 @ 76th Ave. W
Intersection Improvements

Olympic View Dr. @ 174th
St. SW Intersection
Improvements

Improve pedestrian safety along
232nd St. SW from 100th Ave.
Possible Grant
to SR-104

Possible
RCO / TIB Grant
for construction

Possible Grant

Grant
Opportunity

14
Secured grant

Possible Grant

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Design

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Project
Phase

$0

$0

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$650,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$655,000
(Local Funds)
$1,305,000
Total
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$105,000
$0
$105,000
$57,710
$0
$0
$57,710

$57,710

$57,710

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,996,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$1,996,000
Total

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,288,500 (Federal or State unsecured)
$106,500
(Local Funds)
$1,395,000
Total
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,305,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$1,305,000
Total

$0
$90,000
$0
$90,000

$0

$0

$0

$140,195
(Federal or State secured)
$1,870,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$879,805
(Local Funds)
$2,890,000
Total

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,017,468 (Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$1,017,468
Total
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

2020

(2020-2025)
Funding Source
Total Cost
$0
(Federal or State secured)
$0
(Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$0
Total

2021

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2022

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$105,000

$105,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$154,805
$295,000

$140,195

$0

$0

$150,000

$150,000

2023

$0

$0

$0

$100,000
$100,000
$200,000

$333,000

$333,000

$0

$106,500
$106,500
$213,000

$200,000

$200,000

$1,870,000
$725,000
$2,595,000

$0

$0

$867,468

$867,468

2024

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$550,000
$555,000
$1,105,000

$1,663,000

$1,663,000

$90,000

$90,000

$1,182,000

$1,182,000

$1,105,000

$1,105,000

2025

$0

$0

$0

$0

$495,000

$495,000

$0

$0

$0

$610,000
$610,000

$3,017,000

$3,017,000

$0

$15,441,000

$15,441,000

2026-2040
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Walnut St from 6th Ave. S to Provide short missing link.
7th Ave. W Walkway

Walnut St from 3rd Ave. S to Provide short missing link.
4th Ave. S Walkway

Provide safe sidewalk along a
missing link of 218th St. SW.
from 76th Ave. to 84th Ave.

218th St. SW from 76th
Ave. W to 84th Ave. W
Possible Grant

Improve pedestrian safety along
80th Ave. W, near EdmondsPossible Grant
Woodway High School.

80th Ave. W from 206h St
SW to 212th St. SW

84th Ave. W from 238th St. Improve pedestrian safety along
SW to 234th St. SW
84th Ave. W. from 238th St.
Possible Grant
SW to 234th St. SW.

236th St SW from Madrona Improve pedestrian safety along
Elementary to 97th Ave. W 236th St. SW, creating a safe
Possible Grant
pedestrian connection from
Madrona Elementary

232nd St. SW from 100th
Ave. W to SR-104

Non-motorized Pedestrian / Bicycle Projects
Sunset Ave. Walkway from Provide walkway on the west
Bell St. to Caspers St.
side of Sunset Ave, with
various utility upgrades.

Purpose

Project Name

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Transportation Projects
(2019-2024)

8.A.a
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Purpose

Provide sidewalk on one side of
95th Pl. W from 224th St. SW
Possible Grant
to 220th St. SW completing
missing link.

95th Pl. W from 224th St.
SW to 220th St. SW

15
Possible Grant

Conceptual

Conceptual

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,500,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$1,500,000
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,160,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$50,000
(Local Funds)
$1,210,000
Total

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$746,400
$115,600
$862,000

$0
$480,000
$120,000
$600,000

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$585,000
$0
$585,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$192,290

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$192,290
$0
$0
$192,290

$192,290

$0

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$2,330,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$2,330,000
Total

$0

$0

2020

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$637,000
$193,000
$830,000

(2020-2025)
Funding Source
Total Cost
$0
(Federal or State secured)
$137,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$20,000
(Local Funds)
$157,000
Total

2021

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2022

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$108,000
$27,000
$135,000

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$174,000
$50,000
$224,000

$138,400
$21,600
$160,000

$100,000

$100,000

$0

$436,000

$436,000

$137,000
$38,000
$175,000

$137,000
$20,000
$157,000

2023

$0

$0

$0

$372,000
$93,000
$465,000

$0

$986,000

$986,000

$608,000
$94,000
$702,000

$485,000

$485,000

$0

$947,000

$947,000

$500,000
$155,000
$655,000

2024

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$947,000

$947,000

2025

$630,000

$630,000

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2026-2040
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191st St. SW from 80th Ave. Provide sidewalk on one side of
W to 76th Ave. W
191th St. SW from 80th Ave. to
76th Ave. (completing missing
link)

Citywide Bicycle
Improvements

Install bike lane and sharrow
various stretches throughout
the City.

Conceptual

Downtown Lighting

SR-104 Walkway from HAWKAdd sidewalk along stretches to
Signal to Pine St / Pine St.
improve connectivity between Possible Grant
from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S
Downtown and City Park.

Conceptual

Conceptual

Conceptual

Possible Grant

Possible Grant

Conceptual

Construction

Conceptual

Possible Grant

Add light poles along various
stretches within Downtown
Edmonds to improve
transportation system safety

SR-104 @ 76th Ave. W Non- Extend bike lanes within
Motorized Transportation
proximity of intersection and
Improvements
install new ADA compliant curb
ramps

Railroad St. Sidewalk from Reconstruct and widen existing
Dayton St. to Main St. / SR- sidewalk along Railroad St.
104

Complete missing link along
Dayton St. from 7th Ave. S to
8th Ave. S

Dayton St. from 7th Ave. S
to 8th Ave. S
Secured grant

Provide sidewalk, connecting to
Sidewalk along 200th St. SW
Possible Grant
(direct link to Maplewood
Elementary School).

Maplewood Dr. From Main
St. to 200th St. SW

Conceptual

Elm Way from 8th Ave. S to Provide sidewalk on one side of
9th Ave. S
Elm Way from 8th Ave. S to 9th
Possible Grant
Ave. S

Project
Phase
Conceptual

Grant
Opportunity
Possible Grant

216th St. SW Walkway from Provide sidewalk on north side
Hwy. 99 to 72nd Ave W
of 216th St. SW from Hwy. 99
to 72nd Ave W (completing
missing link)

Project Name

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Transportation Projects
(2019-2024)

8.A.a
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Provide sidewalk on west side
of 104th Ave. from 238th St.
SW to 106th Ave. W
(completing missing link)

104th Ave. W / Robinhood
Lane from 238th St. SW to
106th Ave. W

16
Total CFP

Conceptual

Conceptual

$0
(Federal or State secured)
$1,506,000 (Federal or State unsecured)
$629,000
(Local Funds)
$2,135,000
Total

Annual CFP Totals

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$1,168,000

$0

$0

$0

Totals
Source
2020
$10,520,195
Total Federal, State, other grant (Secured)
$878,000
$42,961,868
Total Federal & State (Unsecured) $0
$3,596,405
Local Funds
$290,000

$57,078,468

$0
$357,000
$0
$357,000

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Local Funds)
Total

2020

$0
$0
$0
$0

(2020-2025)
Funding Source
Total Cost
$0
(Federal or State secured)
$0
(Federal or State unsecured)
$0
(Local Funds)
$0
Total

$0

$0

$1,191,000
$504,000
$1,695,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2024
$1,000,000
$11,987,468
$1,865,000

$357,000

$357,000

$0

$315,000
$125,000
$440,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2024

$14,852,468

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2023

$2,876,000 $18,822,000

2022

Revenue Summary by Year
2021
2022
2023
$900,000
$2,302,000 $3,440,195
$0
$355,000 $14,847,400
$133,000
$219,000
$534,405

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,033,000

2021

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025
$2,000,000
$15,772,000
$555,000

$18,327,000

2025

2026-2040
$0
$191,906,000
$610,000

$192,516,000

$0

$585,000

$585,000

$0

$1,170,000

$1,170,000

$765,000

$765,000

$315,000

$315,000

$315,000

$315,000

$990,000

$990,000

2026-2040
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Ferry/Railroad
Ferry Storage Improvements Improve ferry queueing by
from Pine St. to Dayton St. extending ferry storage area
along SR-104 (striping
changes)

189th Pl. SW from 80th Ave. Provide sidewalk on one side of
W to 76th Ave. W
189th Pl. SW from 80th Ave. W
to 76th Ave. W

Conceptual

Conceptual

238th St. SW from Hwy. 99 Provide sidewalk on one side of
to 76th Ave. W
238th St. SW from Hwy. 99 to
76th Ave W

80th Ave. W from 188th St. Improve pedestrian safety along
SW to Olympic View Dr.
80th Ave. W, within proximity to
Possible Grant
Seaview Elementary and
Seaview Park.

Conceptual

236th St. SW from Hwy. 99 Provide sidewalk on one side of
to 76th Ave. W
236th St. SW from Hwy. 99 to
76th Ave. W

Conceptual

Conceptual

Project
Phase

Conceptual

Grant
Opportunity

84th Ave. W from 188th St. Provide sidewalk on one side of
SW to 186th St. SW
84th Ave. W from 188th St. SW
to 186th St. SW

80th Ave. W from 218th St. Provide sidewalk on one side of
SW to 220th St. SW
80th Ave. W from 218th St. SW
to 220th St. SW (completing
missing link)

Purpose

Project Name

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Transportation Projects
(2019-2024)

8.A.a
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PROJECT NAME: 228th St. SW from Hwy. 99
to 95th Pl. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $11,700,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen 228th St. SW from Hwy. 99 to 95th Pl. W to three lanes
(with two-way left turn lane), with curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve active transportation safety
and traffic flows along this corridor. Community Transit would also look into creating a new
east-west bus route along 228th St. SW if this project moves forward (connecting Edmonds
Transit Station to Mountlake Terrace Transit Station).
SCHEDULE: The design phase is scheduled to begin in 2023 (pending funding). More than
half the project is within Esperance / Snohomish County. A Sound Transit System Access
grant was submitted in May ’19 to fully fund this project but the grant wasn’t secured. Sound
Transit also has funding available through ST3 to improve accessibility to the Sound Transit
Station. Mukilteo and Edmonds have $40 Million in combined funding to complete projects
improving access to the Sound Transit Station (for all modes of transportation). The City
indicated to Sound Transit that this project should to be considered by Sound Transit and it is
currently being evaluated. A final response from Sound Transit whether this project is funded
or not is scheduled for late 2019.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

2025

20262040

Planning/Study
Engineering,
Admin., & ROW
Construction

$9,700,000

1% for Art
TOTAL

$1,000,000

17

$1,000,000

$9,700,000
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PROJECT NAME: Highway 99
Gateway/Revitalization

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $175,000,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project would include, among other features, wider replacement
sidewalks or new sidewalk where none exist today, new street lighting, center medians for access control
and turning movements, etc., attractive and safe crosswalks, better stormwater management, targeted
utility replacements, potential undergrounding of overhead utilities, landscaping and other softscape
treatments to identify the area as being in Edmonds.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve aesthetics, safety, user experience, and access
management along this corridor. In addition, economic development would be improved.

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

SCHEDULE: The conceptual phase began in September 2017 and was completed in December 2018.
An interim project has been identified with the addition of raised median along the entire corridor from
244th St. SW to 212th ST. SW (to address safety issues along the corridor). The design phase is
scheduled to begin in November 2019. The addition of a traffic signal at Hwy. 99 @ 234th St. SW is also a
priority project, adding a pedestrian crossing between 238th St. SW and 228th St. SW (~ 1 mile distance
with no crossing). $10M from a Connecting Washington allocation has been secured, with $9M not
available prior to 2021.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026-2040
COST
Planning/Study
$500,000 $2,000,000
$1,000,000 $2,000,000
$24,000,000
Engineering & $60,000
Administration
& ROW
6,300,000
$138,000,000
Construction $858,000
1% for Art
$500,000 $2,000,000
$6,300,000
$1,000,000 $2,000,000 $162,000,000
TOTAL $918,000
18
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PROJECT NAME: Hwy. 99 @ 212th St. SW
intersection improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $2,806,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen 212th St. SW to add a westbound left turn lane for 200’
storage length and an eastbound left turn lane for 300’ storage length. Provide protected left
turn phase for eastbound and westbound movements.(ROADWAY PROJECT PRIORITY in
2015 Transportation Plan: #4). The cost for the intersection improvements are included within
the Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve intersection efficiency and reduce delay.
SCHEDULE: All phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2025 (unsecured funding).The
project cost is split between Lynnwood and Edmonds since half the project is within Lynnwood.
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering,
ROW, &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023
$175,000

2024

2025

$1,091,000

$1,540,000
$175,000

19

$1,091,000

$1,540,000
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PROJECT NAME: Hwy. 99 @ 216th St. SW
intersection improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $2,335,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen 216th St. SW to add a westbound left turn lane and an
eastbound left turn lane. Provide protected-permissive left turn phases for eastbound and
westbound movements. This project ranked #3 in the Roadway Project Priority in the 2015
Transportation Plan. The cost for the intersection improvements are included within the Hwy.
99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve intersection efficiency and reduce delay.
SCHEDULE: All phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2025 (unsecured funding).

PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
ROW &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023
$204,000

2024

2025

$334,000

$1,837,000
$204,000

20

$334,000

$1,837,000

Packet Pg. 73

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Hwy. 99 @ 220th St. SW
intersection improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $3,215,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen 220th St. SW to add Westbound right turn lane for 325’
storage length. Widen SR-99 to add 2nd Southbound left turn lane for 275’ storage length.
(ROADWAY PROJECT PRIORITY in 2015 Transportation Plan: #2). The cost for the
intersection improvements are included within the Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project
costs.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Reduce intersection delay and improve traffic flow and
safety.
SCHEDULE: All Phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2025 (unsecured funding for all
phases).
PROJECT
COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
& ROW
Construction
1% for Art

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

$175,000

2024

2025

$1,085,000
$1,955,000

TOTAL

$175,000

21

$1,085,000 $1,955,000
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PROJECT NAME: Hwy. 99 @ 234th St. SW
intersection improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $3,300,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install traffic signal at the intersection of Hwy. 99 @ 234th St.
SW to provide safer crossing of Hwy. 99 for vehicles and non-motorized transportation
(project identified in Hwy. 99 Sub Area Plan). These intersection improvements are included
as part of the Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project. The cost for the intersection
improvements are included within the Hwy. 99 Revitalization / Gateway project costs.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve intersection safety and pedestrian conditions
along the corridor.
SCHEDULE: All Phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2025 (unsecured funding for all
phases).
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration &
ROW
Construction
1% for Art

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

TOTAL

22

2024

2025

$300,000

$300,000
$1,200,000 $1,500,000

$300,000

$1,500,000 $1,500,000
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PROJECT NAME: 196th St. SW (SR-524) @ ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $903,000
88th Ave. W Intersection Improvements

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install traffic signal at the intersection
of 196th St. SW @ 88th Ave. W. The modeling in the 2009 Transportation Plan indicated that
restricting northbound and southbound traffic to right-turn-only (prohibiting left-turn and through
movements) would also address the deficiency identified at this location through 2025. This is
same alternative as one concluded by consultant in 2007 study but not recommended by City
Council. This could be implemented as an alternate solution, or as an interim solution until
traffic signal warrants are met. The ex. LOS is F (below City Standards: LOS D). This project
was ranked #6 in the Roadway Project Priority in the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve traffic flow characteristics and safety at the
intersection. The improvement would modify LOS to A, but increase the delay along 196th St.
SW.
SCHEDULE: All project phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2025 (unsecured funding).
In order to allow the installation of a traffic signal, the MUTCD traffic signal warrants must be
met and the installation must be approved by WSDOT (since 196th St. SW is a State Route /
SR-524).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$193,000
$175,000
Engineering &
Administration
$535,000
Construction
1% for Art
$193,000
$175,000
$535,000
TOTAL

23
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PROJECT NAME: Main St and 9th Ave. S

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $896,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of a traffic signal or mini-roundabout.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The existing intersection is stop-controlled for all
approaches and the projected intersection LOS in 2035 is LOS F (below the City’s
concurrency standards: LOS D). The installation of a traffic signal would improve the
intersection delay to LOS B. The project ranked #4 in the Roadway Project Priority of the 2015
Transportation Plan. In Fall 2018, turn lanes will be added to the intersection to improve safety
and traffic flow through the intersection.
SCHEDULE: The design phase is scheduled to begin in 2023 and construction in 2024.
(unsecured funding).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$120,000
Engineering,
Administration
& ROW
$776,000
Construction
1% for Art
$120,000
$776,000
TOTAL

24
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PROJECT NAME: 76th Ave. W @ 220th St. SW
Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
$8,109,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Reconfigure eastbound lanes to a left turn lane and through / right
turn lane. Change eastbound and westbound phases to provide protected-permitted phase for
eastbound and westbound left turns. Provide right turn overlap for westbound movement during
southbound left turn phase. (ROADWAY ROJECT PRIORITY #1 in 2015 Transportation Plan).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Reduce the intersection delay and improve the LOS. The
projected LOS in 2035 would be improved from LOS F to LOS D.
SCHEDULE: A STP Federal grant was secured in 2018 for the Design Phase (funds not
available until 2021). The ROW and construction phases are currently unfunded. The design
phase and ROW phases are scheduled to be completed in 2022 and construction in 2024
(pending additional grant funds).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$533,000 $876,000
Engineering & ROW
&
Administration
$6,700,000
Construction
1% for Art
$533,000
$876,000
$6,700,000
TOTAL
* All or a portion of this project may qualify for 1% for the arts

25
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PROJECT NAME: SR-104 @ 95th Pl. W
Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $495,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Upgrade all ADA Curb Ramps; and add C-Curb for access
management. This project was identified in the SR-104 Complete Streets Corridor Analysis
(completed in 2015).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve intersection safety for pedestrians and vehicles.
SCHEDULE: 2023-2024 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
Engineering &
$75,000
Administration &
ROW
$420,000
Construction
1% for Art
$75,000
$420,000
TOTAL

26
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PROJECT NAME: SR-104 @ 238th St. SW
Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,338,000

To Hwy 99

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install traffic signal. The warrants are met for such an installation.
This project was identified in the SR-104 Complete Street Corridor Analysis (completed in
2015).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve vehicular and pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2023-2024 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
Planning/Study
Engineering &
$200,000
Administration &
ROW
Construction
1% for Art
$200,000
TOTAL

27

2024

2025

$1,138,000
$1,138,000
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PROJECT NAME: Olympic View Dr. @ 76th Ave.
W Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
$1,183,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install traffic signal (the intersection currently stop controlled for
all movements). (ROADWAY ROJECT PRIORITY in 2015 Transportation Plan: #11).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The improvement will reduce the intersection delay. The
projected Level of Service is LOS F in 2035, which is below the City’s concurrency standards
(LOS D). The project will improve the Level of Service to LOS B.
SCHEDULE: Engineering and Construction are scheduled between 2026 and 2040
(unsecured funding).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026-2040
Planning/Study
$200,000
Engineering,
Administration,
& ROW
$983,000
Construction
1% for Art
$1,183,000
TOTAL

28
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 84th Ave. W (212th St. SW
to 238th St. SW)

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $15,441,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen 84th Ave. W to (3) lanes with curb, gutter, bike lanes, and
sidewalk on each side of the street. (part of this project was ranked #6 in the Long Walkway list of
the 2015 Transportation Plan).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve overall safety of the transportation system along this
collector street: 1) the sidewalk and bike lanes would provide pedestrians and cyclists with their own
facilities and 2) vehicles making left turn will have their own lane, not causing any back-up to the
through lane when insufficient gaps are provided.

SCHEDULE: All project phases are scheduled between 2026 and 2040 (unsecured funding).
The project costs would be split between Snohomish County and Edmonds since half the project
is located within Esperance.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026-2040
Planning/Study
$2,000,000
Engineering,
Administration,
& ROW
$13,441,000
Construction
1% for Art
$15,441,000
TOTAL
* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: SR-104 @ 100th Ave. W
Intersection Improvements / Access
Management

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,017,468

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Implement Westgate Circulation Access Plan, install mid-block
pedestrian crossing along 100th Ave. W, improve safety to access the driveways within
proximity to the intersection, and re-striping of 100th Ave. W with the potential addition of bike
lanes. This project was identified in the SR-104 Completed Streets Corridor Analysis
(completed in 2015).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve access and safety at the intersection and
improve non-motorized transportation safety.
SCHEDULE: All phases are scheduled between 2023 and 2024 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
$150,000

Engineering &
Administration

$867,468

Construction
1% for Art
$150,000

TOTAL

30

$867,468
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: SR-104 @ 76th Ave. W
Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $3,017,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Add a 2nd left turn lane along SR-104. This project was identified
in the SR-104 Complete Street Corridor Analysis (completed in 2015).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve access and safety at the intersection and
improve non-motorized transportation safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040. The project costs would be split between Shoreline and Edmonds
since half the intersection is located within Shoreline.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$453,000

Construction

$2,564,000

1% for Art
$3,017,000

TOTAL

31
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Olympic View Dr. @ 174th St.
SW Intersection Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $610,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen Olympic View Dr. to add a northbound left turn lane for 50’
storage length. Shift the northbound lanes to the east to provide an acceleration lane for
eastbound left turns. Install traffic signal to increase the LOS and reduce intersection delay.
(ROADWAY ROJECT PRIORITY in 2015 Transportation Plan: #13)
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve intersection efficiency and safety of drivers
accessing either street.
SCHEDULE: Engineering and Construction are scheduled between 2026 and 2040
(unsecured funding).
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

2025

2026-2040
$100,000
$510,000
$610,000

32
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Sunset Ave Walkway
from Bell St to Caspers St.

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $3,050,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Provide a walkway on the west side of the street, facing
waterfront (~ 1/2 mile / more recent project).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: To provide a safe and desirable walking route.
SCHEDULE: Temporary improvements were installed in 2017 through striping, in order to
evaluate the alignment of the proposed walkway and parking alternatives The design phase
is scheduled to be completed in 2023. Construction isn’t scheduled to occur until 2024 when
utility improvements are scheduled to be completed along this stretch. No grant funding has
been secured for the construction phase.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
COST
Planning/Study
$295,000
Engineering &
Administration
$2,595,000
Construction
1% for Art
$295,000 $2,595,000
TOTAL
* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.

33
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 232nd St. SW Walkway
from 100th Ave. W to SR-104

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,305,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 232nd St. SW from 100th Ave. W to SR-104.
This project ranked #3 in the Long Walkway List of 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2024-2025 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Planning/Study
$200,000

Engineering &
Administration
Construction

$1,105,000

1% for Art
$200,000

TOTAL

34

$1,105,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 236th St. SW Walkway
from Madrona Elementary to 97th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,395,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk with curb and gutter along 236nd St. SW from
Madrona Elementary to 97th Ave. W. This project ranked #4 in Long Walkway list of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2024-2025 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Planning/Study
$213,000

Engineering &
Administration

$1,182,000

Construction
1% for Art
$213,000

TOTAL

35

$1,182,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 84th Ave. W Walkway
from 238th St. SW to 234th ST. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $585,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 84th Ave. W from 238th St .SW to 234th St.
SW, with curb and gutter. This project ranked #5 in the Long Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: Begin design in 2025 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
$90,000

Engineering &
Administration

$495,000

Construction
1% for Art
$90,000

TOTAL

36

$495,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 80th Ave. W Walkway
from 206th St. SW to 212th ST. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,996,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 80th Ave. W from 206th St. SW to 212th St.
SW with curb and gutter. This project ranked #1 in Long Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The improvements will improve non-motorized
transportation safety (including for school kids due to proximity of several schools).
SCHEDULE: 2024-2025 (funding unsecured).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$333,000
Engineering &
Administration &
ROW
$1,663,000
Construction
1% for Art
$333,000
$1,663,000
TOTAL

37
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 218th St. SW Walkway
from 76th Ave. W to 84th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,305,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 218th St. SW from 76th Ave. W to 84th Ave.
W with curb and gutter. This project ranked #2 in Long Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The improvements will improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2024-2025 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$200,000
Engineering &
Administration &
ROW
$1,105,000
Construction
1% for Art
$200,000
$1,105,000
TOTAL

38
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Walnut St. Walkway from 3rd
Ave. S to 4th Ave. S

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $105,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a missing link of sidewalk (approximately 350’) on
Walnut St. between 3rd Ave. S and 4th Ave. S (ranked #3 in Short Walkway Project list in 2015
Transportation Plan).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: To provide a safe and desirable walking route.
SCHEDULE: Engineering & Construction scheduled for 2023 (unsecured funding).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$10,000
Engineering &
Administration
$95,000
Construction
1% for Art
$105.000
TOTAL
* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts

39
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 216th St. SW Walkway from
Hwy. 99 to 72nd Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $157,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install 150’ sidewalk on north side of 216th St. SW from Hwy. 99 to
72nd Ave. W (completing a missing link on north side of stretch). This project ranked #3 in the
Short Walkway List (from 2015 Transportation Plan).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: To provide a safe and desirable walking route.
SCHEDULE: Engineering & Construction scheduled for 2023 (unsecured funding).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$30,000
Engineering &
Administration
$127,000
Construction
1% for Art
$157,000
TOTAL
* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts

40
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Elm Way Walkway from
8th Ave. S to 9th Ave. S

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $830,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along Elm Way from 8th Ave. S to 9th Ave. S. This
project ranked #6 in the Short Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2023-2024 (funding unsecured).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Planning/Study
$175,000

Engineering &
Administration

$655,000

Construction
1% for Art
$175,000

TOTAL

41

$655,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Maplewood Dr. Walkway
from Main St. to 200th St. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $2,330,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct sidewalk on Maplewood Dr. from Main St. to 200th St.
SW (~ 2,700’). A sidewalk currently exists on 200th St. SW from Main St. to 76th Ave. W,
adjacent to Maplewood Elementary School (rated #18 in the Long Walkway list of the 2015
Transportation Plan).
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Create pedestrian connection between Maplewood
Elementary School on 200th St. SW and Main St., by encouraging kids to use non-motorized
transportation to walk to / from school.
SCHEDULE: Engineering scheduled for 2024 and construction in 2024 / 2025 (funding
unsecured).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$436,000
Engineering &
Administration
$947,000 $947,000
Construction
1% for Art
$436,000
$947,000
$947,000
TOTAL
* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME:95th Pl. W Walkway from
224th St. SW to 220th St. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $585,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 95th Pl. W from 224th St. SW to 220th St.
SW with curb and gutter. This project ranked #8 in the Long Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: Engineering is scheduled for 2023 and construction in 2024 (funding
unsecured)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

Planning/Study
$100,000

Engineering &
Administration

$485,000

Construction
1% for Art
$100,000

TOTAL

43

$485.000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: Railroad Ave. Sidewalk from
Dayton St. to SR-104

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $862,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install new and wider sidewalk along Railroad St. from
Dayton St. to SR-104.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve non-motorized transportation safety along
Railroad St. from Dayton St. to SR-104, key stretch since connects to various destination
points (such as Senior Center, Port of Edmonds, Downtown Edmonds…).
SCHEDULE: All Phases are scheduled in 2023 and 2024 (unsecured funding for all
phases).
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration &
ROW
Construction
1% for Art

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

2025

$160,000
$702,000

TOTAL

$160,000

44

$702,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: SR-104 @ 76th Ave. W nonmotorized transportation safety improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST:
$1,210,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Extend bike lanes within proximity of the intersection in
northbound and southbound directions. Install APS on all corners and new ADA curb ramps.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve non-motorized transportation safety along this
section of the Interurban Trail.
SCHEDULE: All Phases are scheduled in 2023 and 2024 (unsecured funding for all
phases). This intersection is shared with Shoreline and they own the traffic signal.
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration &
ROW
Construction
1% for Art

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

2025

$224,000
$986,000

TOTAL

$224,000

45

$986,000
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 191th St. SW Walkway
from 80th Ave. W to 76th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $630,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 191th St. SW from 80th Ave. W to 76th Ave.,
with curb and gutter. This project ranked #8 in Long Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation
Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$90,000

Construction

$540,000

1% for Art
$630,000

TOTAL

46
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Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

PROJECT NAME: 104th Ave. W Walkway
from 238th St. SW to 106th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $990,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 104th Ave. W from 238th ST. SW to 106th
Ave. W, with curb and gutter. This project ranked #10 in the Long Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$150,000

Construction

$840,000

1% for Art
$990,000

TOTAL

47
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8.A.a

Packet Pg. 100

PROJECT NAME: 80th Ave. W Walkway
from 218th St. SW to 220th St. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $315,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 80th Ave. W from 218th ST. SW to 220th ST.
SW, with curb and gutter. This project ranked #7 in the Short Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$55,000

Construction

$260,000

1% for Art
$315,000

TOTAL

48
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8.A.a

Packet Pg. 101

PROJECT NAME: 84th Ave. W Walkway
from 188th St. SW to 186th St. SW

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $315,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 84th Ave. W from 188th St. SW to 186th St.
SW., with curb and gutter. This project ranked #5 in Short Walkway List of the 2015
Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$60,000

Construction

$255,000

1% for Art
$315,000

TOTAL

49
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8.A.a

Packet Pg. 102

PROJECT NAME: 236th St. SW Walkway
from Hwy 99 to 76th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $765,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 236th St. SW from Hwy 99 to 76th Ave. W.
This project ranked #10 in Long Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$115,000

Construction

$650,000

1% for Art
$765,000

TOTAL

50
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Packet Pg. 103

PROJECT NAME: 238th St. SW Walkway
from Hwy 99 to 76th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,170,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 238th St. SW from Hwy. 99 to 76th Ave. W
This project ranked #10 in Long Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$175,000

Construction

$995,000

1% for Art
$1,170,000

TOTAL

51
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Packet Pg. 104

PROJECT NAME: 80th Ave. W / 180th St.
SW Walkway from 188th St. SW to OVD

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $2,135,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 80th Ave. W from 188th St. SW to OVD. This
project ranked #13 in Long Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2023-2024 (unsecured funding).
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

20200

2021

2022

2023

2024

Planning/Study
$440,000

Engineering, ROW,
& Administration

$1,695,000

Construction
1% for Art
$440,000

TOTAL

52

$1,695,000

2025

2026-2040

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

Packet Pg. 105

PROJECT NAME: 189th Pl. SW Walkway
from 80th Ave. W to 76th Ave. W

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $585,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along 189th Pl. SW from 80th Ave. W to 76th Ave.
W. This project ranked #14 in Long Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project would improve pedestrian safety.
SCHEDULE: 2026-2040
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$115,000

Construction

$470,000

1% for Art
$585,000

TOTAL

53
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8.A.a

Packet Pg. 106

PROJECT NAME: Ferry Storage
Improvements from Pine St. Dayton St.

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $357,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Modify existing lane channelization on SR104 to add vehicle
storage for ferry users.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Reduce conflicts between ferry storage and access to
local driveways.
SCHEDULE: 2023 (unsecured funding)
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration

$50,000

Construction

$307,000

1% for Art
$357,000

TOTAL

54

2024

2025

Attachment: Attachment 1: Draft CFP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.a

Packet Pg. 107

PROJECT NAME: Citywide Bicycle
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $5,000,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation bike lanes and sharrows along various stretches as
identified on the Proposed Bike Facilities map of 2015 Transportation Plan
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project will create new bike connections to various
destination points throughout the City (such as schools, parks, Downtown, Sound Transit
Station…). The intent of this project is to get more people riding their bikes and feel more
comfortable riding their bikes on the roadway (with safety improvements).
SCHEDULE: 2026-204
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026-2040

Planning/Study
$750,000

Engineering &
Administration
Construction

$4,250,000

1% for Art
$5,000,000

TOTAL

55
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Packet Pg. 108

PROJECT NAME: Dayton St. Walkway
between 7th Ave. S to 8th Ave. S

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $205,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk along Dayton St between 7th Ave. S and 8th Ave.
S. This missing link was identified as #1 in Short Walkway List of the 2015 Transportation
Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project will improve pedestrian safety along this
stretch.
SCHEDULE: The Design was completed in 2019 and construction is scheduled for 2020.
The project will be built with the Dayton St. Utility Replacements project (from 3rd Ave. S to 9th
Ave. S). The funding source is a 2019 TIB Complete Street grant.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction

192,290

1% for Art
TOTAL $192,290
56

2023

2024

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Downtown Lighting
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,500,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of street lights along various streets within Downtown
Edmonds.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project will improve lighting along various stretches
within Downtown where street light poles / PUD pole don’t currently exist. Those
improvements will improve night-time safety for all transportation system users. More users will
be encouraged to use active transportation to reach their destination during those hours
(Sound Transit Station and many other destinations within Downtown).
SCHEDULE: The design and construction phases are scheduled to take place in 2023
(unsecured funding). Sound Transit has funding available through ST3 to improve accessibility
to the Sound Transit Station. Mukilteo and Edmonds have $40 Million in combined funding to
complete projects improving access to the Sound Transit Station (for all modes of
transportation). The City submitted this lighting project to be considered by Sound Transit and
it is currently being evaluated. A final response from Sound Transit regarding the projects that
will be selected is scheduled for late 2019.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$100,000
Engineering,
Administration
& ROW
$1,400,000
Construction
1% for Art
$1,500,000
TOTAL

57
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PROJECT NAME: SR-104 Walkway from
HAWK signal to Pine St. / Pine St. Walkway
from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $600,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of sidewalk with ADA curb ramps along SR-104 from
the HAWK signal to Pine St. and along Pine St. from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project will improve pedestrian connectivity between
the residential areas along 3rd Ave. S to Downtown Edmonds and City Park.

SCHEDULE: The design and construction phases are scheduled to take place in 2023 and
2024 (unsecured funding). A TIB grant was submitted for this project, with a response
scheduled for late 2019.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Planning/Study
$135,000
Engineering,
Administration
& ROW
$465,000
Construction
1% for Art
$135,000
$465,000
TOTAL

58
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PROJECT NAME: Walnut St. from 6th Ave. S ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $57,710
to 7th Ave. S

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install sidewalk on the south side of Walnut St. from 6th Ave. S to
7th Ave. S.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: This project will improve pedestrian safety along this
stretch.
SCHEDULE: The Design and construction phases are scheduled to be completed in 2020.
The funding source is a 2019 TIB Complete Streets grant.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT COST

2020

2021

2022

Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction

$5,710

$52,000

1% for Art
TOTAL

$57,710

59

2023

2024

2025
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CFP

STORMWATER

61
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Purpose
Add lift station and other new infrastructure to reduce
intersection flooding.

Install additional water quality and infiltration facilities to reduce
scourign flows in Perrinville Creek; looks to dupliacte efforts
from Phase 1.

Design

Ecology Grant

Total CFP

Design

Close-out

Current Project
Phase

Possible Grant/TBD

Grant Opportunity
Grant/Date

Total

$16,650,000

Source

Total Federal & State (Secured)
Total Federal & State
(Unsecured)
Debt / Stormwater Fees

Totals

$598,200
$12,487,500
$4,376,900

Annual CFP Totals

$17,462,600

(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Debt/Stormwater Fees)
Total

(Debt/Stormwater)

$598,200
$0
$199,400
$797,600

(Federal or State unsecured)

$4,162,500

(Federal or State secured)

Revenue Source
(Federal or State secured)
(Federal or State unsecured)
(Debt/Stormwater Fees)
Total

$12,487,500

$0

(2020-2025)
Total Cost
$0
$0
$15,000
$15,000

$15,250
$61,000

$60,250
$241,000

$45,750
$917,202
$320,984

$180,750
$581,250
$269,000

$0

$15,147,664

$123,900
$495,600

$371,700

$14,652,064

$3,663,016

$10,989,048

2022

$10,989,048
$3,786,916

$371,700

Revenue Summary by Year
2020
2021
2022

$1,283,936

$45,750

$1,031,000

$1,222,936

$180,750

$305,734

$775,000

$917,202

$0

$193,750

2021

$581,250

$15,000
$15,000

2020

2023

$0

2023

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2024

$0

2024
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Seaview Park Infiltration Facility Phase 2

Edmonds Marsh / Willow Creek/Daylighting Daylight Willow Creek through the Edmonds Marsh, across
Marina Beach, and excavate tidal channels within the marsh.
Restore ecological functions of marsh.

Project Name
Dayton St and Hwy 104 Drainage
Improvements.

City of Edmonds
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
Stormwater Projects
(2020-2025)

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

2025

$0

2025
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$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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PROJECT NAME: Dayton St and Hwy 104
Drainage Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $2.4M

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Add a lift station in the Beach Place parking lot and supporting
stormwater conveyance structures. The scope also includes baffle manholes to divert flows
away from Harbor Square and the Edmonds Marsh, and provide a sub-surface connection for
overflows.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: To reduce flooding at the intersection of Dayton St. and
State Hwy 104. The Project is part of a series of projects recommended in the 2013 study of
necessary storm water improvements related to Shellabarger Creek, Willow Creek, and
Edmonds Marsh. The project is complimentary to the Willow Creek Daylighting project in that
the pump is required to manage flood conditions after the daylighting project is completed.
SCHEDULE: A construction contract has been awarded and is expected to be substantially
complete in 2019. Total cost est. at $2.1M; 2020 budget shown is intended for project closeout.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
$15,000
Construction
1% for Art
$15,000
TOTAL
65
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PROJECT NAME: Edmonds Marsh / Willow Creek
Daylighting – Design & Construction

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $16,650,000

Aerial photo of Marsh from 2018

Marsh as it existed in 1941

General Project Location

Updated project concept

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project will daylight Willow Creek and help begin restoration efforts in
the Marsh. The project has three sub-components including (1) daylighting Willow Creek through the
Edmonds Marsh and existing Unocal property, (2) daylighting of the Willow Creek through Marina
Beach Park and redevelopment of the Park, and (3) excavation/reestablishment of tidal channels within
the Marsh. The project includes significant re-vegetation and mitigation within the Marsh to improve
habitat conditions and, depending on the final recommended alternative, may also include significant
flood wall and/or berms.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The daylighting of Willow Creek and subsequent redevelopment of
Marina Beach park will help reverse the negative impacts to Willow Creek and Edmonds Marsh that
occurred when Willow Creek was piped in the early 1960s. This project will provide habitat for
salmonids, including rearing of juvenile Chinook. The project, along with its companion CIP project
“Dayton Street Pump Station”, will also help reduce the flooding problem at the intersection of SR-104
and Dayton Street. This project is a priority in the Edmonds Comprehensive Plan.
SCHEDULE: 2019 - 2023
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020
$775,000

$775,000

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

$1,875,000

$1,875,000

$7,000,000

$7,000,000

$7,000,000

$7,000,000

66

2024

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Seaview Park Infiltration
Facility Phase 2

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $742,700

Seaview
Park

A sketch of the project provided in grant application
materials.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The City applied for and received a grant from the Department of
Ecology to design and construct an additional stormwater infiltration facility in Seaview Park.
The proposal will duplicate the system successfully installed during Phase 1 and is tentatively
planned for construction in 2022.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Urbanization of the Perrinville Creek Basin has increased
flows in the creek, incision of the creek, and sedimentation in the low-gradient downstream
reaches of the creek. A flow reduction study for the Perrinville Creek basin was completed in
2015. This study recommended a number of flow control and water quality projects to improve
the conditions in Perrinville Creek. Control of the sediment loads in Perrinville Creek must be
achieved before proceeding with additional fish habitat improvement and removal of the
sediment collection structure the City currently maintains on the creek near Talbot Road.
SCHEDULE: Design is anticipated to begin in 2020 with construction planned for 2022 in order
to allow ample time to acquire permits and meet grant obligations during the design phase.
COST BREAKDOWN
PROJECT
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
COST
Planning/Study
$6,100
Eng. & Admin. $241,000
$495,600
Construction
1% for Art
$6,100
$495,600
TOTAL $241,000
67
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CITY OF EDMONDS
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (2020-2025)
Table of Contents
FUND

DESCRIPTION

DEPARTMENT

PAGE
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423
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Transportation
Capital
Projects Fund
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Parks Construction
(Grant Funding)
Water Projects
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Waste Water
Treatment Plant

Public Works

7

Public Works
Parks & Recreation/
Public Works
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Public Works

9

Parks & Recreation
Public Works
Public Works
Public Works
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17
18
20

Public Works

21

12
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125
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332
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Projects Fund
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(Grant Funding)
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Treatment
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CIP

GENERAL

5
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CFP

$14,000

$4,000

$26,000
$40,000
$5,000
$73,000

$20,000
$23,000
$19,000
$20,000
$8,000

$41,000
$50,000
$13,000

$51,640
$52,000

$30,000
$100,000
$10,000
$30,000
$50,000

$8,500
$170,000

$350,000
$20,000
$20,000
$58,000
$15,000
$25,000
$58,700

2019 est

$500,000
$1,500,000

$221,000
$50,000
$20,000

$10,000

$40,000
$15,000
$12,000

$25,000

$52,000

$350,000

$500,000
$500,000

$500,000

2021

$150,000
$50,000
$50,000

$5,000
$30,000
$250,000
$500,000

2020

$1,500,000

$500,000

2022

Projects for 2019-2024

$1,000,000

2023

$1,000,000

2024

$1,000,000

2025

$5,000
$30,000
$250,000
$1,000,000
$650,000
$450,000
$25,000
$721,000
$6,050,000
$20,000
$0
$350,000
$20,000
$20,000
$58,000
$15,000
$25,000
$58,700
$0
$0
$0
$358,500
$170,000
$0
$30,000
$100,000
$20,000
$30,000
$10,000
$0
$51,640
$104,000
$41,000
$20,000
$150,000
$20,000
$23,000
$19,000
$20,000
$8,000
$25,000
$26,000
$40,000
$5,000
$73,000
$40,000
$15,000
$12,000
$4,000
$10,000
$14,000

Total
(2019-2024)
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CH Add. Card readers
Library Planter Boxes
FAC window wells
PW failed Window units
Morgan Sound Plaza room
Parks window units

Museum Electrical (State HPC Grant)

CH Elevator
PW Concrete Pad
CH HVAC
CH Controls
Unanticipated
Parks Gutters
Museum Windows
Electrical design CH
HVAC design FAC
HVAC Design CH
FAC roofs (Grant)
Fac Painting Ext.
Parks Elect.
Library Deck
PS Carpeting
Yost Doors
CH HVAC
CH Flooring
FS 17 Bay Ceiling
Unanticipated
Alarm testing (decision pack)
CH fire Alarm repl.
PS/FS17 Fire Alarm repl.
Museum Fire Alarm repl.
City Wide Panic Alarms
City Hall access controls
Cameras
New Charging stations
MISC. HVAC
PS Store Front
Library Skylight glass
IGA-ESCO
City Hall FF&E

ADA Improvements- City Wide
Roofs Gutter Drainage
Building Envelopes (paint, caulk, windows etc.)
Electrical (lighting, wiring, infrastructure)
Mechanical (HVAC, controls, ducting, insulation,appliances etc.)
Plumbing (pipes, fixtures, drains, valves)
Interiors (Paint, flooring, doors, drywall, etc.)
unanticipated Repair and Maintenance
Professional Services
Security (locks, card readers, cameras, alarms etc.)
Elevators

PROJECT NAME

Building Maintenance

Capital Improvements Program

8.A.b
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8
$1,429,840
($1,429,840)
$0

$1,429,840

$465,940
$73,900

$390,000

$1,850,000
($1,850,000)
$0

$1,850,000

$350,000

$1,500,000

2020

$1,850,000

$20,000

$3,500,000
($3,500,000)
$0

$3,500,000

$200,000
$100,000
$3,200,000

2021

$3,500,000

$2,000,000
($2,000,000)
$0

$2,000,000

$1,700,000

$200,000
$100,000

2022

$2,000,000

$1,000,000
($1,000,000)
$0

$1,000,000

$700,000

$200,000
$100,000

2023

$1,000,000

$1,000,000
($1,000,000)
$0

$1,000,000

$700,000

$200,000
$100,000

2024

$1,000,000

$1,500,000
($1,500,000)
$0

$1,500,000

$1,200,000

$200,000
$100,000

2025

$1,500,000

$500,000

$10,779,840

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$5,000
$40,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
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Total Revenue
Total Project
Ending Cash Balance

Total Revenues

2019

Revenues and Cash Balances 2019-2024
Contribution from Gen Fund #001 and other
Contribution from REET Fund #126
Contribution from REET Fund #125
Unsecured Funding
WA Dept. of Ecology Grant
WDFW & RCO Grants for Fishing Pier (Secured)
Reimbursement from 125 Fund for Fishing Pier
Wa. State Dept. of Commerce Cap Facilities grant 2019-20 bi
Utility Grant Funding (Estimated)
Carry forward budget amendments
WA State HCPF Grant Funding (Secured)2019-20 bi
$500,000

$1,429,840

$5,000
$20,000

Total Projects

museun Elevator Fire recall replacement
Public Safety Compound Fence

PW Electrical Fleet
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9
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

CFP

$15,000

$15,866

$3,004
$220,982
$342,380

$235

$323,463
$80,490

$265

$626,783
$655,843

2019
Estimate

$150,000

2021

$850,000

2022

$1,000,000

$75,000
$765,000

$750,000

2023

$1,000,000

$75,000

$425,000

2024

$192,290

$938,000

$57,710

$357,000

$100,000
$160,000
$224,000
$1,500,000
$50,000
$135,000

$137,000
$436,000

$157,000

$105,000

$440,000

$170,000

$200,000
$465,000

$485,000
$702,000
$986,000

$500,000
$947,000

$333,000
$200,000
$1,695,000
$200,000

$1,870,000
$200,000
$213,000

$628,000
$500,000
$2,000,000
$6,300,000
$1,000,000
project costs included in Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization project costs
project costs included in Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization project costs
project costs included in Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization project costs
project costs included in Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization project costs
$193,000
$175,000
$120,000
$776,000
$533,000
$876,000
$6,700,000
$150,000
$867,468
$75,000
$420,000
$200,000
$1,138,000

$505,535
$4,831

2020

Projects for 2020-2025

$947,000

$1,105,000

$1,105,000
$1,182,000
$90,000
$1,663,000
$999,000

$535,000

$2,000,000

$9,700,000

$300,000

2025

$0

$357,000

$2,040,000
$1,305,000
$1,395,000
$90,000
$1,996,000
$1,199,000
$2,135,000
$1,305,000
$105,000
$57,710
$157,000
$0
$0
$938,000
$637,000
$2,330,000
$192,290
$585,000
$862,000
$1,210,000
$1,500,000
$250,000
$600,000
$0

$903,000
$896,000
$8,109,000
$1,017,468
$495,000
$1,338,000

$0
$11,700,000
$0
$12,428,000

$1,255,535
$4,831
$1,000,000
$500,000
$765,000
$375,000

Total
(2020-2025)
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Traffic Calming
Traffic Calming Program

Ferry Projects
Ferry Storage Improvements from Pine St. to Dayton St.

Non-motorized transportation projects
Sunset Ave Walkway from Bell St. to Caspers St.
232nd St. SW from 100th Ave. to SR-104
236th St. SW from Madrona Elementary to 97th Ave. W
84th Ave. W from 238th St. SW to 234th St. SW
80th Ave. W from 206th St SW to 212th St. SW
80th Ave. W from 212th St. SW to 216th St. SW
80th Ave. W from 188th St. SW to Olympic View Dr.
218th St. SW from 76th Ave. W to 84th Ave. W
Walnut St. from 3rd Ave. S to 4th Ave. S. Walkway
Walnut St. from 6th Ave. S to 7th Ave S Walkway
216th St. SW Walkway from Hwy. 99 to 72nd Ave W
238th St. SW from SR-104 to Hwy. 99
238th St. SW Island and ADA Curb Ramps
Citywide Pedestrian Crossings Project
Elm Way from 8th Ave. S to 9th Ave. S
Maplewood Dr. from Main St. to 200th St. SW Walkway
Dayton St. from 7th Ave. S to 8th Ave. S.
95th Pl. W Walkway from 224th St. SW to 220th St. SW
Railroad St.Walkway from Dayton St. to Main St. / SR-104
SR-104 @ 76th Ave. W Non-Motorized Transportation Improvements
Downtown Lighting Improvements
Hwy. 99 Pedestrian Improvements (SR-104 Off-Ramps)
SR-104 Walkway from HAWK Signal to Pine / Pine from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S
Bike-2-Health

Safety / Capacity Analysis
228th St. SW Corridor Safety Improvements
228th St. SW from Hwy 99 to 95th Pl. W Corridor
76th Ave W @ 212th St SW Intersection Improvements
Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization
Hwy 99 @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Hwy. 99 @ 216th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Hwy. 99 @ 220th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Hwy. 99 @ 234th St. SW Intersection Improvements
SR 524 (196th St. SW) / 88th Ave. W - Intersection Improvements
Main St. @ 9th Ave. Intersection Improvements
76th Ave. W @ 220th St. SW - Intersection Improvements
SR-104 @100th Ave W. Intersection Improvements / Access Management
SR-104 @ 95th Pl. W Intersection Improvements
SR-104 @ 238th St. SW Intersection Improvements

Preservation / Maintenance Projects
Annual Street Preservation Program (Overlays, Chip Seals, Etc.)
84th Ave. W Overlay from 220th St. SW to 212th St. SW
76th Ave. W Overlay from 196th St. SW to Olympic View Dr.
Puget Dr. @ OVD Signal Upgrades
Signal Upgrades - 100th Ave @ 238th St. SW
Main St. @ 3rd Signal Upgrades

PROJECT NAME

Fund 112 - Transportation Projects

Capital Improvements Program
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CFP

CFP

$14,872,468

$19,626,000

2019
Estimate

$1,764,545

$203
$204,828
$57,710
$332,637
$192,290
$0

$226,329
$15,866
$80,490

$654,192

2019
Estimate

$1,856,690

2020

$1,586,400

$958,400

$628,000

2020

2021

$1,005,000

$500,000
$400,000

$105,000

2021

$1,442,883

$150,000

$390,000
$1,928,254

$1,098,883
$194,000

$1,120,904
$217,350
$200,000

2021

$73,794

$18,325
$21,600
$33,869

$355,000

2022

$2,842,000

$2,000,000
$302,000

$540,000

2022

$1,343,619

$150,000

$999,619
$194,000

2022

$73,433

$18,234
$21,495
$33,704

$1,000,000
$3,000,000
$122,000
$120,000
$6,700,000
$150,000
$75,000
$173,000

$750,000
$75,000
$765,000

2023

$3,440,195

$140,195

$3,300,000

2023

$1,067,398

$150,000

$723,398
$194,000

2023

$54,928

$21,389
$33,539

$333,000

$867,468
$420,000
$1,138,000
$1,870,000
$200,000
$106,500

$175,000
$776,000

$75,000
$1,000,000

$425,000

2024

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

2024

$767,854

$150,000

$423,854
$194,000

2024

$54,658

$21,283
$33,375

$1,105,000
$1,182,000
$90,000
$1,663,000

$535,000

$300,000
$9,700,000

2025

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

2025

$642,949

$150,000

$298,949
$194,000

2025

$33,211

$33,211

$364,179

$54,975
$107,473
$201,731
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196th St SW @ 88th Ave W - Intersection Improvements
Main @ 9th Ave. Intersection Improvements
76th Ave. W @ 220th St. SW Intersection Improvements
SR-104 @ 100th Ave W. Intersection Improvements / Access Management
SR-104 @ 95th Pl. W Intersection Improvements
SR-104 @ 238th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Sunset Ave Walkway from Bell St to Caspers St
232nd St. SW Walkway from 100th Ave. to SR-104
236th St. SW Walkway from Madrona Elementary to 97th Pl W.
84th Ave. W Walkway from 238th to 234th
80th Ave. W Walkway from 206th to 212th

Hwy. 99 Gateway / Revitalization

Annual Street Preservation Program (Overlays, Chip Seals, Etc)
Puget Dr. @ OVD Signal Upgrades
Signal Upgrades - 100th Ave W @ 238th St SW
Main St @ 3rd Ave Signal Upgrades
228th St. SW from Hwy 99 to 95th Pl. W

Grants 2020-2025 (Not Secured)

Yearly Sub Total Grants/ Loans Secured

Grants 2020-2025
(Federal) 84th Ave. W Overlay from 220th St. SW to 212th St. SW
(Federal) 76th Ave. W from 196th St. SW to Olympic View Dr.
(TIB) 76th Ave W @ 212th St SW Intersection Improvements
(Verdant) Bike2Health
(State) Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization
(Federal) 76th Ave. W @ 220th St. SW Intersection Improvements
(Federal) Sunset Ave. Walkway from Bell St. to Caspers St.
(CDBG) 238th St. SW Island and ADA Curb Ramps
(TIB) Walnut St. from 6th Ave. S to 7th Ave. S Walkway
(Federal) Citywide Pedestrian Crossings Enhancements
(TIB) Dayton St. from 3rd Ave. S to 9th Ave. S
(State) Edmonds St. Waterfront Connector

Total Revenues

$859,217
$216,000
$532,318
$15,000
$234,155

2020

$74,155

$74,516

Total Debt

2019
Estimate

$18,416
$21,706
$34,033

Revenues and Cash Balances 2019-2025
Beginning Cash Balance
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax & Multimodal Transportation
Contribution - General Fund for Annual Street Preservation Program
Contribution - General Fund Traffic Calming Program
Traffic Impact Fees

$20,449,000

$62,357,834

$3,726,000

$150,000
$175,000

$2,425,815

$1,358,000

$150,000

$0

$2,326,366

$175,000

$141,504

$18,507
$21,812
$34,197

CFP

X

Debt Service
Debt Service on Loan (1) 220th St Design
Debt Service on Loan (2) 220th St Construction
Debt Service on Loan (3) 100th Ave Road Stabilization

Total Projects

Railroad-track related projects
Edmonds Street Waterfront Connector

Traffic Planning Projects
Citywide ADA Transition Plan
Transportation Plan Update

8.A.b
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80th Ave. W Walkway from 212th to 206th

$0
$1,586,400
$3,514,654
($2,326,366)
($74,155)
($15,250)
$1,098,883

$0
$1,764,545
$3,621,235
($2,425,815)
($74,516)
$0
$1,120,904

$2,447,883
($1,358,000)
($73,794)
($16,470)
$999,619

$1,005,000

$0

$4,540,619
($3,726,000)
($73,433)
($17,788)
$723,398

$3,197,000

$355,000

$20,946,993
($20,449,000)
($54,928)
($19,211)
$423,854

$19,879,595

$16,439,400

$105,000
$137,000
$137,000
$436,000
$100,000
$138,400
$174,000
$1,500,000
$50,000
$108,000
$309,000

$315,000

$15,246,822
($14,872,468)
($54,658)
($20,747)
$298,949

$14,478,968

$13,478,968

$200,000
$372,000

$500,000
$947,000
$485,000
$608,000
$986,000

$200,000
$1,695,000
$100,000

$19,714,948
($19,626,000)
($33,211)
($22,407)
$33,330

$19,071,999

$17,071,999

$947,000

$550,000

$999,999
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Total Revenues & Grants
Total Projects
Total Debt
PW Finance Manager
Ending Cash Balance

Grants Subtotal (Secured & Not Secured)

Total Grants (not secured)

Ferry Storage Improvements

Downtown Lighting Improvements
Hwy. 99 Pedestrian Improvements (SR-104 Off-Ramps)
SR-104 Walkway from HAWK Signal to Pine / Pine from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S

218th St. SW Walkway from 76th to 84th
Walnut St. Walkway from 3rd to 4th
216th St. SW Walkway from Hwy 99 to 72nd Ave W
Elm Way Walkway from 8th Ave. S to 9th Ave. S
Maplewood Dr. Walkway from Main St. to 200th
95th Pl. W Walkway from 224th St. SW to 220th St. SW
Railroad St. Sidewalk from Dayton St. to Main St. / SR-104
SR-104 @ 76th Ave. Non-Motorized Transportation Improvements

80th Ave. W from 188th St. SW to Olympic View Dr.

8.A.b
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$0

$21,000
$20,000
$50,000
$50,000
$25,000

$250,000
$30,000

$5,000
$5,000

$0

$10,000
$24,000

$5,000
$5,000

$25,000

$50,000
$50,000

$21,000

$25,000

$5,000
$0
$5,000
$250,000

$5,000

2023

$10,000

$21,000
$20,000
$50,000
$50,000

$25,000

$250,000
$5,000

$10,000

$5,000
$5,000

2024

$50,000
$50,000

$21,000

$5,000
$5,000

$250,000

2025

$50,000

$20,000

$126,000
$60,000
$300,000
$300,000
$25,000

$10,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0
$1,250,092
$30,000
$72,000
$5,000
$780,000
$10,000
$0
$10,000
$10,000
$0
$1,191,832
$180,000
$350,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$75,000
$0

Total
(2020-2025)

Attachment: Attachment 2: Draft CIP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

$0

$50,000
$50,000

$21,000

$0
$25,000
$250,000

$5,000
$24,000
$0
$0
$5,000

$0

$0

2022

$25,000

$25,000

$21,000
$20,000
$50,000
$50,000

$75,000
$0

$941,832
$75,000
$100,000

$30,000

$24,000

$1,250,092

2021

Planning
Edmonds Marsh/Willow Creek Daylighting

$50,000
$50,000

$21,000

$0
$89,908

$20,000
$7,400

$709,900
$67,921
$50,000
$20,000

$161,800

$35,000

2020

Projects for 2020-2025

$10,000

X

X

X

$0
$40,000

CFP 2019 Estimate

carryover

Trail Development*
Misc Unpaved Trail / Bike Path Improvements

Citywide Park Improvements*
Citywide Beautification (flower program)
Flower Pole Replacement
Citywide Park Improvements/Misc Small Projects
Citywide Park Repairs / Small Projects Prof Serv
Sports Fields Upgrade / Playground Partnership

Park Development Projects*
Anderson Center Field / Court / Stage
Brackett's Landing Improvements
City Park Improvements
Civic stadium removal
Civic Center Park
Fishing Pier & Restrooms
Community Garden
Maplewood Park Improvements
Marina Beach Design and Construction
Mathay Ballinger Park
Meadowdale Clubhouse Grounds
Pine Ridge Park Improvements
Seaview Park Improvements
Sierra Park Improvements
Waterfront Redevelopment
Yost Park / Pool Improvements
4th Ave cultural corridor
City Gateway replacements
Edmonds Marsh Walkway
City Park Storage Building
Veteran's Plaza
Hickman Park
Outdoor Fitness Zones
ADA Playground Upgrades

PROJECT NAME

Fund 125 - Capital Projects Fund

Capital Improvements Program
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57,600

$

$

$

Real Estate Tax 1/4%
Donations
Interest Earnings

Total Revenues

Total Revenue
Total Projects
Ending Cash Balance

$

$

$
$

3,119,064

86,090

1,682,974
1,350,000

2020

$3,062,616

$425,692

$
$

$

$

13

$

$

1,131,986

3,844

128,141
1,000,000

2022
$
$

$

$

$
$

$

$

1,099,895 $
-$936,000
163,895 $

1,099,895

2,910

96,986
1,000,000

2023

$936,000

$500,000

$100,000

$
$

$

$

1,168,812 $
-$951,000
217,812 $

1,168,812

4,917

163,895
1,000,000

2024

$951,000

$500,000

$100,000

1,224,346
-$881,000
343,346

1,224,346

6,534

217,812
1,000,000

2025

$881,000

$500,000

$100,000

$400,000

$381,000

$2,404,470

$4,869,924

$7,795,616

$2,925,692
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*Projects in all categories may be eligible for 1% for art with the exception of planning projects.

$
$

$1,035,000

$500,000

1,058,141 $ 1,131,986 $
-$930,000
-$1,035,000
128,141 $
96,986 $

1,058,141

1,693

56,448
1,000,000

2021

$930,000

$500,000

$100,000

$400,000

$451,000

$500,000

$100,000

$400,000

$436,000

$0

$400,000

$535,000

$20,000
$1,222

$400,000

$430,000

$20,000
$1,222

3,738,420 $ 3,119,064 $
-$2,055,446
-$3,062,616
$ 1,682,974 $
56,448 $

3,738,420

2,230,820
1,450,000

CFP 2019 Estimate

$2,055,446

$707,517

$
$

Revenues and Cash Balances 2019-2025
Beginning Cash Balance (January 1st)

Total Project Costs (Parks & Public Works)

Total Public Works Projects

$3,004
$4,877

$404,470

$506,386
$42,500
$150,750

Annual Street Preservation Program (Overlays, Chips Seals, etc.)
Audible Pedestrian Signals
238th St. Island and ADA Curb Ramps
Pedestrian Safety Program
238th ST. Walkway from SR-104 to Hwy 99
Traffic Calming Program
Building Maintenance

Public Works Projects

$2,636,924

$1,347,929

Total Parks Projects
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$2,432,897
$2,562,524
$1,450,000
$64,020
$4,076,544

$4,076,544
($159,870)

Total Project Cost (Parks and Public Works)
Revenues and Cash Balances 2020-2025
Beginning Cash Balance (January 1st)
Real estate Tax 1/4%/1st Qtr %
Interest Earnings

Total Revenues

Total Revenue
Total Debt

$2,937,297
($163,120)

$2,937,297

$1,483,777
$1,350,000
$103,520

2020

$2,492,640

$1,284,545
($165,820)

$1,284,545

$276,257
$1,000,000
$8,288

2021

$1,425,413
($167,250)

$1,425,413

$413,023
$1,000,000
$12,391

2022

$1,200,000

$500,000

$200,000

$300,000

$700,000

$200,000
$500,000

$167,250

$80,180
$60,100
$26,970

2022

$1,053,565
($170,080)

$1,053,565

$52,004
$1,000,000
$1,560

2023

$700,000

$500,000

$200,000

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$170,080

$83,880
$59,000
$27,200

2023

Projects for 2020-2025

$1,182,139
($167,710)

$1,182,139

$176,834
$1,000,000
$5,305

2024

$700,000

$500,000

$200,000

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$167,710

$82,660
$58,040
$27,010

2024

$1,316,394
($167,710)

$1,316,394

$307,179
$1,000,000
$9,215

2025

$700,000

$500,000

$200,000

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$167,710

$82,660
$58,040
$27,010

2025

$6,492,640

$3,578,527

$20,000
$0
$15,000
$0
$1,000,000

$1,804,995
$754
$290,000
$0
$0
$0
$778
$0
$0
$18,000
$0
$429,000

$2,914,113

$487,380
$1,300,000
$1,126,733
$0
$0

$1,001,690

$494,940
$344,280
$162,470

Total
(2020-2025)
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2019 Estimate

$1,078,527

$15,000

$429,000
$0
$20,000

$18,000

$700,000

$500,000

$1,406,164

$20,000
$50,000
$70,000
$40,000

$320,149

$778

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$165,820

$82,130
$56,600
$27,090

2021

Total Public Works Projects

X

X

$14,762
$47,000
$127,990
$1,912
$28,157
$12,058

$304,995
$754
$290,000

$1,414,113

$487,380
$300,000
$626,733

$163,120

$83,430
$52,500
$27,190

2020

$200,000

X

$565,641
$108,495

$1,026,733

$526,733

$500,000

$159,870

$79,630
$53,400
$26,840

CFP 2019 Estimate

Public Works Projects
Annual Street Preservation Program (Overlays, Chip Seals, etc.)
84th St SW Overlay from 220th to 212th
Hwy 99 Gateway / Revitalization
Protective/Permissive Traffic Signal Conversion
220th Signal Coordination from Hwy. 99 to 76th Ave. W
89th Pl. Retaining Wall
238th Walkway from SR-104 to Hwy. 99
238th St. SW Island and Curb Ramps
Dayton St. Walkway from 7th Ave. S to 8th Ave. S
Traffic Calming Program
Trackside Warning @ Main St and Dayton St. Crossings
Citywide Pedestrian Crossing Project
175th St.Slope Repair
Guardrail Installations
Pedestrian Safety Program
Traffic Signal Upgrades
Admiral Way Crossing
Building Maintenance

Total Parks Projects

Parks Projects
Civic development
Land Misc. Open Space
Waterfront Redevelopment/Pkg lot/Frontage
ADA Playground Upgrades
Edmonds Marsh Restoration

Total Debt

Debt Service Marina Beach
Debt Service on PSCC Purchase
Debt Service on FAC Seismic retrofit

PROJECT NAME

Fund 126 - Special Capital/Parks Acquisition

Capital Improvements Program
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2021

$0

2022

$0

$5,629
$493,254

$300,000

$187,625

2022

2023

$0

$7,073
$1,392,827

$850,000

$300,000

$235,754

2023

$2,250,000

$2,250,000

2023

2024

$0

$4,060
$439,386

$300,000

$135,327

2024

$250,000

$250,000

2024

2025

$0

$5,457
$487,343

$300,000

$181,886

2025

$250,000

$250,000

2025

$16,935,120

$500,000
$0
$9,370,000
$1,352,620
$1,062,500
$550,000
$0
$0
$4,000,000
$0
$0
$100,000
$0
$0
$0

Total
(2020-2025)
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Grants/ Loans Sought (not Secured)

$8,808,366

$0
$125,000
$0
$0

$900,000

$583,366

$100,000
$2,000,000

$500,000
$1,350,000
$450,000
$3,700,000

2020

$4,227
$445,125

$300,000

$349,700

$400,000
$80,240
$3,275,162

$140,898

2021

$1,250,000

$1,000,000

$250,000

$1,000,000

$250,000

2022

Projects for 2020-2025

$250,000

$500,000

2021

$2,445,222

$250,000

Yearly Sub Total Grants/ Loans Secured

$500,000

2019 Estimate

$200
$49,080
$2,847,722

$786,509
$1,423,032
$588,901

2020

$11,935,120

$1,302,500

2019 Estimate

$100,000

$9,370,000
$1,352,620
$562,500
$550,000

2020

$0
$0

$150,000

$40,000
$0
$562,500
$550,000

2019 Estimate

$150,000

X

x
x

CFP

Fire Insurance City park storage
RCO Waterfront development
Waterfront Redevelopment Park Impact Fees
Waterfront Redevelopment General Fund
Snohomish County grant: waterfront development
Transfer for Light Pole Banners
Wetland Mitigation
Outdoor Fitness Zones grant
WDFW/Fishing Pier

Grants/ Loans (Secured)
4th Ave / Cultural Heritage Tour (Preserve America/National Park Service)
Civic Park: Hazel Miller Foundation
Civic Park RCO: + LWCF
Civic Park Snoho. Cty
Civic Park Bond funding
Civic Park Park Impact Fees
Civic Park Verdant Grant Outdoor Fitness
Civic Park: General Fund

Grants 2020-2025

Revenues and Cash Balances 2020-2025
Beginning Cash Balance (January 1st)
Beg Balance Park Impact Fees
Park Impact Fees
Beginning Cash Balance Milltown
Beginning Cash Balance Cultural Heritage Tour
Reimbursement from Fund 117-200 for Cultural Heritage Tour
Contribution from 017 for Edmonds Marsh
Park Donations
Investment Interest (3%)
Total Revenues

Total Projects

4th Ave Corridor
Cultural Heritage Tour and Way-Finding Signage
Civic Park Development (GF, bonds, grants, fund balance)
Civic Center Development (PIF)
Waterfront Redevelopment / Waterfront Walkway Completion
Waterfront Redevelopment / Waterfront Walkway Completion (PIF)
Community Garden
Wetland Mitigation
Edmonds Marsh/Daylighting Willow Creek/Marina Beach
Fishing Pier Rehab
Public Market (Downtown Waterfront)
Outdoor Fitness Zones
City Park Maintenance Storage Building
Veteran's Plaza
Light Pole Banners HWY 99

PROJECT NAME

Fund 332 - Parks Construction

Capital Improvements Program
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$0
$8,808,366
$12,083,528
($11,935,120)
($7,510)
$140,898

$0
$900,000
$3,747,722
(1,302,500)
0
$2,445,222

$1,195,125
($1,000,000)
($7,500)
$187,625

$750,000

$750,000

$250,000

$500,000

$1,493,254
($1,250,000)
($7,500)
$235,754

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$2,392,827
($2,250,000)
($7,500)
$135,327

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$439,386
($250,000)
($7,500)
$181,886

$0

$0

$487,343
($250,000)
($7,500)
$229,843

$0

$0
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*Projects may be partially eligible for 1% for Art

Total Revenues & Cash Balances & Grants
Total Construction Projects
Interfund Services
Ending Cash Balance

Grants Subtotal

Yearly Sub Total Grants/ Loans Sought (not secured)

4th Ave Corridor Enhancement (state, federal, other)
Outdoor Fitness Zones
Edmonds Marsh/Marina Beach
Waterfront Redevelopment / Waterfront Walkway Completion
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$3,003,926

$4,706,203

$2,866,994

$0

$2,866,994

$2,399,050
$467,944

2021

$3,171,073

$0

$3,171,073

$2,684,412
$486,661

2022

$3,970,916

$0

$3,970,916

$75,000

$3,389,788
$506,128

2023

Projects for 2020-2025

$4,626,752

$0

$4,626,752

$575,000

$3,525,379
$526,373

2024

$4,213,822

$0

$4,213,822

$3,666,394
$547,428

2025

$23,555,760

$3,000

$0
$3,000

$23,552,760

$30,000

$870,000
$1,688,047
$0
$0
$15,000
$1,593,510
$40,000
$2,848,996
$3,152,356
$3,876,449
$4,031,507
$4,192,767
$547,428
$16,700
$0
$650,000
$0

Total
(2020-2025)
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Total Water Projects

$3,000

$4,703,203

$30,000

Total Reimbursements

$0

$3,003,926

$12,000
$14,913

$16,700

$15,000
$1,593,510
$40,000
$449,946

$870,000
$1,688,047

2020

$3,000

X
X

X

$1,215,648

$92,721
$1,078,286
$135,974
$87,528
$236,000
$130,856

CFP 2019 Estimate

1% Arts (Swedish & 76th WL Repl)

Reimbursements & Contributions

Total Projects

Sunset Ave Walkway
Phase 7 Sewer Replacement/Rehab/Improvements, (2020)
76th Ave. @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Citywide Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements

Swedish & 76th WL Repl
Dayton Ave 3rd to 9th Utility Improvements
Annual Replacement Program (Phase 8) (2017)
Annual Replacement Program (Phase 9) (2018)
2019 Waterline Overlays
Phase 10 Annual Replacement Program (2020)
2020 Waterline Overlays
Phase 11 Annual Replacement Program (2021)
Phase 12 Annual Replacement Program (2022)
Phase 13 Annual Replacement Program (2023)
Phase 14 Annual Replacement Program (2024)
Phase 15 Annual Replacement Program (2025)
Phase 15 Annual Replacement Program (2026)
Five Corners Reservoir Recoating

PROJECT NAME

Fund 421 - Water Projects

Capital Improvements Program
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X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

CFP

2019
Estimate

$4,424,894

$52,369

$8,940

$574,686

$247,143
$36,298
$85,904

$1,001,441
$120,000

$60,637

$55

$2,181,096
$40,251

$16,073

2019
Estimate

$100,000 $

2024

100,000

2025

$0

Total
(2020-2025)

2020

$4,868,692

$152,500

$35,000

$4,415

$68,000
$1,979,500

$1,363,277
$230,000

$30,000
$241,000

2021

$3,154,036

$1,500,000
$300,000

$70,000

$30,000
$6,100

$2,279,880

$38,000

$125,000

$1,622,400
$324,480

$70,000

2022

2023

Projects for 2019-2025

$17,189,664

$1,560,000
$312,000

$70,000

$100,000
$495,600

2024

$2,986,756

$155,000

$133,000 $
$504,000

$1,687,296
$337,460

$70,000 $

2025

$2,939,746

664,000

$1,754,788
$350,958

70,000

Total
(2020-2025)

$33,418,774

$152,500

$4,415
$797,000
$629,000
$35,000
$0
$193,000

$0
$418,000
$1,979,500
$1,500,000
$1,860,000
$1,934,400
$2,011,776
$2,092,248
$350,958

$1,363,277
$230,000

$0
$460,000
$742,700

$0

$16,650,000

$100,000

2023

$750,000

$14,652,064

2022

$15,000
$0
$1,247,936

2021

$15,000

2020

Projects for 2020-2025
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Reimbursements
To 117 - Arts

Total Project

Compliance-Related Projects
Storm and Surface Water Comprehensive Plan

84th Ave. W Overlay from 220th St. SW to 212th St. SW
80th Ave. W Walkway from 212th St. SW to 206th St. SW
80th Ave. W Walkway from 188th St. SW to Olympic View Dr
Citywide Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements
76th Ave. W @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Elm Way Walkway from 8th Ave. S to 9th Ave. S

Transportation-Related Projects

Annually Funded Projects
City-wide Drainage Replacement Projects
Lake Ballinger Associated Projects
Phase 1 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2020)
Phase 2 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2021)
Phase 3 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2022)
Phase 4 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2023)
Phase 5 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2024)
Phase 6 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2025)
Phase 7 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2026)

Storm Drainage Improvement Projects
Improvements - Dayton 3rd to 9th
Ballinger Regional Facility Pre-Design

Perrinville Creek Basin Projects
Seaview Park Inlfiltration Facility (Phase 1) (See Note 1)
Perrinville Creek Flow Management Projects
Seaview Park Inlfiltration Facility Phase 2 (See Note 1)

Northstream Projects
Northstream Culvert Abandonment South of Puget Dr - Assessment /
Stabilization

Edmonds Marsh Related Projects
Dayton St and Hwy 104 Drainage Improvements- Dayton St Pump
Station (See Note 1)
Edmonds Marsh/Willow Creek Daylighting - Pre-design Phase
Edmonds Marsh/Willow Creek Daylighting - Design & Construction (See
Note 1)

2018 Lorian Wood Study

PROJECT NAME

Fund 422 Storm

Capital Improvements Program
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(See
X

2019
Estimate

$0

$1,089,394

$29,394

$545,000

$515,000

2019
Estimate

2020

$0

$180,750

$180,750

2020

$1,498,452

$1,498,452

2021

$4,575

$4,575

2021

$10,989,048

$10,989,048

2022

$371,700

$371,700

2022

2023

2023

$0

$0

$0

2024

2024

$0

$0

$0

2025

2025

$0

$0

$0

$12,487,500

$12,487,500

Total
(2020-2025)

$0
$557,025

$0

$0

Total
(2020-2025)
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Notes:
1. All or part of this project funded by secured grants or grants will be pursued, see Revenue section for details.

Total Unsecured Revenues

Unsecured Revenue 2019-2025
Edmonds Marsh/Willow Creek Daylighting - Design Phase
Note 1)

Total Secured Revenues

X

X

Seaview Park Inlfiltration Facility (Phase 1)
Seaview Park Inlfiltration Facility Phase 2

X

Dayton St & Hwy 104 Drainage Improvements - Snohomish Loan
Note 1)
(See

Grant Revenues 2019-2025
Dayton St & Hwy 104 Drainage Improvements - Direct Appropriation
(See Note 1)

$0

$0

$0

$15,000

Total Reimbursements

$0

$0

$15,000

Dayton St and Hwy 104 Drainage Improvements- Dayton St Pump

8.A.b
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20

$521,611

$1,964,780
$363,498

$150,000

2024

$2,703,850

$4,128,429

$2,483,541

$0

$2,484,882

$0

$2,790,278

$0

$8,999,889

$0

$2,963,885

$0

$23,850,904

$106,115
$635,000
$6,000,000

$23,850,904
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Total Projects, Transfers & Reimbursements

$0

$2,963,885

542,475

2,043,372
378,038

$0
$200,000
$300,000
$0
$1,617,374
$2,010,419
$1,989,698
$2,225,286
$2,314,297
$2,406,870
$378,038
$1,156,204
$2,511,603

Total
(2020-2025)

$0

$0

$

$
$

2025

Total Reimbursements

$2,790,278

$501,549

$1,889,212
$349,517

$50,000

2023

$0

$2,484,882

$482,258

$1,666,550
$336,074

2022

Reimbursements & Contributions
1% for the Arts

$4,128,429

$2,483,541

$463,710

$1,696,683
$323,148

2021

$8,999,889

$2,703,850

$106,115
$635,000

$1,156,204

$1,617,374
$313,736

$300,000

2020

Total Projects

$15,100
$111,000

$26,423

$2,414,847
$55,451
$69,964

$11,065

2019
Estimate

$6,000,000

X

CFP

Projects for 2020-2025

Infiltration & Inflow Study & Projects
Lift Station 1 Metering & Flow Study
Lake Ballinger Trunk Sewer Study
Lake Ballinger Sewer

Sewer Main Replacement and CIPP
212th & 76th Improvements
Sunset Ave. Walkway
Dayton 3rd to 9th
Phase 6 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements, (2018)
Phase 7 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements, (2020)
Phase 8 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements, (2021)
Phase 9 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements, (2022)
Phase 10 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements (2023)
Phase 11 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements (2024)
Phase 12 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements (2025)
Phase 13 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements (2026)
Citywide CIPP Sewer Rehabilitation Phase 2
Citywide CIPP Sewer Rehabilitation

PROJECT NAME

Fund 423 - Sewer Projects

Capital Improvements Program
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50.79%
23.17%
16.55%
9.49%
100.00%

$1,353,507
$617,602
$441,095
$252,861
$2,665,066

2019 Estimate
$5,220,051
$2,381,898
$1,701,165
$975,207
$10,278,321

2020

$7,922,697
$3,615,110
$2,581,932
$1,480,114
$15,599,852

2021

$16,814,902
($16,614,902)
$200,000

$16,814,902

$200,000
$15,599,852
$50
$15,000
$1,000,000

2021

$16,614,902
$15,599,852

$16,358,000
$256,902

2021

$308,682
$140,851
$100,596
$57,668
$607,797

2022

$1,272,847
($722,847)
$550,000

$1,272,847

$550,000
$607,797
$50
$15,000
$100,000

2022

$722,847
$607,797

$500,000
$222,847

2022

$500,227
$228,252
$163,019
$93,452
$984,950

2023

$1,550,000
($1,000,000)
$550,000

$1,550,000

$550,000
$984,950
$50
$15,000

2023

$1,000,000
$984,950

$500,000
$500,000

2023

Projects for 2020-2025

$500,227
$228,252
$163,019
$93,452
$984,950

2024

$1,550,000
($1,000,000)
$550,000

$1,550,000

$550,000
$984,950
$50
$15,000

2024

$1,000,000
$984,950

$500,000
$500,000

2024

$500,227
$228,252
$163,019
$93,452
$984,950

2025

$1,550,000
($1,000,000)
$550,000

$1,550,000

$550,000
$984,950
$50
$15,000

2025

$1,000,000
$984,950

$500,000
$500,000

2025

$0
$29,395,000
$2,236,120

Total
(2020-2025)
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*In 2020 per the agreement, fund balance will increase to $550,000.

Contribution breakdown by agency
Edmonds
Mountlake Terrace
Olympic View Water & Sewer District
Ronald Sewer District
TOTALS

$11,493,371
($11,293,371)
$200,000

$11,493,371

$200,000
$10,278,321
$50
$15,000
$1,000,000

2020

$11,293,371
$10,278,321

$11,037,000
$256,371

2020

Interest earned estimated at 0.75% per year

$2,890,116
($2,690,116)
$200,000

$2,890,116

Subtotal

Total Revenue
Total Project
Ending Cash Balance

$200,000
$2,665,066
$50
$15,000
$10,000

Revenues and Cash Balances 2019-2025
Beginning Cash Balance (January 1st)
Intergovernmental
Interest Earnings
Miscellaneous (biosolids, Lynnwood, etc)
Grants, Incentives and Rebate for Engergy Eff. Projects

2019 Estimate

$2,690,116
$2,665,066

Total Project
Projects less revenue from outside partnership

2019 Estimate
$2,434,187
$255,929

CFP

Construction Projects - In House
Construction Projects Contracted
Debt Service - Principle and Interest

PROJECT NAME

Fund 423.76 - Wastewater Treatment Plant

Capital Improvements Program

8.A.b
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CIP PARKS

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

FUND 125 – CAPITAL PROJECTS
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PROJECT NAME: Citywide Beautification

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $126,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Beautification citywide to include Library, outdoor plazas, City Park,
corner parks, irrigation, planting, mulch, FAC Center, vegetation, tree plantings,
streetscape/gateways/street tree planting, flower basket poles.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improve beautification citywide and provide
comprehensive adopted plan for beautification and trees.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025

PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000

$21,000
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PROJECT NAME: Flower Pole Replacement

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $120,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Replacement of Flower Poles in various places as needed
throughout City.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Replacement of Flower Poles in various places as needed
throughout City.
SCHEDULE: 2020 - 2025
2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

Construction

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

TOTAL

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

PROJECT COST

28

2024

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Citywide Park
Improvements / Misc Small Projects

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $300,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Citywide park facility and public landscaping improvements
including signage, interpretive signs, buoys, tables, benches, trash containers, drinking
fountains, backstops, bike racks, lighting, small landscaping projects, play areas and
equipment. Landscape improvements at beautification areas and corner parks, public gateway
entrances into the city and 4th Avenue Corridor from Main St. to the Edmonds Center for the
Arts, SR 104, street tree and streetscape improvements.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Overall capital improvements for citywide park facilities
and streetscape improvements in public areas.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering / Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2020
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000
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PROJECT NAME: Sports Field Upgrade /
Playground Partnerships

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $25,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Partnerships with local schools, organizations, or neighboring
jurisdictions to upgrade additional youth ball field or play facilities or playgrounds to create
neighborhood park facilities at non-City facilities.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Annual partnerships with matching funds to create
additional facilities.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

2025

$0

$25000

$0

$0

$0

$25000

$0

$0

30
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PROJECT NAME: Anderson Center
Field/Court/Stage

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $10,000

700 Main Street, Snohomish County, within Edmonds City limits
2.3 acres; zoned public neighborhood park/openspace field

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Upgrades to youth sports field, picnic and playground amenities
and children’s play equipment.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: As a neighborhood park, the Frances Anderson Center
serves the community with various sports, playground and field activities including various
special events. Upgrade and additions essential to meet demand for use.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Professional
services
Engineering &
Administration

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL
* all or a portion of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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2023

2024

$5,000

$5,000

$5,000

$5,000

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Brackett’s Landing
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $10,000

South: Main Street and Railroad Avenue south of Edmonds Ferry Terminal on Puget Sound
North: 2.7 acres with tidelands and adjacent to Department of Natural Resources public tidelands with Underwater Park
South: 2.0 acres with tidelands south of ferry terminal. Regional park/Zoned commercial waterfront. Protected as public park
through Deed-of-Right; partnership funding IAC/WWRC/LWCF /DNR-ALEA & Snohomish Conservation Futures

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Landscape beautification, irrigation, furnishings/bench
maintenance, exterior painting, repairs, jetty improvements/repair, north cove sand, habitat
improvement, fences, interpretive signs, structure repairs, sidewalk improvements, restroom
upgrades.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Retention of infrastructure for major waterfront park,
regional park that serves as the gateway to Edmonds from the Kitsap Peninsula.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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2023

2024

$5,000

$5000

$5,000

$5000

2025
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PROJECT NAME: City Park Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $5,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Continued pathway, access improvements and ongoing upgrades to
City Park.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Make ongoing upgrades to City Park as referenced in the
PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

PROJECT COST
2020
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL
*all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the arts
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$5,000
$5,000

2024

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Civic Center Park

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $13,100,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Civic Park master plan is complete and has been adopted,
funds (including carryover, grants, bonds, REET, Park Impact Fee’s and General Fund) have
been allocated and we are prepared to go to bid in February with ground breaking in April or
May of 2020.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE:
The Civic Master plan was adopted in 2017. Funds have been set aside, and grant funds
secured. With the approved bonding we are ready to begin the project. This is a high priority in
the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT
2020
COST
$395,000
Planning and
Design
$140,000
Engineering
Construction $11,937,092
$88,000
1% Art
TOTAL 12,560,092

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

34

2024

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Fishing Pier & Restrooms

ESTIMATED COST: $30,000

LWCF/IAC Acquisition and Development Project

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Capital improvements maintain this asset as needed.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Capital improvements to retain capital assets and
enhance western gateway to the Puget Sound.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

$5,000

$10,000

$5,000

$10,000

$5,000

$10,000

$5,000

$10,000

2025
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PROJECT NAME: Community Garden

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $72,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Funds allocated to support the purchase and sale agreement for a
1-acre parcel of land near Yost Park.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The community garden has been a long-standing interest
in the community.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Professional
Services

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

Lease Terms

$24,000

$24,000

$24,000

TOTAL

$24,000

$24,000

$24,000
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2023

2024

$0

2025

$0
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PROJECT NAME: Maplewood Park
Improvements

ESTIMATED COST: $5,000

89th Place West and 197th Street SW, Edmonds City limits, within Snohomish County
12.7 acres (10.7 acres Open Space & 2 acres Neighborhood Park) Zoned Public
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Improvements to the picnic, roadway, parking, play area and
natural trail system to Maplewood Park.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improvements to retain site as an asset to the
neighborhood park system.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
37

2023

2024

2025

$0

$5000

$0

$0

$5000

$0
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PROJECT NAME: Marina Beach Park
Improvements

ESTIMATED COST: $8-10M

South of the Port of Edmonds on Admiral Way South, Edmonds City limits, Snohomish County
4.5 acres / Regional Park / Zoned Commercial Waterfront, marina beach south purchased with
federal transportation funds.
WWRC / IAC Acquisition Project; Protected through Deed-of-Right RCW
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Begin development of Master plan, daylighting Willow Creek.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improvements to retain site as an asset to the regional
waterfront park system.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020
$30,000

$30,000

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$1,000,000

$2,500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$1,000,000

$2,500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$250,000

$250,000

* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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PROJECT NAME: Mathay Ballinger Park

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $10,000

78th Place W. & 241st St. at Edmonds City Limits. 1.5 acres/Neighborhood Park/Zoned Public.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Improvements to Mathay Ballinger Park.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improvements to retain site as an asset in the
neighborhood park system.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2020

2024

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: Pine Ridge Park
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $10,000

83rd Avenue West and 204th St. SW, Edmonds City Limits, within Snohomish County
22 acres (20 acres zoned openspace/2 acres neighborhood park) Zoned Public; Adopted Master Plan

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Forest improvements, habitat improvements, tree planting, wildlife
habitat attractions, trail improvements, signs, parking. Natural trail links under Main Street
connecting to Yost Park.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Retention of natural open space habitat site and regional
trail connections.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2020

2023

2024

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

* all or a portion of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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PROJECT NAME: Seaview Park
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $10,000

80th Ave W and 186th St. SW, Edmonds City Limits, within Snohomish County
6.93-acre neighborhood park; zoned entirely Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Trail improvements, habitat improvements, tree planting, athletic
field, tennis court and restroom maintenance.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improvements to retain site as an asset to the
neighborhood park system.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2020

2023

2024

2025

$0

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

$0

$0

$5,000

* all or a portion of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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PROJECT NAME: Waterfront Redevelopment
/ Waterfront Walkway Completion

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $6,280,198

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Work with Sr. Center to renovate surrounding park, parking lot,
frontage improvements and walkway. Remove creosote pier, reintroduce habitat for fish and
wildlife. Increase access to the waterfront to accommodate increased growth. Connect
waterfront walkway from Brackett’s Landing South to Olympic Beach, including completion in
front of the Ebb tide condominiums. This project includes the City’s support for the parking lot
and frontage improvements. 2021 and 2022 are for the over water walkway in front of the Ebb
Tide.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Public access of waterfront and tidelands on Puget
Sound. Provide a new Senior and Community Center and provide a new beachfront walkway.
One of the top priorities in the PROS plan is to open up beachfront access.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST

2020

Planning/Study
Engineering
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

$67,500
$2,588,645
$24,920
$2,681,065

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$100,000
$150,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$250,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: 4th Avenue Cultural
Corridor Project

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,150,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Final design and construction of 4th Avenue Cultural Corridor. Starting
from 2009 public process and concept design, develop site design and construction documents for a
safe, pedestrian friendly, and art enhanced corridor in the public right of way which provides a strong
visual connection along 4th Avenue N between Main Street and Edmonds Center for the Arts.
Interim work on this project since the concept was developed includes a 2015 temporary light artwork
“Luminous Forest”, installed to draw attention and interest to the corridor and enhance the visual
connection between Main Street and the Edmonds Center for the Arts. The Cultural Heritage Walking
Tour project, funded in part with a matching grant from the National Park Service Preserve America
grant program, was implemented in 2011-2014 with 8 artist made historic plaques on 4th Avenue.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The corridor improvements in the public right of way will
encourage pedestrian traffic & provide a strong visual connection between the ECA and downtown
retail. Improvements will enhance connectivity as an attractive walking corridor & contribute to the
economic vitality in the downtown. The project has been supported by the community in the 2014
Community Cultural Plan and in the recently established goals and priorities for the State certified
Creative District application.
Design completion will assist the City in the process of identifying & acquiring funding sources for the
total project implementation phase.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering & Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2020
2021
2022
$100,000

$250,000
$500,000

$100,000

$750,000

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: Yost Park / Pool
Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $180,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Chlorine injector, pool cover, fiberglass drain covers, boiler
maintenance and anticipated and unanticipated repairs. Add in-pool play amenities. Park site
improvements and repairs to trails and bridges, picnicking facilities, landscaping, parking,
tennis/pickleball courts and erosion control. ADA improvements.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Beautiful natural area serves as upland area for
environmental education programs as well as enjoyable setting for seasonal Yost Pool users.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

$75,000

$25,000

$30,000

$25,000

$25,000

$75,000

$25,000

$30,000

$25,000

$25,000

* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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PROJECT NAME: Outdoor Fitness Zones

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $175,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Create outdoor fitness zones by adding fitness equipment within
the park system. Zones scheduled for Mathay Ballinger Park and Civic Park. Supported by grant
from Verdant.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Provide outdoor places to exercise to improve the health
and wellness of citizens and park users, which provides adults the opportunity to exercise while
their children play. This is a priority in the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Professional
Services

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

Construction

$175,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

TOTAL

$175,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
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PROJECT NAME: Edmonds Marsh /Willow
Creek Daylighting

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Daylight Willow Creek through the Edmonds Marsh, across Marina
Beach to the Puget Sound, thus increasing connectivity to upstream spawning habitat for salmonid
species and other aquatic life. Excavate tidal channels within the marsh and clean out SR104 culverts
to improve hydrology and reduce flooding during high flows. Funds used to support grant writing

efforts and paid for out of storm water fund 422.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The daylighting of Willow Creek and subsequent
redevelopment of Marina Beach park will help reverse the negative impacts to Willow Creek and
Edmonds Marsh that occurred when Willow Creek was piped in the early 1960s. This project will
provide habitat for salmonids, including rearing of juvenile Chinook. This project, along with its
companion CIP projects “Edmonds Marsh Channel Improvements” and “Dayton Street Pump Station,”
will also help reduce the flooding problem at the intersection of SR-104 and Dayton Street. This project
is a priority in the Edmonds Comprehensive Plan.

SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT
COST
Professional
Services
Construction
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$25,000

$25,000

$25,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
$25,000

$0
$25,000

$0
$25,000

$0

$0

$0

46

Attachment: Attachment 2: Draft CIP 10.4.2019 (Presentation of the Proposed 2020 - 2025 Capital Facilities Plan/Captial Improvement Plans)

8.A.b

Packet Pg. 167

PROJECT NAME: Miscellaneous Unpaved
Trail / Bike Path Improvements

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $ 30,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Complete portions of designated trail through public parks to meet the
goals of the Bicycle Plan and Pathway Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Walking and connections was listed as a high priority in the
comprehensive Park Plan from public survey data. Creating trails, paths and bike links is essential to
meet the need for the community. Provides for the implementation of the citywide bicycle path
improvements and the elements and goals of the citywide walkway plan. Linked funding with
engineering funding.
SCHEDULE: 2020 - 2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering &
Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

$10,000

$10,000

$10,000

$10,000

$10,000

$10,000

* all or part of these projects may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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CIP PARKS

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

FUND 126 – SPECIAL CAPITAL /
PARKS ACQUISITION
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PROJECT NAME: Debt Service on Approved
Capital Projects and Acquisitions

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $988,118

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Approximate annual debt service payments on:
Marina Beach / Library Roof: $80,830
PSCC (Edmonds Center for the Arts): $54,300
Anderson Center Seismic Retrofit: $26,850
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Debt service to pay for approved capitol projects
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST

Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
Principal &
Interest
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

$163,120

$165,820

$167,250

$170,080

$167,710

$163,120

$165,820

$167,250

$170,080

$167,710

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: Civic Center Park

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $13,100,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Civic Park master plan is complete and has been adopted,
funds (including carryover, grants, bonds, REET, Park Impact Fee’s and General Fund) have
been allocated and we are prepared to go to bid in February with ground breaking in April or
May of 2020.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE:
The Civic Master plan was adopted in 2017. Funds have been set aside, and grant funds
secured. With the approved bonding we are ready to begin the project. This is a high priority in
the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT
2020
COST
$395,000
Planning and
Design
$140,000
Engineering
Construction $11,937,092
$88,000
1% Art
TOTAL 12,560,092

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

51
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PROJECT NAME: Miscellaneous Open
Space / Land

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,100,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Acquisition of properties when feasible that will benefit citizens that
fit the definitions and needs identified in the Parks Comprehensive Plan.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Fulfills needs of citizens for parks, recreation and open
space.
SCHEDULE: 2019 - 2024
PROJECT
COST
Land
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023

2024

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$300,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

2020
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PROJECT NAME: Waterfront Redevelopment
/ Waterfront Walkway Completion

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $6,280,198

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Work with Sr. Center to renovate surrounding park, parking lot,
frontage improvements and walkway. Remove creosote pier, reintroduce habitat for fish and
wildlife. Increase access to the waterfront to accommodate increased growth. Connect
waterfront walkway from Brackett’s Landing South to Olympic Beach, including completion in
front of the Ebb tide condominiums. This project includes the City’s support for the parking lot
and frontage improvements. 2021 and 2022 are for the over water walkway in front of the Ebb
Tide.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Public access of waterfront and tidelands on Puget
Sound. Provide a new Senior and Community Center and provide a new beachfront walkway.
One of the top priorities in the PROS plan is to open up beachfront access.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST

2020

Planning/Study
Engineering
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

$67,500
$2,588,645
$24,920
$2,681,065

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$100,000
$150,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$250,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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CIP PARKS

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

FUND 332 – PARKS CONSTRUCTION
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PROJECT NAME: 4th Avenue Cultural
Corridor Project

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $1,150,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Final design and construction of 4th Avenue Cultural Corridor. Starting
from 2009 public process and concept design, develop site design and construction documents for a
safe, pedestrian friendly, and art enhanced corridor in the public right of way which provides a strong
visual connection along 4th Avenue N between Main Street and Edmonds Center for the Arts.
Interim work on this project since the concept was developed includes a 2015 temporary light artwork
“Luminous Forest”, installed to draw attention and interest to the corridor and enhance the visual
connection between Main Street and the Edmonds Center for the Arts. The Cultural Heritage Walking
Tour project, funded in part with a matching grant from the National Park Service Preserve America
grant program, was implemented in 2011-2014 with 8 artist made historic plaques on 4th Avenue.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: The corridor improvements in the public right of way will
encourage pedestrian traffic & provide a strong visual connection between the ECA and downtown
retail. Improvements will enhance connectivity as an attractive walking corridor & contribute to the
economic vitality in the downtown. The project has been supported by the community in the 2014
Community Cultural Plan and in the recently established goals and priorities for the State certified
Creative District application.
Design completion will assist the City in the process of identifying & acquiring funding sources for the
total project implementation phase.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Engineering & Administration
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

COST BREAKDOWN
2020
2021
2022
$100,000

$250,000
$500,000

$100,000

$750,000

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: Civic Center Park

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $12,600,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Civic Park master plan is complete and has been adopted,
funds (including carryover, grants, bonds, REET, Park Impact Fee’s and General Fund) have
been allocated and we are prepared to go to bid in February with ground breaking in April or
May of 2020.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE:
The Civic Master plan was adopted in 2017. Funds have been set aside, and grant funds
secured. With the approved bonding we are ready to begin the project. This is a high priority in
the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT
2020
COST
$395,000
Planning and
Design
$140,000
Engineering
Construction $11,937,092
$88,000
1% Art
TOTAL 12,560,092

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022
2023
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PROJECT NAME: Marina Beach Park
Improvements

ESTIMATED COST: $8-10M

South of the Port of Edmonds on Admiral Way South, Edmonds City limits, Snohomish County
4.5 acres / Regional Park / Zoned Commercial Waterfront, marina beach south purchased with
federal transportation funds.
WWRC / IAC Acquisition Project; Protected through Deed-of-Right RCW
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Begin development of Master plan, daylighting Willow Creek.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Improvements to retain site as an asset to the regional
waterfront park system.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Planning/Study
Eng. & Admin.
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

2020
$30,000

$30,000

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$1,000,000

$2,500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$1,000,000

$2,500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$250,000

$250,000

* all or part of this project may qualify for 1% for the Arts.
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PROJECT NAME: Waterfront Redevelopment
/ Waterfront Walkway Completion

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $6,280,198

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Work with Sr. Center to renovate surrounding park, parking lot,
frontage improvements and walkway. Remove creosote pier, reintroduce habitat for fish and
wildlife. Increase access to the waterfront to accommodate increased growth. Connect
waterfront walkway from Brackett’s Landing South to Olympic Beach, including completion in
front of the Ebb tide condominiums. This project includes the City’s support for the parking lot
and frontage improvements. 2021 and 2022 are for the over water walkway in front of the Ebb
Tide.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Public access of waterfront and tidelands on Puget
Sound. Provide a new Senior and Community Center and provide a new beachfront walkway.
One of the top priorities in the PROS plan is to open up beachfront access.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST

2020

Planning/Study
Engineering
Construction
1% for Art
TOTAL

$67,500
$2,588,645
$24,920
$2,681,065

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

$100,000
$150,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$250,000

$1,000,000

$0

$0

* all or part of this Project may qualify for 1% for the Arts
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PROJECT NAME: Outdoor Fitness Zones

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $175,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Create outdoor fitness zones by adding fitness equipment within
the park system. Zones scheduled for Mathay Ballinger Park and Civic Park. Supported by grant
from Verdant.
PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE: Provide outdoor places to exercise to improve the health
and wellness of citizens and park users, which provides adults the opportunity to exercise while
their children play. This is a priority in the PROS plan.
SCHEDULE: 2020-2025
PROJECT COST
Professional
Services

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

2023

2024

2025

Construction

$175,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

TOTAL

$175,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
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CIP PUBLIC WORKS
PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

FUND 423.76
WASTEWATER TREATMENT
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PROJECT NAME: Carbon Recovery

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST: $24,585,000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Carbon Recovery project would replace the sanitary sewage incinerator (SSI) and
associated equipment. The SSI is 30 years old and must meet stringent EPA and PSCAA regulations which mandate a full
replacement after 50% of the original cost in O&M upgrade has been expensed. Cost of regulatory compliance alone is
estimated to be >$100,000/year. Many pieces of equipment within the SSI system are beyond their life expectancy and many
are not supported by manufacturers. The Design for the project is scheduled for completion in early 2020.

PROJECT BENEFIT/ RATIONALE:
The replacement technology being proposed in the Phase 6 Carbon Recovery project is a belt dryer, pyrolysis units and odor
control system. The pyrolysis equipment will be housed in a new building within the current WWTP footprint and would be
fully integrated into the plant control system.
Furthermore, the Carbon Recovery project is the single best opportunity for the WWTP to meet the goals and objectives of the
Council Resolution 1389 which commits Edmonds to achieving or exceeding the environmental goals established in the Paris
Accords by reducing “greenhouse gas” emissions. The project will provide a beneficial use of the end product, referred to as
“biochar”, while reducing O&M cost in terms of electricity, regulatory compliance, ongoing maintenance, hauling and disposal
costs.
The project would be shared with our treatment partners as follows:

Mountlake Terrace

23.17%

$6,423,034

Olympic View Water/Sewer
Ronald Sewer District
Edmonds

16.55%
9.49%
50.79%

$4,587,367
$2,629,747
$14,076,406

SCHEDULE: 2020-2022
PROJECT
COST
Design
Construction
TOTAL

2020

COST BREAKDOWN
2021
2022

$11,037,000 $16,358,000
11,449,456.15

$16,358,000
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ADDED PROJECTS
FUND

PROJECT NAME

112

Walnut St. Walkway from 6th Ave. S to 7th Ave. S

112
112
112

SR-104 Walkway from HAWK signal to Pine St / Pine St. from SR-104 to 3rd
Ave. S
Citywide Bicycle Improvements
Downtown Lighting Improvements

126
126

Civic Park design
Waterfront Redevelopment/Ebb tide walkway design

421
421
421

Phase 15 Annual Replacement Program (2026)
Citywide Pedestrian Enhancements
2020 Waterline Overlays

422

Phase 7 Annual Storm Replacement Project (2026)
Seaview Park Infiltration Facility Phase 2

422
423
423

CFP
X
X
X
X
x
x

DESCRIPTION
Install walkway on south side of Walnut St. from 6th Ave. S to 7th Ave. S (funded
by TIB Complete Street grant)
Install walkway along SR-104 from HAWK signal to Pine St. and along Pine St.
from SR-104 to 3rd Ave. S
Add bike lanes and sharrows along various stretches throughout the City.
Installation of new light poles at various locations throughout Downtown to
improve night-time safety for all modes of transportation.
Ongoing, anticipated completion in 2020/2021
Ongoing, anticipated completion in 2019/2020
Estimated future costs for waterline replacements.
Pedestrian enhancements at various locations in the City
Estimated future costs for road repairs due to waterline replacements.

x

Phase 13 Sewer Replacement/Rehab/Improvements (2026)
Lake Ballinger Sewer

Estimated future cost for Storm pipe replacements
Enlargement of infiltration facility to decrease peak flows into Perrinville Creek

Estimated future costs for sewerline replacements/rehab/impr.
Estimated future costs for sewer project.
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DELETED PROJECTS
FUND

PROJECT NAME

CFP

112
112
112
112
112

76th Ave. W @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements
SR-104 @ 226th St. SW / 15th St. SW Intersection Improvements
2nd Ave. S Walkway from James St. to Main St.
238th St SW. Island and ADA Curb Ramps
Pavement Rating Study

X
X
X

125
125
125
125
125

Audible Pedestrian Signals
Anderson Center playground
Civic Stadium removal
Veterans Plaza
City Park Storage

Completed in 2019
Completed
Completed
Completed
Anticipate completion

126
126
126
126
126

Trackside Warning System
220th St. SW Signal Coordination
238th St SW. Island and ADA Curb Ramps
Admiral Way
89th Pl Retaining Wall Replacement

Completed in 2019.
Completed in 2019
Completed in 2019
Anticipate completion
Completed in 2019

421
421
421
421
421

2016 Water System Plan Update
2018 Waterline Overlays
76th Ave. W @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements
Annual Replacement Program (Phase 8) 2017
Annual Replacement Program (Phase 9) 2018

422
422
422

Northstream Culvert Abandonement
Seaview Infiltration Facility Phase 1
City-wide Drainage Replacement Projects

422
422

76th Ave @ 212th St SW Intersection Improvements (Storm)
2018 Lorian Woods Study

423
423
423

Phase 4 Annual Sewer Replacement/Rehab/Impr (2016)
Phase 6 Annual Sewer Repl/Rehab/Improvements (2018)
76th Ave. W @ 212th St. SW Intersection Improvements

DESCRIPTION
Completed in 2019
Completed in 2019
To be installed as part of up-coming development
Completed in 2019
Included within Annual Street Preservation Program

Completed in 2018.
Completed in 2018.
Completed in 2019.
Completed in 2019.
Completed in 2019.
Completed
Completed
Project completed at 71st & 174th; funding for out years revised into individual
phased annual repalcement proejcts
Completed in 2019
Study complete
Completed in 2018
Completed in 2019
Completed in 2019
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CHANGED PROJECTS
FUND
422

PROJECT NAME

CFP

Perrinville Creek Flow Management Projects

CHANGE
2020 & 2021 values reduced to provide funding for Seaview Phase 2
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Planning Board Agenda Item
Meeting Date:

10/9/2019

Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Housing implementation (referred from the City Council)
Staff Lead:

Shane Hope

Department:
Prepared By:

Planning Division
Rob Chave

Background/History
The City Council approved Resolution #1420 (attached) on December 11, 2018, docketing a
comprehensive plan amendment to be considered in 2019.
Staff Recommendation
A public hearing on this subject is scheduled before the Planning Board on October 23, 2019.
Narrative
This is concerning an implementation action regarding housing in the City's Comprehensive Plan.
"Implementation actions" are used in the Comprehensive Plan to identify a few specific time-related
priorities that will be carried out.
This year the City Council established a Housing Commission to study housing policy issues. Because the
Commission's work is scheduled to take place during 2019-2020, the Council also felt it was appropriate
to modify the related implementation action contained in the Comprehensive Plan; the existing action
identified 2019 as the date for developing a 'housing strategy'. Council-adopted Resolution #1420
identified two options to consider as ways to amend the implementation action in the plan. Staff has
also identified a third option. Please refer to Attachment 1 for the various options.
Attachments:
Attachment 1: 2019 Comprehensive Plan Amendment - Housing Implementation Options
Attachment 2: Resolution 1420
Attachment 3: Council minutes 12-11-2018
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2019 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Options for amending Housing Implementation Action #1
Option #1. (From City Council Resolution) Delete the existing language in its entirety.

Option #2. (From City Council Resolution) Amend the existing language as follows:
Implementation Action: Develop a strategy by 2019 202_ for increasing the supply of affordable
housing and meeting diverse housing needs.
Note: The final amendment will specify a date for completion. Since the Housing Commission is
not scheduled to complete its work until the end of 2020, 2021 could be a reasonable date to
recommend to complete this implementation action.

Option #3. (From City Staff) Amend the existing language as follows:
Implementation Action: Develop a strategy by 2019 for increasing the supply of affordable housing and
meeting diverse housing needs.Provide housing policy options by the end of 2020 for City Council
consideration.

Attachment: Attachment 1: 2019 Comprehensive Plan Amendment - Housing Implementation Options (Comprehensive Plan Amendment

8.B.a
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comparators could be found. She suggested an annual cost of living increase for the position and a one-time
increase to reflect that it had been three years since the last increase.
Councilmember Tibbott said it could be beneficial to extend the contract to consider options and to allow
the contracts for the Video Recorder and the Legislative Assistant to be approved at the same time.
Council President Nelson questioned whether the research of comparators could be completed by the time
the Legislative Assistant contract expired; there were comparators available for the Legislative Assistant
position. He clarified his motion was for a two-month extension of the Audio Video Recorder contract. He
recommended taking action on the Legislative Assistant contract next year.
Councilmember Mesaros said if the information regarding comparators for the Video Recorder position is
received sooner than two months, the Council could take action on that contract, possibly at the same time
as the renewal of the Legislative Assistant contract.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
6.

RESOLUTION RE: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND HOUSING STRATEGY

Council President Nelson read the resolution title, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Edmonds,
Washington, Docketing Two Proposed Amendments to the Housing Element of the City of Edmonds
Comprehensive Plan for Consideration and Action in 2019. He explained there are four options: 1) do
nothing, 2) support one amendment, 3) support the other amendment, or 4) support the resolution as adopted
(consider both amendments in 2019).
COUNCIL PRESIDENT NELSON MOVED, SECONDED BY COUNCILMEMBER FRALEYMONILLAS, TO APPROVE RESOLUTION 1420, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF EDMONDS, WASHINGTON, DOCKETING TWO PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE CITY OF EDMONDS COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
CONSIDERATION AND ACTION IN 2019 AS CURRENTLY DRAFTED.

For Councilmember Buckshnis, City Attorney Jeff Taraday clarified the resolution simply dockets both
options.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
7.

SELECTION OF COUNCIL PRESIDENT FOR 2019

Mayor Earling described the process, Councilmembers make nominations, nominations do not need a
second. The nominee that receives the most votes is selected.
COUNCILMEMBER TEITZEL NOMINATED COUNCILMEMBER MESAROS FOR COUNCIL
PRESIDENT IN 2019.
COUNCILMEMBER BUCKSHNIS NOMINATED COUNCILMEMBER FRALEY-MONILLAS
FOR COUNCIL PRESIDENT IN 2019.

There were no further nominations.
COUNCILMEMBERS MESAROS, TIBBOTT AND TEITZEL VOTED IN FAVOR OF
COUNCILMEMBER
MESAROS;
AND
COUNCIL
PRESIDENT
NELSON
AND
COUNCILMEMBERS JOHNSON, BUCKSHNIS AND FRALEY-MONILLAS VOTED IN FAVOR
OF COUNCILMEMBER FRALEY-MONILLAS.
Edmonds City Council Approved Minutes
December 11, 2018
Page 24
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9.A

Planning Board Agenda Item
Meeting Date:

10/9/2019

Review Planning Board Extended Agenda
Staff Lead:

N/A

Department:
Prepared By:

Planning Division
Rob Chave

Background/History
N/A
Staff Recommendation
N/A
Narrative
The current extended agenda is attached.
Attachments:
Attachment 1: PB Extended Agenda 10-09-2019
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9.A.a
Items and Dates are subject to change

Extended Agenda
September 25, 2019
Item

OCTOBER, 2019
October
9

October
23

1.

Joint Meeting with ADB: Design Review discussion

2.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Housing
implementation (referred from the City Council)

3.

Presentation on CIP/CFP 2020 – 2025

1.

Housing Commission Update

2.

Public Hearing on CIP/CFP 2020 – 2025

3.

Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding
Housing Implementation (referred from the City Council)

NOVEMBER, 2019
November
13

November
27

1.

Presentation on potential amendment to the CW – Commercial
Waterfront zone to allow lodging or hotels as a permitted use

2.

Presentation on potential amendment to the unit lot subdivision
application procedure

3

VISION 2050 Multicounty Planning Policies Update (next steps in
PSRC process)

1.

HOLIDAY

DECEMBER, 2019
December
11

December
25

1.

Public Hearing on potential amendment to the CW – Commercial
Waterfront zone to allow lodging or hotels as a permitted use

2.

Public Hearing on potential amendment to the unit lot subdivision
application procedure

1.

HOLIDAY

Attachment: Attachment 1: PB Extended Agenda 10-09-2019 (Review Planning Board Extended Agenda)

Meeting
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Pending
2020

Recurring
Topics

1.

Community Development Code Amendments / Re-Organization

2.

Further Highway 99 Implementation, including:
 Potential for “urban center” or transit-oriented
design/development strategies
 Parking standards

3.

Exploration of incentive zoning and incentives for sustainable
development

4.

Neighborhood Center Plans & implementation.

5.

Highway 99 Implementation

1. Election of Officers (1st meeting in December)
2. Parks & Recreation Department Quarterly Report (January, April, July,
October)

Attachment: Attachment 1: PB Extended Agenda 10-09-2019 (Review Planning Board Extended Agenda)

Items and Dates are subject to change

Packet Pg. 197

