AGENDA
City Council Committee Meetings
Council Chambers, Public Safety Complex
250 5th Avenue North, Edmonds
September 11, 2007
6:00 p.m.
The City Council Committee meetings are work sessions for the City Council and staff only. The meetings are open to the
public but are not public hearings. The Committees will meet in the following rooms:
Community/Development Services Committee (Council Chambers), and Finance Committee (Jury Meeting Room)
1.

Community/Development Services Committee
A.

AM-1160
(15 Min)

Continued discussion regarding plug-in hybrid cars and charging stations.

B.

AM-1162
(30 Min)

Follow-up discussion from the July 26 special meeting regarding legislative issues concerning building permit
application timelines.

C.

AM-1150
(15 Min)

Proposed Ordinance amending the provisions of the Edmonds Community Development Code Chapter 18.40
Grading and Retaining Walls, and ECDC 20.110.030 Nuisance Section, to add a new paragraph to specify the
City’s regulation of rockeries, and fixing a time when the same shall become effective.

2.

3.

Finance Committee
A.

(15 Min)

Update on the Broadband Project.

B.

AM-1161
(10 Min)

Authorization to purchase an Asphalt Grinding Machine for the Public Works Department.

Public Safety Committee
The Public Safety Committee meeting is cancelled.

4.

Adjourn
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AM-1160
Plug-in Hybrid Cars and Charging Stations
City Council Committee Meetings
Date:
09/11/2007
Submitted By: Kim Karas, Public Works
Submitted For: Noel Miller
Time:
Department: Public Works
Type:
Committee:
Community/Development Services

1.A.

15 Minutes
Information

Information
Subject Title
Continued discussion regarding plug-in hybrid cars and charging stations.
Recommendation from Mayor and Staff
Assuming the City Council is in favor of appropriating $5,000.00 from the General Fund, the
recommendation is to proceed with the installation of an electrical vehicle plug-in station using one
of the public parking stalls in the Public Safety Complex parking lot. In addition, adopt an
ordinance designating that the parking stall be reserved for a plug-in electric vehicle and establish a
monetary charge for electrical power consumption.
Previous Council Action
The Committee previously discussed this topic at the July 10, 2007 meeting.
Narrative
Public Works staff has researched this topic and has developed a cost estimate to install a charging
station for an electric plug-in vehicle using one of the westerly parking stalls adjacent to the 5th
Avenue entrance of the Public Safety parking lot. The location of the stall is shown on the
attached drawing. The charging station will provide electricity for either 220 volt or 110 volt
systems. The cost estimate is as follows:
Transformer (from 220 to 480 volts)
Pedestal & Plug-In Outlets
1500' #4 AWG Wire
Pad
Miscellaneous Conduit/Fittings
Used Parking Meter, Post and Post Cover

$2,600.00
$ 400.00
$1,500.00
$ 250.00
$ 220.00
$ 30.00

Total (roughly with tax)

$5,000.00

In addition, this installation will require approximately 80 hours of scarce staff labor. As a way to
compensate the City for electrical usage, a used parking meter can be acquired from the City of
Seattle. Staff recommends that the user should be required to pay at the pre-set meter rate of
$1.50/hr to reimburse the City for the electricity used and to defray installation and operational
expenses for providing the plug-in parking stall. The City Council will need to adopt an ordinance
designating this parking stall for an electric plug-in vehicle and establishing monetary charges for
supplying electric power.
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In regard to the City leasing an all electrical vehicle, the City's Fleet Manager has had
conversations with representatives from the Seattle Electric Car Coalition and other industry
contacts. Thus far, he has found no suitable vehicle that could be leased or that fits our need of
providing an all electric car at this time. There are only light weight golf cart style vehicles on the
market that have a minimal speed (25 MPH) and no crash data. In looking at our replacement
schedule for 2007-2008, he does not see any vehicle replacement that fits into an electric car
category. The City would have to make a special pilot program; not to mention the fact that no car
manufacturer is building any all electric, plug-in vehicles at this time. The vehicle would have to
be a modified plug-in built by a private company, possibly at a cost of $40,000.00. Again, leasing
is not currently an option. Attached is information on current research and development of plug-in
vehicles. The information is encouraging but the earliest projection of having commercially
available plug-in electric vehicles in the U.S. is 2009.

Fiscal Impact
Attachments
Link: Plug-In Stall Location Map
Link: Toyota Hybrids Email
Link: Business 2.0 Article
Form Routing/Status
Route Seq Inbox
Approved By
1
City Clerk
Sandy Chase
2
Mayor
Sandy Chase
3
Final Approval Sandy Chase
Form Started By: Kim
Karas
Final Approval Date: 09/06/2007

Date
Status
09/06/2007 10:09 AM
APRV
09/06/2007 10:10 AM
APRV
09/06/2007 10:10 AM
APRV
Started On: 09/05/2007 03:18
PM
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AM-1162
Report on 7/26/07 CS/DS Meeting
City Council Committee Meetings

1.B.

Date:
09/11/2007
Submitted By: Duane Bowman, Development Services
Department: Development Services
Committee: Community/Development Services

Time:
Type:

30 Minutes
Information

Information
Subject Title
Follow-up discussion from the July 26 special meeting regarding legislative issues concerning
building permit application timelines.
Recommendation from Mayor and Staff
Previous Council Action
On July 26, 2007, CS/DS Committee conducted a special meeting regarding the Development
Services Department and issues relating to permit review.
Narrative
Attached is a memorandum in response to the issues raised at the July 26, 2007 CS/DS meeting.
Fiscal Impact
Attachments
Link: Exhibit 1 - 7/26/07 CS/DS Minutes
Link: Exhibit 2 - Memo fron Development Services Director
Form Routing/Status
Route Seq
Inbox
1
City Clerk
2
Mayor
3
Final Approval
Form Started By: Duane
Bowman
Final Approval Date: 09/07/2007

Approved By
Sandy Chase
Sandy Chase
Sandy Chase

Date
Status
09/07/2007 12:07 PM
APRV
09/07/2007 12:07 PM
APRV
09/07/2007 12:07 PM
APRV
Started On: 09/07/2007 11:53
AM
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MINUTES

Community Services/Development Services Committee Meeting
Special Meeting
July 26, 2007
Elected Officials Present:
Mauri Moore, Council member
Richard Marin, Committee Chair
Peggy Pritchard Olson, Council President*
(*Arrived at 8:40 p.m.)

Staff Present:
Dan Clements, Administrative Services Director
Sandy Chase, City Clerk

1.

Members of the Public Present:
Tony Shapiro
Steve Waite
Eric Theusen
Rick Cuevas
Bea O’Rourke
Rob Michel
Scott Schlumberger
John Bissell

Public comment related to legislative issues concerning building permit application
timelines and any other topics pertinent to the Committee’s area of responsibility.

Committee Chair Marin convened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. He stated that he was particularly
interested in looking for areas of concern that the City Council can address legislatively. He
commented that the Committee is here to listen to everything; everyone will have a chance to talk,
and there is no particular order.
Councilmember Moore explained she requested this hearing because since being elected she has
heard stories from home owners, small and big business owners, about the problems, delays and
the good things that were going on related to the Development Services Department. It is the most
talked about department because there is so much at stake in the permitting process. Ms. Moore
wanted the chance for at least one other Councilmember to gather facts along with her so that
issues could be put on the table to see if there is anything the Council can do to help the process
along.
The citizens present raised the following issues:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Working relationship has eroded to point of no confidence; lack of trust.
Lack of properly managed staff; staff not given a chance to grow.
Hesitancy in dealing with this department in a forthright manner because of fear of
retribution.
Undue harassment of legitimate businesses (tenants) in a fashion that seems unreasonable.
Difficulties experienced by tenants trying to locate in Edmonds.
The staff on the second floor are operating in a vacuum and do not understand the
cost/value involved in delaying a project to the applicant.
“Subject to Field Inspection Permit” needed for projects that are simple (over the counter
permit). This concept is absent in the department.
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CS/DS Committee Minutes

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

July 26, 2007

Page 2

Concept of “equity” is used in the department for all permits, taking applications in fair order.
However, some permits require lengthy review, some less. If it is going to take a long period
of time, people will do work without permits and then there are life safety issues.
Turnover of staff; no institutional memory. This leads to consistency problems.
Policy and procedure manuals in writing are needed.
Check lists needed.
If applicant does not like Planner’s interpretation of the Code, the applicant must appeal the
matter to the Hearing Examiner, and pay money to find out the interpretation was wrong.
Suggest use of technology to help filter the process to avoid inconsistencies, to make it more
predictable for the builders and the city.
Review periods need to be shorter.
Training issue – understanding case law. Read the material in the Code; do not expound on
it; if vague or ambiguous, it goes in favor of the applicant unless there is a written policy.
Time, consistency, relevance and transparency are the key issues. Applicant needs to
understand what the department is looking for. Cited examples of drawings being delayed
time after time for reasons that are not relevant.
Architectural Design Board (ADB) is loaded with so much malarkey that does not pertain to
the objective of the ADB (example, preliminary drainage report needs to be submitted for
ADB review).
Concern with the minutia that staff provides the ADB that the ADB does not want to get
bogged down with.
We have asked for two reviews. It all comes down to time.
There is a good opportunity with the new planners for training regarding customer attitude,
being consistent.
All present stated they have never had just two reviews. It has become extremely
complicated.
The three divisions in the department do not communicate with each other.
Minutia required by Edmonds to be included on drawings, not required by other cities.
Requested to review check lists, but was denied (claiming it was project work product).
The pre-application process is appreciated for its thoroughness.
Planning and Engineering Bulletins are at best shorthand; with submittal, everything on the
bulletin is covered; should not have to wait 28 days for a completeness letter.
Suggested there be a city attorney accessible at the counter; less expensive than contract
law firm.
Suggested certain planners work on smaller permits, and then more experienced planners
work on the bigger permits.
Concern with the hours the department is open (opens at 9 a.m., closes from 12 to 1 p.m.;
closes at 4 p.m., permits cannot be submitted after 3:30 p.m.). It is unusual that a city would
restrict contact. Has there been an increase in productivity by the staff not dealing with
citizens during these periods? No other city shuts down like this.
The public cannot use the restroom on the second floor of city hall. Why?
Applying for a business license as a tenant ended up being drawn into a mire of issues with
the department.
What kind of welcome do we have for businesses coming to our city? Economic
development element.
Offer to assist with the Code rewrite that is currently taking place; there are a lot of talented
people in the community who could assist. Let’s work together.
Question about how Building permit fees are used? Are the fees balanced fairly? Interested
in obtaining enough funds into the department if it is needed to help solve problems with
delays in approval of permits.
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•
•
•
•

July 26, 2007

Page 3

The difficulty in finding employees was noted; however, the department needs to be dynamic
and run like a business.
Employees are in need of training in dealing with customers; employees are told to walk
away from an irate customer; they have missed an opportunity to win someone over.
Some of the reasons for the attrition that is occurring with staff has to do with work
conditions.
“Common sense” is not used; training needed.

Councilmembers Moore and Marin summarized the following issues as follow-up:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Look at the employee training policy.
Citizen committee to be formed to help rewrite the Code (Chapters 18 and 20).
Check lists – where is it? Can it be put on line?
Explore a policy about how many reviews an application goes through before a meeting is
held.
Policy and Procedure Manual.
Concept of “Subject to Field Inspection.”
Check list as part of Policy Manual.
Permit Coordinator and Planner on duty with check list for a 10 to 15 minute review.
Solicit input from this group.
Review Renton and Tacoma Mission Statements.

The meeting adjourned at 8:57 p.m.
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MEMORANDUM

To:

Mayor
or Haakenson
City Council

From: Duane Bowman, Development Services Director
Date:

September 6, 2007

Re:

Response to the July 26, 2007 Community/Development Services Meeting

On July 26, 2007, the CS/DS Committee held a special meeting to take comments regarding
legislative issues concerning building permit application timelines. First, I welcome
comments from the public regarding the operation of the Development Services
Department. While I may not totally agree with everything that was raised at the meeting
(there are always two sides to every story), it opens up areas for the Department to look for
making changes.
Since I became the Director in 2000, the Development Services Department has been on a
constant quest to look at how we do things and whether there are ways to do things better
given our limited staffing resources. Some examples of this include implementing a new
permit tracking system which also has on-line information available to permit applicants;
creating a number of new handouts and brochures; responding to concerns raised by new
businesses regarding tenant improvement permits, and developing a new handout to clearly
explain the tenant improvement process with help from the business community.
In 2003, the Department faced some very difficult times and cut three positions. One of
those positions has since been able to be restored. Two clerical positions were not restored.
The city continues to grow but the Department is not growing with it. The fact of life in
Edmonds is that the City does more with less staff than surrounding cities. This has been
true the entire 18 years I have worked for the City of Edmonds.
The past two years have seen the Department lose a number of good employees to higher
paying jobs in the private sector. In one case, the employee went to work for another city
for more pay, a very short commute and job advancement opportunity. Further, two
employees reached that time in their lives where it was time to move onto the next phases of
their lives and they retired. The demand for experienced professionals in the planning,
building and engineering fields is high.
What impact has that had on the Department? The replacement staff is young and
inexperienced. One key position, our senior building inspector is still vacant. This has

City of Edmonds W Development Services
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placed greater demands on senior staff to mentor the new staff and cover for the required
work.
After reviewing the comments made at the July 26, 2007 meeting, I condensed the
comments down to two major topics:
•

Timely, thorough permit reviews and approvals

•

Code re-write

Timely, thorough permit reviews and approvals
What most permit applicants don’t understand is that the Development Services Department
does more than just permit processing. While permit processing is a very key component of
our work, it is not the only thing the Department is responsible for. The Development
Services Department is primarily responsible for:
•

preparing the City’s Capital Improvement, and Transportation Improvement Plans

•

managing capital projects,

•

comprehensive planning, code development and interagency coordination,

•

managing, organizing and maintaining the emergency operations center,

•

responding to public records requests,

•

maintaining the street files,

•

maintaining utility mapping,

•

reviewing building permits, land use permits and business licenses,

•

conducting pre-application meetings,

•

conducting building, engineering and land use inspections,

•

staffing the various Boards and Commissions (ADB, Hearing Examiner, Historic
Preservation, Planning Board ) ,

•

supporting various committees (Transportation Committee, Chamber Economic
Development, Parking )

•

providing staff support to City Council on land use and permit issues

•

providing telephone and counter customer service, and

•

responding to complaints and code enforcement actions.

Considering all this, it is amazing to me sometimes that we get anything done but we do.
The chief complaint that I receive is it takes too long to get my permit. Lately, the
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Engineering Division has experienced the biggest backlog due to the loss of experienced
staff.
To address the issue of erasing the backlog of overdue reviews, the Department ran an
experiment the weeks of August 13th and August 20th. We closed the permit counter down
on Wednesday August 15th and August 22nd. We had our phones lines open and the
receptionist took calls but staff had their phones on voice mail except me and the Division
Managers. We continued to provide building inspections but not engineering inspections.
We had scheduled pre-application meetings on both Wednesdays that we held.
I ran a report on the Tuesday’s before the closure to determine the number of overdue
reviews and how many were completed. The results were impressive but not surprising.
We stated with 79 overdue reviews on August 14th and, when we finished the experiment
on August 22nd, only 7 remained. What this experiment clearly demonstrated was that,
when given substantial concentrated quiet time, staff plan reviewers were able to
accomplish a significant amount of work.
The Department training budget is minimal. Even so we take advantage of technical
training opportunities that present themselves that we can fit into our budgets. Each
Division conducts weekly staff meetings to go over work issues, schedules and project
status. Career progression steps have been established for positions such as the Engineering
Technician I, II, & III and Permit Coordinators I, II, III to retain experienced employees.
The concept of subject to field inspection is not practical and should only be used in very
few cases. The problem that this presents is, what happens when the field inspector does
not believe the improvement complies with code. How does the situation resolve itself
without protracted negotiations? Further with recent court decisions, the permit is what the
permit is; vague conditions would likely be held invalid.
Plan review at the counter is totally out of the question. It is difficult enough now to staff
the counter for general counter duty; to then add doing plan reviews at the counter is not
feasible.
The actual review checklist for staff are the adopted codes. Trying to consolidate all the
codes into a review checklist is not practical and further we would be challenged if we
somehow left something off the checklist, even if we had a disclaimer (this happens already
on our handouts). It is the applicant’s responsibility to review the applicable code and
submit an application that complies with code. We review for code compliance.
I concur that we should eliminate the discretionary 28 day planning application
completeness process. If an applicant has everything we require to accept an application,
we should start the review clock upon acceptance of the application. However if they don’t
have everything, they should be turned away.
Code Re-Write
I lobbied the City Council from 2001until 2006 to finally get the code re-write funded and
started. The re-write process is now underway. I have no objection to getting suggestions
and feedback on code changes from a citizen or developer group.
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Recommendations
•

Establish a process to share code sections on-line to allow feedback on code rewrite chapters.

•

Do a code change to eliminate the 28 day planning application completeness
process.

•

Open the Development Services Department to match City Hall hours 8 a.m. to
4:30 p. m. Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday, with no permit applications
accepted after 4 p.m. On Wednesdays, the counter would be closed all day but
phone calls would be taken and directed to voice mail. Building inspections would
take place. This day would be devoted to plan review with emphasis on overdue
reviews to be completed first.

•

Develop a process for meeting with a permit applicant if more than two reviews
occur, if necessary.
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AM-1150
1.C.
Amend Chapter 18.40 Grading/Retaining Walls & ECDC 20.110.030 Nuisance
Section
City Council Committee Meetings
Date:
09/11/2007
Submitted By: Dave Gebert, Engineering
Department: Engineering
Committee: Community/Development Services

Time:
Type:

15 Minutes
Action

Information
Subject Title
Proposed Ordinance amending the provisions of the Edmonds Community Development Code
Chapter 18.40 Grading and Retaining Walls, and ECDC 20.110.030 Nuisance Section, to add a new
paragraph to specify the City’s regulation of rockeries, and fixing a time when the same shall
become effective.
Recommendation from Mayor and Staff
CS/DS Committee forward the proposed ordinance to the full Council for adoption on consent
agenda.
Previous Council Action
On June 19, 2007, Council adopted Ordinance No. 3651, revising Title 19 of the Edmonds
Community Development Code, including adoption of the 2006 International Building and
Supplemental Codes.
Narrative
On June 19, 2007, Council adopted revisions to Title 19, Building Codes, of the Edmonds
Community Development Code (ECDC), effective July 1, 2007. The revised Title 19 includes
revisions pertaining to regulation of grading, retaining walls, and rockeries, including exempting
the construction of rockeries from the requirement for a building permit.
ECDC Title 18, Public Works Requirements, also addresses grading, retaining walls and rockeries
in Chapter 18.40, primarily to address situations not covered by the building codes, such as site
improvements for subdivisions and short plats. Now Chapter 18.40, Grading and Retaining Walls,
also requires revisions to avoid duplication and ensure consistency with the revised Title 19.
The rationale for exempting rockeries from the requirement for a building permit was that rockeries
are primarily utilized for erosion protection of free-standing cut slopes in firm, stable, undisturbed
and competent native soil, or as landscaping features. As such, the City of Edmonds does not
consider rockeries to be retaining walls or to raise issues of critical public interest or safety, if
properly located and less than a certain height.
However, in recent years, the City has prohibited construction of rockeries in certain situations
where, if erected, they could pose a threat to the public interest and/or safety. These situations
where construction of rockeries has been prohibited have been enforced through the process of
requiring permits for rockery construction. With the revised Title 19 now exempting rockeries
from the requirement for a permit, Staff recommends that these situations where construction of
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from the requirement for a permit, Staff recommends that these situations where construction of
rockeries has been prohibited within the City of Edmonds in recent years should be formally
adopted in code. The situations/conditions under which it is proposed that construction of rockeries
be prohibited in Edmonds are as follows:
1. Rockeries that encroach or are located in, on, or over (developed or undeveloped) City
right-of-way. Rockeries on private property adjacent to City right-of-way must be set back
from the City right-of-way a minimum horizontal distance equal to the height of the rockery.
2. Rockeries constructed over public utility easements.
3. Rockeries constructed in a manner that will adversely affect drainage, or create a sight
distance hazard.
4. Rockeries that support a surcharge.
5. Rockeries that impound flammable materials.
6. Rockeries exceeding three feet in Setback Area Height within a setback. (Setback Area
Height is defined as the height measured vertically from the original grade to the highest
point of the uppermost rock.)
7. Rockeries placed against fill, when rockery exceeds three (3) feet in height. (Rockery height
is defined as the height measured vertically from the finished grade at the toe of the rockery
to the highest point of the uppermost rock.)
8. Rockeries constructed in designated geologically hazardous areas other than erosion hazard
areas, pursuant to Edmonds Community Development Code Chapter 23.80.
9. Rockeries constructed within the designated Earth Subsidence Landslide Hazard Area of
North Edmonds.
10. Rockeries exceeding twelve (12) feet in height. (Rockery height is defined as the height
measured vertically from the finished grade at the toe of the rockery to the highest point of
the uppermost rock.)
All of the above situations except #8 and #9 are situations where construction of rockeries has
previously been prohibited by the City of Edmonds. Although not prohibited in the past,
construction of rockeries in situations #8 and #9 has been very tightly controlled and limited
through our permit process. Staff recommends that construction of rockeries should also be
prohibited in these situations.
Compliance with the City’s prohibitions for rockeries will be enforced on an exception or
complaint basis.
Attached is a proposed ordinance revising ECDC Chapter 18.40, Grading and Retaining Walls, and
ECDC 20.110.030, Nuisance Section, to ensure consistency with the revised Title 19 and to codify
the above prohibited rockeries.

Fiscal Impact
Attachments
Link: Ordinance
Form Routing/Status
Route Seq Inbox
Approved By Date
1
Development Services Duane Bowman 08/28/2007 02:34 PM

Status
APRV
Packet Page 23 of 35

2
3
4

City Clerk
Mayor
Final Approval

Form Started By: Dave Gebert

Sandy Chase
Sandy Chase
Sandy Chase

09/04/2007 09:18 AM
APRV
09/05/2007 03:46 PM
APRV
09/05/2007 03:46 PM
APRV
Started On: 08/28/2007 01:47
PM

Final Approval Date: 09/05/2007
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0006.90000
WSS/gjz
3/14/07
R.8/24/07gjz
ORDINANCE NO. _______
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF EDMONDS,
WASHINGTON, AMENDING THE PROVISIONS OF THE
EDMONDS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTER
18.40 GRADING AND RETAINING WALLS, AND ECDC
20.110.030 NUISANCE SECTION, TO ADD A NEW
PARAGRAPH TO SPECIFY THE CITY’S REGULATION OF
ROCKERIES, AND FIXING A TIME WHEN THE SAME
SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE.

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 3651, the City Council adopted revisions to Title
19 of the Edmonds Community Development Code, including adoption of the International
Building Code; and
WHEREAS, the revised Title 19 adopted by Ordinance No. 3651 included
revisions pertaining to regulation of grading, retaining walls, and rockeries, and
WHEREAS, in practice, the erection of rockeries is a craft and is primarily
utilized for erosion protection of cut slopes and as landscaping features, and as such, the City
does not consider rockeries to be retaining walls; and
WHEREAS, the City Council, in adopting Ordinance No. 3651, amended Title 19
to deregulate the construction of rockeries in order to recognize the utility of rockeries as erosion
protection measures and as landscaping features which, if properly located and less than a certain
height, do not raise issues of critical public interest and therefore, should not be subject to
regulations, and

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}

-1-
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WHEREAS, Edmonds Community Development Code Chapter 18.40, Grading
and Retaining Walls, now also requires revisions to avoid duplication and ensure consistency
with the revised Title 19, and
WHEREAS, there are certain conditions where rockeries, if erected, could pose a
threat to the public interest and/or safety and should, therefore, be prohibited within the City of
Edmonds; NOW, THEREFORE,
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EDMONDS, WASHINGTON, DO
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The Edmonds Community Development Code Chapter 18.40 Grading
and Retaining walls is hereby amended in its entirety to read as follows:
Sections:
18.40.000 Grading
18.40.010 Retaining walls
18.40.020 Prohibited rockeries
18.40.000

Grading

A.
Grading defined. Grading shall be as defined in the
International Building Code.
B.
Permit required. Except as provided in ECDC 19.00.010
and below, no person shall do any grading without first obtaining a
permit from the building official. For grading proposed in
conjunction with an approved subdivision or short plat, a separate
grading permit is not required; however, grading plans and details
shall be included on the subdivision/short plat civil plans, and plan
approval by the City Engineer will constitute approval of the
grading.
C. Application. The building official shall establish submittal
requirements for application, review and approval of grading
permits. For grading proposed in conjunction with an approved
subdivision or short plat, as a minimum, all submittal requirements
established by the building official for grading permits shall be
included on or submitted with the subdivision or short plat civil
plans; and grading plans and calculations shall be prepared,

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}
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stamped and signed by a Washington State licensed professional
engineer.
18.40.010

Retaining walls.

A. Retaining walls defined. Retaining walls, including shoring
structures, are structural systems that provide lateral support for
vertical or near-vertical slopes in soil, including fill. The term
“retaining wall” shall not include a rockery, and the City of
Edmonds does not consider rockeries to be retaining walls. A
rockery is a combination of rocks intended for erosion control or
protection of a free-standing cut slope in firm, stable, undisturbed
and competent native soil, or as a landscaping feature.
B. Permit Required. Except as provided in ECDC 19.00.010 and
herein below, no person shall erect a retaining wall without first
obtaining a permit from the building official. For retaining walls
proposed for construction in conjunction with an approved
subdivision or short plat, a separate retaining wall permit is not
required; however, retaining wall details shall be included on the
subdivision/short plat civil plans, and plan approval by the City
Engineer will constitute retaining wall approval.
C. Application. The building official shall establish submittal
requirements for application, review and approval of retaining wall
permits.
For retaining walls proposed for construction in
conjunction with an approved subdivision or short plat, as a
minimum, all submittal requirements established by the building
official for retaining wall permits shall be included on or submitted
with the subdivision or short plat civil plans.
18.40.020

Prohibited rockeries.

A.
The following types of rockeries are prohibited. No person
shall construct a rockery within the City of Edmonds under the
following circumstances or in the following situations:
1.
No rockery may encroach into or be located in, over or on
any City right of way. The term “right of way” shall include
developed or undeveloped rights of way. Rockeries on private
property adjacent to city right of way must be set back from the
city right of way a minimum horizontal distance equal to the height
of the rockery.
2.
No rockery shall be constructed over a public utility
easement (recorded or prescribed).

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}
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3.
No rockery shall be constructed in a manner which
adversely affects drainage or creates a sight distance hazard as
determined by the City Engineer.
4.
No rockery shall support a surcharge.
The term
“surcharge” shall have that meaning assigned in the State adopted
Building Code.
5.
No rockery shall impound flammable materials. Flammable
materials are materials as regulated by the State adopted Fire Code.
6
No rockery may exceed three feet in setback area height
within a setback. The term “setback area height” is defined as the
height measured vertically from the original grade of the soil to the
highest point of the upper most rock. It is the property owner’s
responsibility to verify original grade and compliance with setback
area height by submitting a professional land surveyor letter and
section view when an enforcement action is initiated due to a
violation of this section.
7.
No rockery shall be placed against fill where the rockery
exceeds three feet in height. The height of a rockery shall be
determined as the height measured vertically from the finished
grade of the soil at the exposed toe of the rockery to the highest
point of the upper most rock. It is the property owner’s
responsibility to establish a defense to any enforcement action
initiated due to a violation of this section by verifying the finished
grade and compliance with maximum allowable height by
submittal of a professional land surveyor letter and section view.
8.
Rockeries are prohibited in designated geologically
hazardous areas other than erosion hazard areas as defined in
Chapter 23.80 of the Edmonds Community Development Code
(ECDC) and within the designated Earth Subsidence Landslide
Hazard Area of North Edmonds unless as provided by ECDC
19.10.070E.
9.
No rockery shall exceed twelve feet in height. The height
of a rockery shall be determined as the height measured vertically
from the finished grade of the soil at the exposed toe of the rockery
to the highest point of the upper most rock. It is the property
owner’s responsibility to verify finished grade and compliance
with maximum allowable height by submitting a professional land
surveyor letter and section view when an enforcement action is
initiated due to a violation of this section.

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}
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B.
No person shall construct a prohibited rockery in the City
of Edmonds. The violation of any provisions of this section shall
be punishable as a misdemeanor in accordance with the provisions
of the Edmonds City Code. It shall be a separate offense for each
and every day or portion thereof during which any violation of any
provision of this section is committed or allowed to continue.
Construction of a rockery prior to September 1, 2007 shall be an
affirmative defense to an enforcement action for violation of this
section.
C.
In addition to the preceding criminal remedy, the
construction of a prohibited rockery after September 1, 2007 shall
be considered a nuisance and shall be subject to abatement in
accordance with the civil enforcement procedures of Chapter
20.110 ECDC.
Section 2. The Edmonds Community Development Code Section 20.110.030
Nuisance Section is hereby amended by the addition of a new paragraph (J) relating to rockeries
to read as follows:
20.110.030

Nuisance section.

...
J.
Violations of the provisions of ECDC 18.40.020 Prohibited
rockeries.
Section 3. Effective Date.

This ordinance, being an exercise of a power

specifically delegated to the City legislative body, is not subject to referendum, and shall take
effect five (5) days after passage and publication of an approved summary thereof consisting of
the title.
APPROVED:

MAYOR GARY HAAKENSON
ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

CITY CLERK, SANDRA S. CHASE

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY:
BY
W. SCOTT SNYDER
FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:
PUBLISHED:
EFFECTIVE DATE:
ORDINANCE NO.

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}
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SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE NO. __________
of the City of Edmonds, Washington

On the ____ day of ___________, 2007, the City Council of the City of Edmonds,
passed Ordinance No. _____________. A summary of the content of said ordinance, consisting
of the title, provides as follows:
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF EDMONDS, WASHINGTON, AMENDING THE
PROVISIONS OF THE EDMONDS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTER
18.40 GRADING AND RETAINING WALLS, AND ECDC 20.110.030 NUISANCE
SECTION, TO ADD A NEW PARAGRAPH TO SPECIFY THE CITY’S REGULATION OF
ROCKERIES, AND FIXING A TIME WHEN THE SAME SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE.
The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed upon request.
DATED this _____ day of ________________, 2007.

CITY CLERK, SANDRA S. CHASE

{WSS671432.DOC;1/00006.900000/}-
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AM-1161
Authorization to Purchase an Asphalt Grinding Machine
City Council Committee Meetings
Date:
09/11/2007
Submitted By: Kim Karas, Public Works
Submitted For: Noel Miller
Department: Public Works
Committee:
Finance

Time:
Type:

2.B.

10 Minutes
Action

Information
Subject Title
Authorization to purchase an Asphalt Grinding Machine for the Public Works Department.
Recommendation from Mayor and Staff
Authorize the purchase of an Asphalt Zipper Machine for the Public Works Department at an
estimated cost of $79,950.00 plus applicable sales tax.
Previous Council Action
NONE
Narrative
The Public Works Department is requesting the authorization to purchase an asphalt grinding
device called a "Zipper". This machine is used for open trench work requiring the removal of the
paved surface to do underground work such as storm system and water main installation and/or
repairs. The machine will mount to the bucket of the front end loader as well as either of the
backhoes that Public Works already has in its fleet. The Zipper pulverizes the asphalt creating a
usable material suitable for road base and filling potholes in alleyways. The following points are
reasons to consider allowing this expenditure:

Labor savings are significant in comparison to the current methods of saw cutting, jack
hammering, hauling and disposal of the asphalt pavement.

The environmental impacts would be reduced. The ground pavement can be stockpiled and
reused for a temporary trench patch. Thus the need for the use of cold mix asphalt which is
now considered hazardous waste and costly to dispose of can be eliminated.

The equipment should significantly decrease the use of jackhammers. Jackhammers have
the highest incident of back injuries than any other worker activity in Public Works. As a
result, the city can expect a reduction in L & I premiums.
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Based upon the attached cost comparison sheet, the annual savings exceeds the cost of the
equipment. This of course is unrealistic for the Public Works Department. I estimate that the
equipment would be used on average of approximately four (4) hours per week, throughout the
year for drainage, water and sewer repairs and installation. This equates to five (5) full weeks per
year, which results in an annual savings of $17,660.00. However, another savings of approximately
$8,000.00 per year is realized in the elimination of the hauling and disposal of asphalt pavement
and the hauling and disposal of the temporary cold mix patch material. At a total annual savings of
$25,660.00, the estimated payback for the Zipper at a cost of $87,000.00 including sales tax is 3.4
years.
Council should also be aware that this equipment is proprietary so staff will not be able to obtain
quotes from other vendors. However, based upon the overall cost savings to the City, it appears to
be in the public's best interest to purchase this equipment on a sole source basis.

Fiscal Year: 2007
Fiscal Impact:

Fiscal Impact
Revenue:
Expenditure: $87,000.00

Attachments
Link: Asphalt Zipper Quotation & Information
Link: Sole Source Letter
Form Routing/Status
Route Seq Inbox
Approved By
1
City Clerk
Sandy Chase
2
Mayor
Sandy Chase
3
Final Approval Sandy Chase
Form Started By: Kim
Karas
Final Approval Date: 09/06/2007

Date
Status
09/06/2007 03:40 PM
APRV
09/06/2007 03:40 PM
APRV
09/06/2007 03:40 PM
APRV
Started On: 09/05/2007 04:28
PM
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Asphalt Zipper, Inc.

PROPOSAL*/ORDER CONFIRMATION

310 West 700 South
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062

Today's Date:

9/7/2007

tel: 1-888-ZIPPER-8 (947-7378), fax: 801-772-0909
Customer:
Address:
City, State, Zip:
Inside Rep:
Qty

Item

1

AZ-300

City of Edmonds
7110 210 St. SW
Edmonds, WA 98026
Shane Beck

Outside Rep:

Tel:

425-771-0235

Fax:

425-744-6057

Contact:

Chuck Hiatt

Bill Smythe

Description

Cost

Extended

AZ-360HD

Asphalt Zipper AZ-300 (up to 30" Cut), John
Deere 99HP TD engine (Tier 2), Trailer,
$
AZ - 480HD
spraybar, extra bits, blocks & slide-hammer
AZ-500
bit puller
(Delivery Included)
AZ-400

79,950.00

$

79,950.00

AZ-500B
AZ-550
18" Cut
24" Cut
1

30" Cut

ZL - 30 " Cutter Head

Included

Included

36" Cut
48" Cut
18" Extra Cut
24" Extra Cut
30" Extra Cut
36" Extra Cut
48" Extra Cut
SWAP CUT*
Bits
Bits

Blocks
Blocks
Spraybar
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September 7, 2007
City of Edmonds
Chuck Hiatt
7110 210 St. SW
Edmonds, WA 98026
RE: Sole Source Justification for the Purchase of an Asphalt Zipper Machine
Dear Mr. Hiatt:
Asphalt Zipper, Inc. is the sole manufacturer of the Asphalt Zipper bucket-mounted
AZ 300, AZ 360HD, AZ 480HD, AZ 480S, AZ 500 and AZ550 portable asphalt pulverizing /
recycling / trenching machines. These unique and very capable machines are sold through our
sales representatives and exclusive Independent Manufacturers Representatives direct to each
customer. Because we sell “factory direct” to the customer, we are able to provide these
machines to the end customer at the lowest possible price.
The proprietary designs, features and manufacture of all Asphalt Zipper machines are protected
by United States Patents and other patents pending to include; U.S. Patents #5388893,
#7036252, #7066555 and #7144087 with other U.S. and Canadian patents pending.
The vast majority of our customers report complete satisfaction with the capability and
affordability of owning and operating their Asphalt Zipper machines. We would be pleased to
provide additional information as needed.
Sincerely,
Shane Beck
Shane Beck
Factory Area Manger
Asphalt Zipper, Inc.
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