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Response to Public Comment:  Heydrick, Judy and Stan; Letter August 15, 2008: 

1. Comment Noted. 

2. The comprehensive plan combined both City and County critical areas mapping to 
present an accurate, planning-level picture of where critical areas are located.  This 
information is presented on several figures in the Plan and is summarized on Figures 
4 through 7; and to a greater detail in Appendix B. 

Detailed critical areas analysis will be required of applicants for new developments 
as part of permit review. 

3. Comment Noted. 

4. The 2004 wording has been changed to read:  “Enforce exacting performance 
standards governing possible land use developments on lands or sites with 
documented wildlife habitat value.” 

5. The citation deals with the method cities and counties should use in designating 
Urban Growth Area boundaries.  It was a factor in the designation of the Sultan UGA. 
 
Policy CF – 2.2 in the adopted 2004 Plan states:  “Phase development so that public 
facilities and services can be provided for both existing and future growth in a 
manner that does not outpace the City’s ability to provide and maintain adequate 
levels of service.”  This policy remains in the 2008 revision. 

6. Comment Noted. 

7. Comment Noted. 

8. a. The financial strategy anticipates that the General Facility Charge for sewers will 
be up to $20,085 in 2013.  This amount could be substantially less if the city is 
successful in securing the planned $5,000,000 state assistance for the plant.  
(Appendix E-2 page 21.) 

 
b. Comment Noted. 

Although higher utility rates are and will be needed to maintain the on-going utility 
services (especially in the water system) the financial strategy only requires that 
utility rates be periodically increased to keep pace with inflation. 

c. Comment Noted. 

The proposed property tax-supported debt included in the financial strategy is for the 
community park in 2015 and for a police and city hall expansion in 2025.  Both of 
these require voter approval.  The debt for the community park would be required 
only if grants are not secured and the city should be competitive for such grants for 
this purpose. 

9. Comment Noted. 
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It is estimated that up to 80% of this burden would be derived from various forms of 
developer financing.  Language has been added to the Six Year CIP section of 
Section 3.5 as follows: 

“As noted above, the financial strategy is based on development directly 
financing for 50% of the total cost of the identified projects.  Developer fees in the 
form of impact fees and system development charges will contribute as much as 30% 
more, for a total developer contribution of up to 80% of the total.” 

10. While all project cost estimates are in current dollars, revenue estimates are first 
forecasted in nominal dollars and then factored to current dollars to compare to 
project costs.  It is customary practice to forecast project costs in current dollars. 

As described in the financial analysis in Appendix E-2, future revenues were 
forecasted with alternative assumptions including the inflation rate.  This appendix 
describes some of the implications of alternative assumptions.  Property value 
appreciation has consistently exceeded inflation rates in Snohomish County under 
varying economic conditions.  As described in Appendix E-1 (page 28), property tax 
revenues are not directly determined by property values and property values would 
have to decline to an extreme degree in order to reduce city property tax revenues. 

The major effect of reduced rate of property value appreciation on the financial 
strategy would be to reduce the debt capacity of the city for a “levy lift,” that requires 
50% voter approval, for financing the community park and city hall and police station, 
requiring these facilities to be financed instead by an excess levy that requires 60% 
voter approval. 

11. Comment Noted. 

The comment reflects the financial challenge addressed by the financial strategy and 
the need to rely on developer contributions to finance the facilities necessary for 
development. 

12. Comment Noted. 

13. The population allocation is set by the county. The city is required by the GMA to 
plan to serve that population.  The city does not have the option of reducing the 
“population target.” 

14. Comment Noted. 

15. Comment Noted. 

The two citations were reviewed and are consistent.  The first is a policy to “strive” 
for high quality police services in balance with other budget needs.  The second is a 
disclosure of potential impacts of eliminating the mandatory Police LOS.  Taking the 
Police LOS standard out of the Comprehensive Plan, which is not required to include 
a Police LOS standard, does not equate with a reduction in the Police Level of 
service, which will be determined through the City’s annual budgeting process. 

 



City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan 

 K-1.97 Appendix K-1 

16. Comment Noted.  

Taking the Police LOS standard out of the Comprehensive Plan, which is not 
required to include a Police LOS standard, does not equate with a reduction in the 
Police Level of service, which will be determined through the City’s annual budgeting 
process. 

17. A significant analysis was conducted to better define the inventory of City-owned 
parks and to more accurately define a Level of Service.  The current LOS proposal is 
more in keeping with local and national standards.  The Plan outlines a funding 
mechanism for those parks identified as priorities for the future.  The City respectfully 
disagrees with the commenter’s statement that “the city cannot afford to fund future 
parks”.   

18. 124th Street has been deleted from Figure T-10 (Arterial Street Improvement Plan).  
However, these and other roads can be successfully built atop aquifers if designed 
and constructed according to best management practices. 

19. Transportation projects suggested to Snohomish County that are outside of the City 
UGA, with the exception of the proposed extension of Kessler Dr north to 124th St, 
have been removed from Figure T-10. 

20. The article cited refers to a decision by the Snohomish County Council to not expand 
an Urban Growth Boundary in the Snohomish-Lake Stevens area.  Sultan’s 
comprehensive plan deals with the currently adopted UGA boundary. 

21. The roads indicated have been removed. 
 
The High Level Reservoir is a part of the City’s water system and supply. 
 
There is no proposal for commercial uses on Sultan Basin Road outside the UGA.  
The comment regarding the policy, (former policy 68 of the 2004 Plan) is noted. 

22. The list of participants on Page 3 has been revised to show that this list is from the 
2004 Plan. 

23. Comment Noted 

24. Comment Noted. 

25. The RUTA was established by Snohomish County in 1996 (Ordinance No. 96-074, 
November 27, 1996).  This action was in response to the Central Puget Sound 
Growth Management Hearings Board remand in the Sky Valley, et. al. case (95-3-
0068c).  The creation of the RUTA was in response to the Board's decision that the 
county must show that "wherever a 5-acre lot pattern is placed next to a UGA, 
appropriate measures will be taken to assure that flexibility will be retained to permit 
the potential future expansion of the UGA."  Sultan's RUTA has not been expanded 
since its adoption in 1996.   

26. Comment Noted. 
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27. Comment Noted. 

There were numerous public meetings and hearings before the Planning Board and 
City Council.  Appropriate notice, including legal notice, news releases, and 
newsletters, was provided.  

28. Comment Noted.  

The public participation requirements of the GMA were satisfied.  The newsletter was 
one effort to summarize the Plan and invite further participation by the public.  The 
Plan itself provides a full analysis of the issues cited by the commenter. 

29. Comment Noted. 

30. Comment Noted. 

31. Comment Noted. 

32. Comment Noted. 

33. Comment Noted. 

A primary issue for Growth Management Hearing Board compliance was presenting 
a financial plan that was feasible in the provision of infrastructure required to be 
concurrent with development?  The City is required to come up with a financial plan 
that pays for the streets and utilities as required by the GMHB compliance 
requirements.  The proposed financially feasible Plan is based on adopted levels of 
service which were discussed by the PB and City Council at several joint meetings 
before identifying a preferred alternative presented in the revised comprehensive 
plan. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Gibson, Gerry; Letter, August 24, 2008: 

1. Comment Noted. 

The City adopted fire flow standards established by the National Fire Code.  The 
revised Plan emphasizes that a reduced fire flow rate will still provide safe fire flows 
to local residents and businesses. 

2. Comment Noted. 

3. Impact fees are calculated on the basis of the amount of funds needed to finance the 
development of a community park.  The impact fees are lower because the required 
level of service for parks has been reduced from the previous fees. 

4. Comment Noted. 
 
The Plan notes that LOS D is a widely used standard by other counties and cities. 

5. Comment Noted. 
 
Developer financing is a well established form of financing public facilities used by 
many cities to secure adequate financing.  The measures established in the plan will 
insure that developers will pay their share of facility needs. 

6. Sewer extensions will be generally in public rights-of-way and stream crossings will 
be bored or jacked. 

7. Comment Noted. 
 
The City has made every attempt to notify its citizens of the planning process.  The 
logistics and cost of notifying each resident on a host of topics is prohibitive. 

8. The City will not know specific acquisition requirements until specific projects are 
identified.  At that point, the City would use accepted standards and procedures to 
acquire needed properties. 

9. Comment Noted.  See previous responses. 

10. Comment Noted.  See previous responses. 

11. Comment Noted. 

The Growth Management Act, RCW  36.70A.070(2)(c) requires an analysis of the 
housing environment in Sultan, including “…sufficient land for housing, including, but 
not limited to, government-assisted housing, housing for low-income families, 
manufactured housing, multifamily housing, and group homes and foster care 
facilities.” 

12. Comment Noted. 
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The City has proposed that a survey be conducted in 2009 in preparation for the 
2011 update of the Comprehensive Plan. 

13. The financial strategy calls for the developers to pay for those projects that are 
needed to support new growth and development, either by directly providing the 
facilities or by fees and charges such as impact fees and the General Facility 
Charge. 

14. Costs stated in Amendment 2 for the sewer main and pump station are estimates.  
The GFC is whatever it will be at the time of the project.  The cost for abandoning the 
existing on-site system and connecting to the sewer will vary with each property.  
BNSF routinely permits sewer lines to be bored under their tracks.  Under the Growth 
Management Act, development within UGAs is required to be served with urban 
levels of water and sewer service. 

15. Because the sewer in Main Street is about 20 feet deep, it is possible that a deep 
sewer bored under the BNSF tracks could avoid a pump station.  Whether this would 
be less expensive would be evaluated at the time the project is actually planned. 

16. Pump station locations shown on Figure S-3 are only indicative.  The stations may or 
may not actually be needed when plans are actually prepared.  If a pump station is 
required in these approximate locations, the actual site will be selected through study 
involving the local property owners. 

17. These projects will do more than just fix the potholes in the road.  The strategy is to 
provide a means to collect storm runoff into a shallow-grassed swale with amended 
soil that will both detain and treat the stormwater runoff.  Finally, for the gravel roads, 
blade with a grader to provide positive drainage to these swales that will be located 
along the edge of the roadway 

18. The project entails more than just removing debris in the creek. It involves 
constructing a floating log boom upstream to capture debris before it plugs up the 
culvert, and providing a new overflow structure and culvert to allow for high flow 
bypass under the roadway.  Property owners in the area will be notified and will be 
part of the process, prior to final design and construction. 

19. The property owners will be notified and will be included in the process, prior to final 
design and construction. 

20. Presently there are no ditches and culverts along the roadway.  This project will 
construct roadside ditches and culverts beneath the driveways to provide positive 
drainage in the area. 

21. Comment noted.  

The SEPA review of the General Sewer Plan amendments is separate from this 
Comprehensive Plan review. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Beth Stucker; Letter, August 28, 2008 

1. The analysis supporting the financial strategy (Appendix E) is based on a 
comprehensive review of financial opportunities and relies very little on higher rates 
or taxes to finance capital facilities.  Voter-approved levies may be needed to finance 
the community park (although this may be avoided if grants are received) and 
potential expansion to the city hall and police station.  While rate increases are and 
will be needed to maintain existing operations, the financial strategy only relies on 
regular utility rates to finance storm sewer facilities that primarily are intended to 
address existing needs.  Most cities in the Puget Sound region use these types of 
rates to finance these types of facilities. 

2. Comment Noted. 

3. Comment Noted. 

4. Under GMA the city is obligated to serve both the currently designated UGA and the 
population allocation.  Both of these have been set by the county. 





City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan 

 K-1.110 Appendix K-1 

Response to Public Comment:  Mary Lowry, E-mail, September 1, 2008:   

1. Comment Noted. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Suzanne Shawger; Letter, September 2, 2008:   

1. The proposed collectors would provide an important grid of collectors between 
existing roads and U.S. 2, opening access to U.S. 2 from properties within the City’s 
Industrial Park and north. The grid would distribute traffic more evenly between 
existing City roads than otherwise would occur. The proposed alignment of the 
streets is not definite. Further environmental and engineering analysis will be needed 
to determine the exact routes.  These proposed projects are not part of the City’s six-
year transportation plan, so there are no imminent plans to construct them. At the 
time the streets are needed, adjacent property owners will be invited to participate in 
the decision process. 
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Response to Public Comment: Josie Fallgatter; Letter, September 1, 2008:   

1. Comment Noted. 

2. Wording has been added to the “What’s Changed” section at the beginning of the 
Plan: 
 
“Goals and policies in the Plan have remained unchanged for the most part, but 
some changes were made as necessary to be consistent with Plan revisions listed 
above.“ 

3. Comment Noted. 

4. Comment Noted. 

5. Comment Noted. 

6. Analysis indicates that due to reliance on developer financing mechanisms, the City 
has the capacity if the recommended financial measures are taken. 

7. The City has been consistent in its policy of requiring development to pay a 
significant portion of the cost of new infrastructure.  It has also adopted policies 
related to the relative cost of improvements between new and existing residents. 

8. The City’s capital facilities element has made several revenue and cost assumptions, 
some of which estimate the relatively contributions by property tax, REET, impact 
fees, grants and other sources toward the cost of improvements. 
 
Under the Growth Management Act, facilities needed to support the City’s allocated 
population were identified.  Financing of the needed infrastructure was then 
analyzed.  If adequate financing mechanisms had not been identified, a 
reassessment of the land use assumptions would have been undertaken. 

9. This issue was reviewed by the Planning Board and Council.  Wording in the section 
3.2A (Sewer Facilities) has been revised as follows: 

Parcels with existing development using on-site sewage systems where a sewer is 
available are not required to connect to the sewer unless the on-site system fails or 
the property owner wishes to connect.  Determination of on-site sewage system 
failure is the responsibility of the Snohomish Health District. 

Where a new sewer pipe is extended past a parcel with existing development using 
an on-site sewage system, the property owner will be required to pay for the benefit 
conferred by the sewer pipe but will not be required to actually connect and pay 
monthly service charges unless or until the on-site system fails, or the property 
owner wishes to connect. 

Changes were made accordingly to the “What Has Changed” section of the 
Introduction: 
 
Property owners with functioning septic systems must pay a hook up fee for utilities 
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extended past their properties but will not have to connect.  These owners may be 
required to sign annexation or non-protest ULID agreements; and may be required to 
abandon their septic systems when new construction occurs on their property. 

10. The policy of requiring property owners to assist with financing utility improvements 
in proportion to benefits conferred has not changed.  Specific costs for specific 
improvements would be communicated to property owners at the time they are 
proposed. 

11. A reduction in impact fees is appropriate because the plan reduces the LOS for 
parks.  Impact fees are calculated on the basis of the amount of funds needed to 
finance the development of a community park.  The impact fees are lower because 
the required level of service for parks has been reduced from the previous fees.  
While Park impact fees would be reduced, transportation impact fees will increase. 

12. Comment Noted. 

13. Comment Noted. 

14. Comment Noted. 

15. Comment Noted. 

 
16. The construction of a reservoir to facilitate service to the northeast portion of the city 

would be financed either by developer contributions or revenue generated by the 
city’s General Facility Charge for new connections within the planned service area of 
the reservoir, or a combination of both. 

17. Table 1 has been corrected. 

18. The IPMP area may contain both commercial and industrial uses, but will not contain 
residential uses. 

19. Employment estimates were developed for the community as a whole (2,000 
employees in 2025) and were distributed by TAZ based on the amount of industrial 
or commercially designated land in those areas. 

20. Comment Noted. 

21. This policy was recommended for deletion because the City does not have a 
freestanding “priority system” for providing services.  The 2008 Plan revision outlines 
Year 2025 infrastructure needs and contains a “priority” six-year plan. 

22. Comment Noted. 

23. The 2004 Employment Capacity table has been deleted.  The current official 
employment growth between 2008 - 2025 is 990 for a 2025 total of 2,000 employees. 

24. The recommended change has been made. 
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25. The Housing section analyzes the estimated need for housing, income estimates 
measured against housing costs and presents a range of needed housing types.  It 
further recognizes the need for foster care and low income housing, albeit without 
specific estimates attached.  Efforts were made to estimate this number but no 
current information was available to give a level of confidence to such an estimate. 

26. The City does not have a “priority system” per se for providing services.  Prioritization 
of utility extensions is reflected in the 2025 CFP and the Six Year Plan.  These were 
based on likely future development patterns, which were based on critical area and 
other analyses that consider most capable soils and other development influences. 

27. A current Future Land Use map has replaced Figure LU-1. 

28. The wording of this policy was adjusted as follows: 
 
Delineate planning unit boundaries using natural features, road or other physical 
improvements.  Identify critical transition areas or points of conflict with adjacent 
properties or incompatible land uses, to be resolved in neighborhood planning 
processes, and respected in future development reviews. 
 
“Planning units” do not formally exist in Sultan.  The intent of this policy was to 
planning along the edges of various land use zones was studied carefully to ensure 
protection of different uses in adjacent zones. 

29. Comment Noted. 

30. The language addresses the LOS as adopted in the Plan not prior LOS. 

31. Comment noted.   

32. Comment noted.   

33. The roads are High Street Trail and the Sultan Basin Road bicycle lanes. 

34. Comment Noted.   Four lanes on U.S. 2 are recommended in the WSDOT’s U.S. 2 
Route Development Plan (RDP). 

35. The Table has been corrected to show a   Minor Arterial designation for this road.   

36. The recommended alignment for the 132nd Street extension is based on a planning-
level assessment of engineering and costs to provide the connection.  The City 
recognizes that this is only a recommended alignment and that more detailed route 
analysis is needed. To accomplish this, the recommended 2009 – 2014 CFP 
provides funding for this project. 

37. Figures T-6 and T-7 provide future 2025 traffic average weekday traffic (AWDT) 
forecasts under two City transportation investment scenarios: a “No Build Scenario” 
and a “Preferred Build Arterial Scenario”.  Under both scenarios, future traffic 
volumes on U.S. 2 are forecasted to be consistent at both the east and west entry 
points to the City. Forecasted AWDT within the City, however, varies as high at 
10,000 east of Main St. due to an expected decrease of intracity travel using U.S. 2 
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as the result of providing additional east-west arterial connectivity within the City 
between the plateau and downtown Sultan. 

38. A correction has been made to the table. 

39. The City is committed to working with the Sultan School District to determine safe 
school routes and needed improvements though the cooperative Safe Routes to 
School program. To access the Library, a Future Bike Lane is designated on 1st St, 
3rd St, and Future Bicycle Route is designated on Alder Ave. 

40. Comment noted.   

41. The title for Figure S-1 is ‘Existing Sewer System’.  No sewers are shown outside the 
UGA. 

42. Figure S-2 is titled ‘Sewer System Improvements’ and shows a sewer extension to 
be built in Trout Farm Road by 2025.  This sewer extension does not appear on 
Figure S-1.  Sewer extension priority is based on developer interest or property 
owners willing to fund the extension. 

43. The City may construct water and/or sewer facilities in this vicinity, as has been done 
on steep slopes in other locations. 

44. If and when the road improvement identified as T-65 is built, it will be built because 
property owners/developers want it built to serve their developments, and the right-
of-way will include water and sewer lines. 

45. Potential development along this alignment has not yet been identified, but does 
remain a possibility. 

46. The City will not require sewer connection if an existing structure is remodeled, sold, 
or ownership changes, though connection may be required by a mortgage company 
as a condition of financing. 

47. The Development Code has not been changed to require sewer connection for 
existing structures because they are remodeled, sold, or changed ownership. 

48. The ‘back-graded’ sewers have been rebuilt. 

49. A surcharge may be imposed on water service outside the city limit.  The City does 
not provide sewer service outside the city limit and does not propose to do so.  
Agreement to provide water will require consent to annexation. 

50. Comment Noted. 

51. No incentives for private well owners to transfer water rights to City upon connection 
to City water have been adopted. 

52. Money collected through general facilities charges may be used to build these pipes 
as funding becomes available. 

53. Strike-through was unintentional.  Comment Noted. 
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54. This language has been revised to provide more clarity. 

55. Developer funded projects are at locations where future development is anticipated 
and/or frontage improvements will come forth. 

56. The policy has been clarified to indicate that tot lots are a separate requirement from 
impact fees and that no credit will be granted for their being provided. 

57. The policy allows consideration of a tot-lot becoming a mini-park but does not grant 
any credit where that occurs. 

58. Comment Noted. 

59. The "unconstrained needs list" is a term of art that reflects the total potential needs 
identified before it may be constrained by financial considerations. 
 
Wording has been added to the Plan to clarify this point: 

“The various need assessments being conducted as part of this planning process 
has identified 248 million dollars in needs for various public services (Table CFP- 
4).  62.5% of these needs are associated with the city’s transportation system.  This 
list of projects was developed on the basis of the potential need or desire for projects 
and was not constrained by financial considerations.  As such, the list is an 
“unconstrained needs list.”  The remaining part of this section will apply financial 
considerations to determine how these projects might be financed.“ 

60. A reduction in impact fees is appropriate because the plan reduces the LOS for 
parks 

61. The plan text reads, "The six-year financial plan primarily includes those projects that 
are funded or built with public funding.  Since developer construction or financed 
construction does not often include public funding, these projects are not included in 
the six year CIP."  The statement reflects the reality that privately constructed 
projects cannot be anticipated by the city prior to a development proposal.  This is 
consistent with the practice in many cities. 

62. Since the city's financing capacity grows with growth, project activity will increase 
accordingly. 75% of the planned financing would be from developer financing which 
will occur as development occurs.  REET revenue and the projects it funds will grow 
with growth. Grants will similarly increase as city financing capability grows. 

63. The City watershed is part of the City and Lake 16 appears on Figure W-2 to relate 
the water source to the possible location of the proposed northeast water tank. 

64. The comprehensive plan combined both City and County critical areas mapping to 
present an accurate, planning-level picture of where sensitive areas are located.  
This information is presented on several figures in the Plan and is summarized on 
Figures 4 through 8; and to a greater detail in Appendix B. 

65. Comment Noted. 
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66. Comment Noted. 

67. Correction Noted. 

68. Comment Noted. 

69. The Industrial Park Master Plan as adopted, remains a part of the Plan (Appendix 
M.) 
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Response to Public Comment:  Mark Heffernan; Email, September 3, 2008:   

1. The road is designated a collector arterial, meaning it will collect traffic moving to 
streets such as Sultan Basin Rd (minor arterial).  The Pine Road extension is not on 
the City’s 6-year Transportation Improvement Plan, so there are no immanent plans 
to construct the road.  A trigger for the road would potentially be a residential 
development in the area.  When a road is seriously considered, there will be 
opportunities to evaluate the best course of action and opportunities for public input. 

The City’s comprehensive plan includes consideration of arterial streets with a 
separated multi-purpose trail.  Details are discussed in the draft 2008 Revised 
Comprehensive Plan.  A separated multi-purpose trail may address concerns about 
bike safety. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Jean Roberts; Letter, September 1, 2008:   

1. Transportation projects suggested to Snohomish County that are outside of the City 
UGA, with the exception of the proposed extension of Kessler Dr north to 124th St, 
have been removed from Figure T-10. 

2. Comment Noted. 

3. Development can be successfully built atop aquifers if designed and constructed 
according to best management practices.  Identification of sensitive areas allows the 
City to pay particular attention to new development proposal and their effects on 
these elements. 

4. Comment Noted.  

5. Comment Noted. 

Only areas within the adopted Urban Growth Area boundary can be served with 
sewers or annexed to the City.  Areas outside the designated UGA will remain rural. 

Snohomish County designates a Rural-Urban Transition Area (RUTA) to signal 
property owners in the area and adjacent cities that this rural area may be 
transitioned to an urban area in the future (beyond the 20-year planning horizon) and 
that this long range future land use change should be taken into consideration when 
privately and publicly planning for development.  The City will rely on the County to 
make needed infrastructure plans when development occurs and have taken street 
and utility projects out of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Riner, Sam; Open House Comment, August 19, 
2008:   

1. The Plan’s policy will allow continued use of working septic systems until such time 
as they fail, or the owner wishes to connect to the adjacent sewer system.  You 
would however be required to pay facility charges or hook up fees if a sewer line was 
extended past your site. 

2. Comment Noted. 
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Response to Public Comment:  Kathy Immel; Letter, August 31, 2008:   

1. The current RUTA was adopted by Snohomish County in 1996.  No changes are 
proposed to the 1996 designation. 

2. Comment Noted. 
 


