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- City of Sultag

_Resolution 06-03;

WHEREAS, the Sultan Basin Drainage provides drainage for the Sultan and
Skykomish Rivers extending west from Startup to the Fern Bluff Road, South
to the King County line and north to the Sultan Basin Ridge, and

WHEREAS, in addition to a rapidly growing population the Sultan Basin
Drainage Community is home to 1600 students in three schools, and

WHEREAS, the community contained by the Sultan Basin Drainage is a unigque
community with limited ingress and egress easily isolated and exceptionally
valigrable to natural and man made disasters including catastrophic

flooding, and

afg& R T R i

WHERFEAS, these distinctive characteristics require a high level -of self
reliance and exceptional coordiration and cooperation among government
agencies within the Sultan Basin Drainage, and

WIIEREAS, it is understood that through coordinated effort these.concems can
maost effectively be addressed to the satisfaction of all: Therefore _ .
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BE IT RESOLVED that an advisory group to be known as the Sultan Basin
Emergency Preparedness Alliance (SBEPA) be formed for the purpose of
planning, coordinating, negotiating, and advising governing councils on
matters of emergency preparedness as they emerge and need attention, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that membership in SBEPA shall be as follows:

78

Sultan School District 311 1 member

Hospital District 1 T member
City of Sultan 2 members
City of Monroe 2 members

Fire District 5 2 members

Each member agency shall appoint in writing their representative(s) and one
alternate.

BE IT FURTHER UNDERSTOOD, that SBEPA may, on occasion, as the need arises,
adjust 1ts membership to include other public agencies should the focus of
SPEBA require other participation.

- BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED, that SBEPA will organize under simple by-laws and/or

operating procedures established at the first formal meeting of the

Alliance. Operating procedures shall at a minimum prescribe working process,
meeting schedules, leadership and communication protocol (internally and
with the public) and ’ .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Cudmback Dam and Jackson Hydro Electric
Project Federal Re-licensing initiative undertaken by Snohomish County PUD

and The City of Everett require thoughtful response by responsible agencies

in the Sultan Basin Drainage, and '

7/16/2008



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that SPEBA be specifically anthorized to negotiate
re-licensing issues with Snohomish County PUD #1 and The City of Everett on
behalf of The City of Sultan, The Sultan School District #311, Snohomish -

County Fire District Five and Hospital District #1. Agreements forthcoming

from such negotiations will be subject to the approval of each member agency's
governing council, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that SPEBA will operate in an environment of open
accessible decision making. Other entities will be invited and encouraged to

take part in planning and coordination discussions. The Alliance will

through participation and consensus building provide stakeholders with the

best possible decision-making process.

REGULARLY ADOPTED by the City Council March 9, 2006

City
of Sultan

Benjamin Tolson

GOVERNING COUNCIL MEMBERS
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SULTAN PLANNING BOARD
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET
ITEM NO; Discussion — 1
DATE: May 6, 2008
SUBJECT: Preliminary Capital Facility Budgst Revenue Sources

CONTACT PERSON: Deborah Knight, City Administrator

ISSUE:

The issue before the City Council and Planning Board is to review the revenues
available to finance needed capital improvements to meet adopted level- of service
standards. The Preliminary Capital Financial Resources presentation (Attachment A)
provides:

1. An inventory of existing fiscal resources and evaluates the current and tuture
fiscal capacity to finance capital facilities.

2. A needs analysis estimating total financial resources avallable to provide
altenative levels of service

3. A sfrategy to finance capital facilities needed to support the land use plan (The
financial strategy will be presented on May 13, 2008)

f M-IV MENtACt, <} any: unity. which-cannot- demonstrate
the-‘ﬂ”nanmal ability to acoommodate its planned growih must tesxaming its land’
pgttems orits: ﬁnancmg pﬁans Th:s |s where ihe rubber meets ‘the: mad The c:ty‘

STAFF RECOM'MENDATION:

1. Evaluate cumrent and future fiscal capacity to-finance capital facilities

2. Review total financial resources avaxlabie and compare resources o altermnative
' levels of service

3. Discuss long-range strategies to finance capital facilities needed. to support the
land:use plan.
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7 are-gregfer. than:the: focecastadmxeenues

nggiﬂper%lﬁﬂ‘én’cﬁﬁc’;

While .substantial-revenues-are-genérated:for:capital-facilities-using-city-resourges:@hd

deb};,capacity,, this.amount is-not-sufficient to.finance-needed faciliies=-Anficipatedcogts

® Transportanon Gosts inthe Transporiation:Element. excaed $160. m:lhczn

° REET and.impact fees: mnly generata $17 miltien-over the planning perzed
3 lt Is. unlikely that elther grants andior bonds can. make up. the difference.:

Developer improvements through direct construction, local improvement districts,
impact fees, and voluntary agreements can close the gap between fuure needs and
financing available through city revenue sources and/or debt service.

The challenge is to balance the need for daveloper financing without discouraging
development too much. For example, raising the transportation impact fee from the
curent level of $1,837 to $7,000 can close the gap and finance the majority of capacity

projects in the transporiation element. However, a $7,000 impaet fee could make

certain projects unfeasible.

The City Council and Planning Board will need to discuss various developer
financing strategies and provide direction to staff and consultants in order to
prepare long-range strategies to finance capital facilitics needed to support the
land use plan.

DISCUSSION:
A capital facilities plan ihciudes inventories of existing facilities showing both “location”

and “capacity”, -a forecast of future needs, the proposed location and capagcity of new
facilities, and a six-year plan to finance facilities from identified funding sources.

cllities:andithe
heart:ef the

challéﬁge

! A Short Course in Local Planning ~ Washington State Department of Community Trade and Economic
Development
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er eassess thesr Iand use- plans ta ﬁnd ways t& decrease Gemandefor pubhc fecz

The chalienge in capital facilities planning is to identify affordable and appropriate levels
of service for the community. LOS measures the quality and quantity of services that
are delivered in a community.

mvestments If the semce Ievels are set ‘too Jow, the quahty of hfe inthé cemmlnlty
could ‘deteriorate. Levels of service reflecta community's-valuas and. w;llmgness to pay

far public facilities. -

Afpopulation increases ‘exoeed & commumty ‘s ability fo provide cdpital faciliies, .it must.
‘reexamine land use plans to. reestablish. a reasenable balance. . The. key. 45

oomcurrency" atthe planmng er development regulatmn level, B

Concurrency at the regulatory level is specified in the capltal Tacilities element of the
comprehensive plan. Local communifies are to:

Inventary existing facilities

Forecast fuiure needs

Locate and size future-facilities

Project funding capabilities

Reassess land use plans if funding. capabilities are inadequate

s o ° 0 @

To accomplish this fask, a community must:

1. Establish level of service.standards

2. Measure the degree to which the community dees not meet the 1.OS under
present conditions

3. Measure the cost to the community of paying for existing deficiencies, and the
cost of extending or upgrading facilities to meet new demands.

_MA-S..-.mandaTe 7, M cencurrency demande Ahat: cemmumt;ea'face reaiuy

FISCAL IMPACT:

This is an introduction to revenues available to finance needed capital improvements to
meet adopted level of service standards.

A strategy to finance capital facilities needed to support the land use plan and the
financial impacts will be the focus of the joint meeting on May 13, 2008,

Next steps inciude:
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The iwao cilies and the developer are scheduled to continue talks today, Somers said.

"I's my hope after the short-term smarfing we can focus on more comprehensive plarning,” Somers said.
The geuncil also:
n Rejected a proposal by Gold Bar to grow by about 200 acres.
n Started the review process to strip out regulations that allow mini cities fo be Built from scratch in rural areas.
Together the votes show a councii iaking a harder fine than ever to contain sprawl, Somers said,
n Deniad a proposal by the Edmonds-based developer The McNaughten Group to tweak land-yse rules on 2,800
acres near Lake Goodwin, The move would have allowed hundreds of additionat houses built In clusters or
villages on rural properties. The devsioper afready has applied for development in that area, but with fewer
houses,
1 Approved 21 acres for urban housing by Pacific Ridge Homes on a 3-2 vote. The project won a year's worth of
environmental study to see if it meets county policies.
The next expansion of urban growth boundaries might not come until 2015, Somers said, when a majar updats of
county plans is expected.
Even so, the county already is accepting applications for the county council's next annual update e the plan.
Another vote might come this fime next year.
The council’s two votes this month have signaled the kind of reception more growth In rural areas might face,
County Gouncilinan Mike Cooper said. ‘
“Cpnﬁnued--expanslon of the urban growth area with 20 acres here and there promotes urban sprawl,” Cooper
Reporter Jeff Switzer: 425-339-3452 ar jswitzer@heraldnet.com.
© 2008The Daily Herald Co., Evereti, WA

)

http://www.heraldnet. com/apps/pbes.dli/article? ATD=/20080617/NEWS0 1/802285715/0/b... 6/18/2008
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DRAFT City of Sulian Comprehensive-Plan/SEIS for Public Comment

City Officlals — 1 November 2008

s
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July 1, 2008

Carolyn Eslick, Mayor
Bruce Champeatix Sfave Slawsan
Jim Flpwer Ron Wiediger
Sarah Davenporf-Smith Kristina Blair
Dale Doomik
City Officlals — 31 March 2004
Ben Tolson, Mayor John Seehuus
| Bruce Champeaux Jim Flower
Robert Criswelf Joff Everait
Busky Boucher Derek Boyd
City Officials — 31 Decembeor 2003 -
CH Rowe, Mayor Joff Everslf
Dusty Boucher Parry McPherson
Briice Champeaux Jm Porter
Roh Criswell Maric Raney
Planning Board 2008
Kurt Latimore, Chair George Schmidt
Charles Van Felt Sarah Davenporl-Smith
Jeff Cofer
Planning Commission 2004
Janie Boffing Jeff Kirkman
Bart Dalmasso Ron Kraut
Josle Faligafter John Seehuus
Tom Green Ray George ) -
City/UGA residents =004 ROV
Margarst Skogiund ' a Lorstta Storm
Paui Tororice Ray Kistenmacher c: .(_ -z Caovam (e
Marion Hamitlon Gortdon MacDorald NI O o
Cathy Holland Mary Lowry oS -Fém'm-ﬂ-*’-
Joff Kirkman Clifford Morris L2 ] P
Jerry Lehman Ron Kraut _Pa,u[—nc. Foa’_"(_ﬂ_— p
Wandal! Smith Everrett Cap - Llan
Hans de Beer CIiff Row acong omf
Barbara McFhierson -Michagl Kelly T
Sue Shawger Joe Downs ReviSio
Steve Gonl Tim Albers
Af Dampsey Alfred Downs
Kay Georgs Kelfyr Ko
Stevan Fox Garth York
Jean Roberts Bart Dalmasso
Eflizabeth Kirlanian Al Robinson
Bob Ostrom M Halverson
Mark Falgstfer Cole Auchkland
City Staff 2008
Deborah Knight, City Administrator Connje Dunn, Public Works Direcior
Brad Coliins, Interim Comniunity Develapment Diractor Jon R Stack PE, City Engineer
Donna Mt Murphy, Grants Coordinator Cyd Donk, Permit Assistant
Cily Staff 2004 -
Rick Cisar, City Planner Connle Bunn, Public Works Dirscior
Donna Murphy, Grants Coordinator Jon R Stack PE, Cily Engineer
Craig Bruner, Building Official Cyd Donik, Permit  Assistant
Laura qumg, Clerk/Treasurer
Othar Agericles
Slephen Toy, Snohomish County ' Babby Elaing, PSE
Consuitants 2008 ) ’
Reid H. Shockey. AICP, Shockey/Brant. fne. Dean Franz, PE Periest ine.
Andrew L ane. Hempelman Caimeross, Attamey Jahn- W!son, PE= BHC Consultmg
4 Ede Irelan, PE_Ferlest ing, Pst Duigan, Dugan Consulting Servip
{ Tadd Giesbrocht P.E. Brown and Calgwell ) j o
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNGIL MEETING —~ January 24, 2008

Public Input - _
“Kay George: Is against the stormwater-Utility and has been circulating a petitlon for ther

'ﬁﬁ‘&éﬁ?ﬁ%ignweppasiﬁgﬁheﬂstﬁmérﬁﬂtﬂﬁy%m?ﬂé%mm%masﬁ::‘e‘ s6'Wwhy do we need this
utllity. They dont need ancther 1ax on cﬁitﬂiggg;g,'gggmQ@g@é@ﬁﬂ?ﬁ&éﬂQéaiﬁlﬁﬁlﬂuﬁ!ngﬂmf%;@@ss@%
says itU0EsTt haveto-besitrplace untirages. -

Mike Demartino: Is against the ufility. The City has done nothing to improve 2™ street and ihe

Date Strest and~1°"SIfE&t Brojects were bad jobs. There have been | o improvements and
waterlsewer!gaﬂrpﬂggg have doubled. They should be cliffged for usage and he will not pay. [t Is
~not needEd Uilil the POPGIATGH TS 10,000 and this is an unfair tax and the City should have the

developers pay.

Vern Nelson: Owns property In town and if he is hooked into stormwater system there is no
problem, but if they don't connect, would they getan exempfion? 1f people are not hookedup-tos
stormwater it Is not fair to pay. There are a Iof of people whodrg not hooked up and it puts a
Rl | n.that have never connecied.

R e T T

Nathan Porter: ﬂgﬁggggggggﬂa;@*ggmg_cnarggd ufairly. ‘?\ business is a resource for the City;
residents cost 1@ city money for services. The City f:‘éh‘-‘f‘"ﬁﬁ*ﬁmﬁ”muney’because*tﬁeyﬂc‘aﬁ'f”pay

T ATt T ey, 2 UL TR

ihe loans that is because we don’t have busines_sgs. This new utility chayge will discourage new

R——
—————
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING - January 24, 2008

business. He would like o see the rates adjusted and if they have to pay only charge if the water
is going into the stormwater system.

Rob Criswell: Is not a business person but has lived in the City since 1989. The City ngeds to get

K SR AT

buisnesses into town and not run them aut. The citizens cant come up with more money each

tirtier T Uty WTKETS Want 8 Tdise. This 1§ hotfair tiThe citizens. ™ s csnmann -

R

e N ST £ e T

Al Wirla: Owner of Associatied Metals. Business and residents outside the city have their own bio
pits for run off and there are no stormwater hookups outside of the city. He has looked at the
budget and the City wants to-hire three people and the satary/benefits cost over $300,000 per vear.
Does not understand the utility and what the $187 per month pays for. If the -City had a
stormwater system and put in a treatment plant that would be okay but it is not okay to hire more
people, '

Dan.Bammon;.. Advised:the-Gify-needetaslargersoom 0. accommodate all the people that need to
_speak and recommended the City continue the meeting to another ime in a large faclity.

A e, - iy,

Scolt Zaffram: Recently saw that for debris removal the cost will be $25,000 and this will cost
more. They are losing people in the city due to poer management and high costs,

Brad Rogsler: The primary concem is the cost being -borne by business, over half the costs
compared to the cost to residents. Tiwenly years ago a ditch was dug on his property and the
water drains into it and that is how his stormwater is handied. Doesn't fesl that business should
have to pay the amount recommended. $20 per month okay but $300 per month is excessive.

Wendall Smith: This issue has come on fast for a ot of people. The City needs to siow the
process down to help them understand.

Art Burdis: The money.prob aggyeQgg;mus,éd,&yim&euacﬂagg&l&%& 8:40ying to
raise laxes stired people got 2 $20 raise-for social secruity 19.City
S HETMon &5 and

is‘ralsing water/seWer charges ana Badingihisinew e Theysars caHgTmon
donmseFite- ' '

John Breckenridae: Owns a businees in the industrial area which has Wagely Creek running
throught it. They must stay 50 feet away from the creek and most of the area is drainage.
Councilmember Flower told them if is not legal and this is just a money grab.

. -Fﬁ:gﬁ R R g s A s

JefPMIdioske:  Is a BUSIHEES BWISH " THE WHEIE §&84T T8 &42Y ana the 1668 are astmomical. The
Council needs to rethink the process. He has a lot of paved area and will pay. a high costs for
service and it will devalue ihe property if the rates are too high.

Josie Fallgatter: The City needs to do something about stormwater. People are unhappy as they
feel there is- no benefit for what they get, however, they also pay for schools when they have no
children. It is the cost we pay to live here and the Council must make the hard decision now
because if you put it off, it wili get more expensive. Asked it the proposed projects designed for 20
or 50 year flood and can they be prioritized to handle those that cause flooding first.

CH Rowe: The City needs to check to see if they are-in the federal urban area to defermine if the
utility is needed. If needed, start at a small amount. This.wilkdrive-buisSness-out-of-town-and-no
new-oneswilkcome:in. Should not take testimony from those outside the.City as they don't pay.



CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING - February 28, 2008

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
The continued public hearlng on the Stormwater Utility was called to order by Mayor Eslick.
Councilmembers present: Champeaux, Davenport-Srith, Flower, and Blair.

Staff:
Connie Dunn reviewed the flyer that was distributed to the audience providing answers to
questions-that were asked at the last meeting. The Stakehalders group has met to review the

-program and costs (7 people attended). They discussed what the -City can do to control

stormwater and manage the system, looked at available options for a smaller start ar.contracting
with Snohomish County. The City must be responsible-and protect the pristine waters we have
and not allow them to become polluted. The utllity is needed and they need fo work together to
determine a fee and method io keep the water clean.

Public Input:
Ken Young: Has been involved in stormwater ‘management and stormwater needs fo be paid

attention o as it does rain. It is unfair to expect City management and staff to take on all the
elements of surface water management and all the environmental issues as there is a lot to the
management of the system. The City will be well served to have the utility and no one likes to be
taxed but they have a responsibility to the children and environment to manage stormwater

properiy.

Dan Barmon: Presented a letter from an attorney to the Council. The Growth Management Act
requires the City fo have plan, but what does that mean?

Jerty Gibso ! L
havesahy'stomn drain that goes
waterjustdraingsintothe:gro

has heard it thatd

Mike Ingalls, business owner on Cascade view Drive. He has attended many meetings on
different taxes and has never.complained when he understoad.what the dollars %o%g be used
for. Some. of the,businesses.will, be-overtaxed. asstheysarenwittrstilytaxesawREYare hea
users. %Tmsftgeﬁﬁpﬁ%ﬁ%e “‘f%@%ﬁdﬁ%«%& 1 %%ﬁgﬁﬁ %ﬁ%&?""b%imw% there -ag
problems with the General Fund because of lawsuits and legal fees that are paid for by the
taxpayers and most are caused by egos. Most pf the business owners are supportive of things
that contribute to the community but this is just a tax io put money in the General Fund.

(Mayor Eslick advised the money will not-ge into the Generat Fund).

Dioesn

i

opivEtS ity ee asihenlivesronDys il HoESHbE

i

Ao the City system. Doesn't know what fie 18 paying for as the
ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁéﬁﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁﬁE{?‘s’il%:ang-éal_g‘%niﬂg;@_garﬂﬁmg_t HEE '

] ; e s e
just anoitentaxancEhepgres il e siafe

Bderstand:the s

Loretta Storm: it was suggested that no one outside the city be. allowed to speak and she daes
not live in the Cily but has web page. This is needed because of mismanagement and it can ba
laid at the-fest of the elected official as citizens, need to be more involved in the process. There
have been a lot of meetings held on this issue and the City will be a better place when the utility is
in piace.

Jefi.Manaske: There are a lot of Issues i address - rates that are out of line, senior discounts,

pavement and gravel parking lots. The Clty needs fo put this off until they have all the information
available.
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CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING — January 24, 2008

Frank Manoske: Against the. utility..bacause the City has not done their homework and has
decided this is jusf a way to get money. Staff cant answer basic questions. 1he City has
mismanaged money for years and now they are-in a fix. The burden is on the biisinesses and
there-shauld bera-flat rate-fed THEt 15 TaIF 15 6VETyoRe " Rgrees that those who don't live in the City
should not have a say as they pollute but don't have-to pay. The homeowners should pay and the
City should not pass the burden on to the businesses. If discounts are allowed why hasnt the

infermation been provided to the citizens.

Wendy Redick: The question of whether we need the utility needs to be answered. The costs
were reviewed for 2008-2012 and it was noted the City needs $360,000 per year to run the ulility
but there are also capital costs. There is a farge disparity between costs and the City needs to
look at what the costs to the businesses will be.

Jeffrey Beeler: It appears that the City has not done a lot of communication with businesses and
awners. They put the information on the utility bills and have had open houses., He attended the
meetings and worked on the commitiee and they looked at all the costs a resident would pay. but
they were not toid how much commercial would pay and he does not support the amount
praposed. Need better communication with the businesses and -need ta reduce the fees.

Staff:
Connie Dunn advised there are culverts that cause flooding during heavy rains and they will be a
priority for repair or replacement. They are not trying to stop-the water, just the floeding,

Anne Dettelbach, (Dept of Ecology): The definition of a stormwater utility includes pipes drains,
ditches or other methods to get water to the creeks or rivers. If you live on a streef with .a gufter,
you are part of a stormwater system. The population trigger for the permits is not a straight 10,000
figure there are other factors such as being in an urbanized area. Any citizen can.petition.the state
to require the City obtain a permit. The Clean Water act requires the permit and non compliang
can resuit in penalties. The Clean Water act does not. give clean water exemptions as.stunn-wiéé:%'
carries contaminates o the rivers and creeks.

Councilmember Comments:

Discussion was held on continueing the hearing to accept additional public comment and provide
additional information. The issue has been discussed snce 1981 and action can not be put off until
2012. The citizens want the Councii to be proactive on issues and there have been several
meetings to review the information. Councll requested that staff provided additional information on
costs and exemptions. '

On a mation by Councilmember Champeaux, seconded by Councilmember Slawson, the public
meeting was continued to Feb 28, 2008 at 6:00 PM. All ayes.

Carolyn Eslick, Mayor

Laura J. Koenig, City Clerk
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Fred Seiner:  The areas have been fio

CITY OF SULTAN COUNCIL MEETING — February 28, 2008

Jerry Knox: Representing 136 homeowners in the HOA. They have two retention ponds and
they are responsible for those ponds and it is expensive to maintain them. Retention ponds have
been around since the 1940's and other have paid 80-100,000 to test and maintain the ponds.
They want to be responsible for the ponds, but if they are responsible and they are paying at the
same rate as those that don't have rstention pends then it is not a fair rate structure. Small lots
are charged the same as large lots.

oding for years so why fix the problem now as none of the
improvements will keep the water clean. The budget for employees is $209,000 and they are
paying a fot of money to existing employees. The money. is.not.geing where. it is needed and,
cilizens don't frust what the Clty Is doing.withtheir.money. Will save money from the Library and

they will have $80,000 to work with.
b

Nona Manaske: She has educated herself on the issues and can answer the questions and is
disappointed that employees can't answer all the questions. They were quoted the wrong
amount for thelr property and the City staff doesn't know how many lots they own. Should do
their homework first before asking for money.

On a mation by Councilmember Flowsr, seconded by -Councilmember Champeaux, the Public
hearing was closed,

Caralyn Eslick, Mayor

Laura .J. Koenig, City Clerk
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Febmary 23, 2008

Deborah

Enclosed is the promised survey. We understand that the City is facing Hearings Board
deadlines, but BEFORE staff and consultants continue to plan in a separate orbit from the
rest of us, we strongly urge you to engage the public in the plamming process per RCW

* 36.70A.140, I am certain that a handful of community volunteers would be willing to

craf} a Sultan specific survey that reflects community priorities, goals and options.

RCW 36.70A.140

"Public participation is a hallmark of the GMA and is a foundation for local
decision making. Farly and continuous public participation is required under
RCW 36.70A.140 in'the development and amendment of comprehensive plans and
development regulations.”




City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

Response to Public Comment: Hevydrick, Judy and Stan; Letter Auqust 15, 2008:

1.

2.

Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.

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.”

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.

Comment Noted.

Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

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.”

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.

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.

Comment Noted.

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.”

Comment Noted.
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.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

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.

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”.

124" 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.

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 124" St,
have been removed from Figure T-10.

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.

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.

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

Comment Noted
Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

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.

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.

Comment Noted.
Comment Noted.
Comment Noted.

Comment Noted.
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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August 24, 2008

Mayor

City Administrator
City Council
Planning Board
319 Main Street

* Sultan, WA 98294

RE: Draft Comprehensive Plan Comments

T have read every page of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. While I don’t pretend to
understand all of it, I have attended as many Planning Board and City Council meetings
as possible and I have tried to learn as much as I can. I do wish to make comments
concerning the Draft Comprehensive Plan:

According to the state’s web cite, the GMA was adopted because “uncoordinated and
unplanned growth posed a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development,
and the quality of life”. It requires state and local governments to manage growth “by
identifying and protecting critical areas and natural resource lands, designating urban
growth areas, preparing comprehensive plans and implementing them through capital
investments and development regulations™. I have tried to keep this in mind when
reading the Plan and in making these comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Water flow levels will be decreased. Why would anyone want the standards for fire
water flow level lowered? I the City already has a standard higher than the
minimum required, why would anyone want it lowered? If my house is burning, I

- want the highest water flow level possible.

2. Maintaining a minimum police level of service will no longer be required. Presently,
the City is required to have a certain level of police officers. This will be eliminated
in the revision to the Plan. I do not see this as a good thing for Sultan. Presently in
the Capital Facilities section it states “Ensure that adequate public facilities and
services serving new developments are concurrent at the time of land use approval of
such developments or that a financial commitment is in place to complete the
improvements or strategies within six years of the time of development and that
services for new developments will not negatively impact existing levels”. This will
be removed in the revised plan. In other words, the level of police protection for the
City’s residents will be like a yoyo depending upon the flow of revenue into the
General Fund, the quality of planning, and revenue prediction. The City will balance
its budget with the police force. Each resident will get less and less police protection
as the city grows because there will be no required increase in police with growth.
We have already experienced this and this is the reason we currently have only 5
officers. -As far as I know, this is the only level of service issue that the City sought




public opinion. The opinion of the residents was eight police officers are “about
right”. In addition to not following the required formula of police to resident ratio, the
City has also failed at maintaining a level of eight officers. On page 20 of the Plan is
a list of 7 negative impacts to the public from changing the requirements. These

" include an increase in overtime costs, police responses will take longer, responses
will be mainly on emergency calls, policing will be reactive and not proactive,
response times will be slower, police will not be available at the police station,

- follow up investigations may be delayed, and community policing may receive less

attention. Who in their right mind would support this for the City and its residents?
When I call the police, I’d like them to respond as soon as possible and not in the next
day or two or never. The list on page 20 left out one of the most important
drawbacks: attracting applicants for police officer positions when funding is
uncertain and can change with 2 whim. We have experienced this in trying to hire a
police chief and an officer. Why would any police candidate come to Sultan under

~ these essentially temporary conditions?

. The current ratio of park and recreational area to residents will be decreased. I agree
with this as the current ratio is too high and the City has failed horribly at maintaining
some very beautiful parks for lack of funds to do so. Reducing the park impact fees
for new development is crazy in my mind. A reduction of $415,000 in park revenue
doesn’t make sense, especially when the City doesn’t have funds to maintain the
parks it currently has, is planning to build more parks, and the “first priority over the
next six years will be acquisition of land® Why would anyone support reducing the
impact fees? I wonder what the public wants; no one knows.

‘4. The Plan proposes to lower the level of service for some roads, meaning that there

will be more congestion and slower movement of traffic. Why would anyone who
travels these roads want this? Congestion will only get worse with additional
development. By lowering the LOS, additional development cannot be denied for not
being concurrent and development will not have to make improvements to maintain
the higher LOS. The costs of later improvements io ease congestion will be made by
the residents and not development. This is not right and I again wonder if this is what
the public wants; again no one knows.

. The Plan relies heavily upon developer financing. I think this is a strategy that is not
as well thought out as it should be. Developer financing in my opinion is a petre dish
for corruption. There are also current examples in which the City relied upon
development to pay for infrastructure and then the development did not materialize or
has been delayed. The resulting domino effect is damaging to the City’s budget and
plans.

. The Plan includes huge wastewater treatment estimates. I do not see anything that
would fix the overflow problems during flooding that discharges raw sewage into the
rivers. This should be a top priority and be fixed before any expansion.

. Thave been to as many meetings regarding the Plan as possible and know that there
has been very little citizen participation. I think one reason for this is that most do not




o

think that the plan will affect them in any significant way. The city has held quite a
few meetings to inform the public about the general plans. I think that many more
citizens would participate if they knew minor details that would actually affect them.
I am disappointed that the city has not notified all those who will be impacted by the
Plan. These include a number of items:

o The 490 households that will be paying for sewer lines constructed on their

- -sireets and then essentially and eventually being required to pay also for the
hool up fee, additional construction costs to run the line from the street to
your house and take care of the old septic tank, and then a monthly fee. This
also includes those citizens who will have a pump station next to or in the
immediate vicinity of their house. Ithink these residents need to be notified
and provided the opportunity to participate in this important public process.

e The plan also requires “property acquisition where appropriate”. The
proposed or potential properties are not, however, identified. Such properties
need to be identified and, of course, related acquisition costs must be included
in the Capital Facilities Plan. All citizens that would be affected by the
possibility of losing their property or those in the vicinity of such property
acquisition by the City should be notified so they can participate in the
process. Certainly these people have a right to know that the City is planning
to take their land and the City has an obligation to so advise.

e The plan identifies a substantial area that is or will be within the UGA. All
these property owners should be notified and provided the opportunity to -
participate in this process. Further, the plan calls for those annexed into the
city to hook up to sewer and water. Those affected should be notified of this
so they can participate in the process. The additional costs of sewer hook up
and monthly fees in addition to being required to connect to the city water
system from a well could have a very significant effect on these people.

/] O e The plan proposes some new streets. The property owners affected by these

1

new streets need to be notified so they can participate in the process.

8. The housing element of the Plan is frustrating to me. The vision I have

of Sultan is different than that in the Plan. The Plan suggests needs for more
“affordable housing” and targets housing in the $180,000 area. It suggests this can be
attained with higher density and encourages manufactured housing units, more
mother-in-law units, village patio units, and row units — everything but campers and
tents. [ am confident this is not what the public wants. I suggest this be looked at
again as it greatly amplifies the requirements of the GMA.

The city is making a number of changes, yet does not know, in most instances, what
its citizens want. If has been suggested a number of times that a survey be sent to all




10,

those affected by the CP. This was not done. The comments from the city were that
there was not enough time and not enough money. Over a year has passed since the
survey was suggested and several hundred thousands of dollars have been spent on
the many consuliants involved in the preparation of the CP. The City should know
what the residents want in my opinion.

There has been concern by citizens for some time that development should pay for the

increased costs of added infrastructure from development. A former Interim
Financial Advisor for the City once reported that development was only paying 60%
of the added infrastructure costs of development and the remaining 40% of such costs
are paid by residents. Certainly this seems unfair; development must pay for these
added costs. Tt appears the complete “fair share” costs of the new sewer extensions
will be charged only to those where the benefit is conferred. Why is this not the same
for development? This is illustrated in the table (VIII-7) included in a recent
brochure mailing from the City and titled “Our Community’s Planned Infrastrcture
(2008-2025)". Tt shows that of the $252 million total costs, the developer provided
amount is $125.7 million.

NEIGHBORHOOD RELATED COMMENTS

14,

15

1. The Plan claims there are about 409 residences within the City limits that are not
sewered and list the costs to provide sewer services to these parcels. 1am
concerned with these costs at least in my neighborhood on Dyer Road as I don’t
believe there is anyone that can afford the approximate $50,000 per residence.
($1,204,000 for the sewer extension plus $434,000 for the pump station and force
mains = 1,638,000 divided by the approximate 80 residences = $20,475 per
house. Adding $13,800 for hook-up fees is $34,275 and then around $10,000 to
run the line from the street to your house, plus whatever needs to be done with the
old septic system, would be nearly $50,000). And then the monthly fee begins.
While the Plan most likely will not mandate immediate hook up, it does mandate
paying “fair share costs” and paying for the “benefit conferred” and I am sure the
following code revisions will include late-comer fees. No one can afford this.
Further, this was all based upon assumptions that the developer for the Twin
Rivers Estates would pay to extend the sewer line under the BNSF railroad tracks
and also assumptions that BNSF would permit the sewer line to go under the
tracks. It appears the developer has now decided that such costs are prohibitive
for the development. The property is now listed for sale and it appears the
proposed development is abandoned. The Plan does not address such
development abandonment which is the foundation for this sewer project.

There is nothing in the Plan o indicate that other routes for the sewer extension
were considered. For example, could the cosis of property acquisition be avoided
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NO

by running the sewer line under the tracks on 10™ Street and would this change
the location of or need for a pump station?

I am also concerned in that the General Sewer Plan Amendment 2 advises that
there will be property acquisition where appropriate. The property owners where
the City plans to take property need to be notified and the City has an obligation
to notify all who could be affected. The location of a proposed pump station is
listed as 10™ and Dyer. A community-owned river access lot is located at 10" and

" Dyer. If the City is intending to put the purmp station at this location, the owners

need to be notified.

The storm water management portion of the Plan is confusing. Table VII-14 on
page 194 identifies planned projects on Dyer Road. Projects C-10 is $5,100, B-11
is $10,800, and E-12 is $9,100 all to correct standing water on “Cul-de-sac at
Dyer Road”. Ihave seen the proposals for this. It is simply to correct potholes
that make puddles when it rains. People who live in this area have called the City
many times and asked for the roads to be graded to solve the standing water
problem. When the City did not respond, several neighbors got together with
picks and shovels and fixed the problem. It doesn’t seem that these projects are
very well thought out. The $25,000 seemns quite costly to fix a few potholes.

Project E-16a is $46,700 and apparently involves debris removal from Wagleys
Creek. Again this seems exorbitant to periodically remove debris. Included here
is $7,000 in easements or land acquisitions. The property involved is not
identified. Ifeel strongly that all property owners involved need to be notified so
they have the opportunity to participate in this process. .

Project E-16b is $464,200 and, I assume by the amount, is for replacing the
culvert where Dyer crosses Wagleys Creek. Included here is also $21,000 for
casements or land acquisitions. The property involved is not identified. Again,
all property owners involved need to be notified so they have the opportunity to
participate in this process.

Project E-16¢ is $14,700 and is listed as ditches and culverts and not further
described.

There has been no detail of these projects other than the potholes presented to the
public that I know of and there has been no public involvement. All those who
live on Dyer Road should be notified of these projects and provided the
opportunity to participate in the process and especially so when easements or
property acquisition is involved.

I have submitted public comment regarding the City’s Determination of Non
Significance regarding the General Sewer Plan portion of the Plan. The SEPA
checklist for this determination is significantly flawed due to vague, incomplete,




and inaccurate responses to many questions and should not be relied upon in my
opinion. e '

1102 Dyer Road
Sultan, WA 98294
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Response to Public Comment: Gibson, Gerry: Letter, August 24, 2008:

1.

10.

11.

12.

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.

Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.

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

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

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.

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.

Comment Noted. See previous responses.

Comment Noted. See previous responses.

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.”

Comment Noted.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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

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.

Comment noted.

The SEPA review of the General Sewer Plan amendments is separate from this
Comprehensive Plan review.
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August 28, 2008

Mayor Carolyn Eslick

. Sultan City Council

o

We totally agree with the comments made by Judy Heydrick regarding the comprehensive
plan revision. New businesses certainly will not come to Sultan with high costs.

Developers have long skated on their fair share. Otherwise you would alréady have an access
road from the Eagle ridge as well as the necessary parks. Now you want to lay the burden on
the people?.

- Most Cities are challenged by this same problem, and SOME good planners have found money

without raising outrageous rates on utilities and taxes on the property owners. You might even
force the homeowners to sell, or force closure.

The Plan also does not provide adequate Services, including Police for the expansion of the
growth. Cutting services, driving up cost and expanding the area is NOT a good plan in

my judgement. Any Council who plans on this could very well see a broken economy in short
order,

WE compel the Council to recon31der your financial plan. Just BECAUSE IT IS THE PLAN,
DOESN'T MEAN YOU SHOULD DO IT!!

Could there be an alternative like a much smaller growth plan?? One would thmk minds
could adjust the expansion to the actual sensible time and money?

Hoping for a sensible plan,

Beth Stucker M/



City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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.
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Page 1 of 2

From: Deborah Knight [mailto:deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.usi}

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 12:06 PM

To: mary98294eyahoo.com

Cc: 'Carolyn Eslick'; cityhall@ci.sultan.wa.us; 'Robert Martin'; Dale
Doornel; Jim Flower; Kristina. Blair; Ron Wiediger; Ron. Wiediger; Sarah
Davenport—-Smith; Steve. Slawson

Subject: RE: COMMENTS ON SULTAN COMP PLAN REVISIONS

Mary,

Thank you for your comments regarding the City's comprehensive plan.
Unfortunately, the information you were give by your neighbor is incorrect.

The Rural Urban Transition Area (RUTA} was developed by Snchomish County in
19985. It is a part of the County's comprehensive plan. According to
planners at Snohomish County, the RUTA was established in 1995 with the
participation of County residents as required under the Growth Management

Act.

The City of Sultan 2008 revised comprehensive plan includes a reference to
the RUTA on page 62. This reference was included in the City's 1995
Comprehensive Plan and "carried forward" intec the 2004 Update.

The City and the County entered into an interlocal agency agreement in 2001
to address future annexations.

Please feel free to share this information with your neighbor. You can give
me & call if you have further gquestions about the City's 2008 Comprehensive
" Plan revision. I would be happy to put you in touch with a Snohomish County
planner if you have questions about the County's RUTA.

Sincerely,

Deborah Knight

City of Sultan

360-793-1164 (new phone number effective 8/1/08)
425-508-9119 {cell)
deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us

————— Original Message—-—---

From: City Hall [mailto:cityhall@ci.sultan.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, September (02, 2008 11:31 AM

To: Deborah Knight; Robert Martin

Cc: Carolyn Eslick

Subject: FW: COMMENTS OKN SULTAN COMP PLAN REVISIONS
Importance: High

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

1. Comment Noted.
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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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Mayor Eslick and City Council
319 Main Street
Sultan, WA 88294

September 1, 2006
Dear Mayor and Council,

The purpose of this letter is to submit my comments on the SEIS for the 2008
Comprehensive Plan Update.

The restructuring of the plan to make it more readable is a vast and welcome
improvement over the 2004 plan. The individual elements are clearer and
contain more useful information. The level of detail and analysis seems much
more accurate than the 2004 plan. However, the concern remains with the City’s
ability to finance the needed infrastructure over the plan’s time horizon. If
anything the more accurate assessments underscore exactly how much the plan
will cost.

Ancther ongoing concern is the contradiction between City's assertions that no
changes are being made to policy and the many policies that have been
changed. Especially, those relevant to who bears the costs of infrastructure and
the impacts to individual property owners. Also those pertaining to encouraging
economic development before residential development.

As a resident of the Trout Farm neighborhood | am particularly concerned about
the negative impacts the proposed traffic increase will have on the safety of the
area. What provisions will the City make for residents who must back out their
driveways onto Trout Farm Rd. when 10,000+ cars make daily trips on that ‘
street? How and when will property owners be forced to pay for the proposed
improvements?

Specific comments.

I. Introduction

1. The City's forecasted needs seem to greatly exceed the City's financing
capabilities. How will the City prevent unfunded needs from becoming
"wish-list” projects that drop to the bottom of the list as in the past?

2. P. 16 — Proposed code revisions “to clarify when and how property owners
will be expected to pay fair-share costs” seems to be a policy shift from
past unequivocal statements that developers will bear the costs of
extended services. This poses two questions: (1) how and when was this l
policy shift communicated to property owners who may not chose to
develop and (2) how was the CFP be created prior to these funding

\ sources being clarified?
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3. P. 16- Similarly, the plan says “property owners with functioning septic
9 systems may be allowed to pay a hook up fee...” P. 19 “...will require the
property owners to pay for the benefit conferred...” These statements are
inconsistent. If property owners will be required fo pay a hook up fee
when extensions pass their property they need to be informed that the City :
is changing its prior policy of requiring developers to bear the cost of /] Cj
extending infrastructure at the timing of their discretion.
4. Parks LOS revisions (eliminating mini-parks and lowering
acres/population) seem to more accurately reflect the City's financing
capabilities; however, lowering the proposed park impact fee will have a
negative impact on providing the community recognized need for more
balf fields. Delaying construction until 2015 reflects a very poor policy
choice by the City. The City has artificially inflated its park acreage over
the past several years by designating the Water Treatment Plant property /‘ 2

and critical areas within developments as “parks.” This has done nothing
to meet the identified needs of the public for active parks. Acquiring land
without the financial ability-to build the park facilities will perpetuate the
City’s failure to provide the public with recreational facilities. Reducing the
park impact fee demonstrates an inability or unwillingness to finance
facilities necessary to support development.
~~ | 5. Eliminating the Police LOS is a very poor policy choice on the part of the

1 \D) City. This will only work to make the City less safe and less attractive to
potential new business and residents. Further, the negative impact of this

policy choice has not adequately been disclosed to the public. /I é.

/] 5 6. P. 18- The statement is again made that new development will pay for the

Northeast Reservoir. This is consistent with 2004 policy, but inconsistent

with communications to the public during the subsequent update process. 4 /™
Will existing residents bear the costs of this capital expenditure? I 6

q /[1. P. 23- Table 1 is incomplete.

Ill. Economic Policies
F) 1. P. 25- The plan is unclear as to where the mixed-use designations are
) along US-2. Is mixed use proposed for the Industrial Park Master Plan
(IPMP)?
,] C 2. Figure 2- TAZ's 14 & 21 include areas in the Industrial Park Master Plan.
J These along with TAZ's 13, 22 & 23 do not seem to reflect the
employment populations anticipated in the IPMP subarea plan.
f) f”“\ 3. P. 29- The need to increase Sultan’s economic and employment base is
J consistent with the 2004 Plan, but City Council decisions since 2004 have
= been contrary to the these policies.
4. P. 30- In deleting goai 4, how will the City prioritize the extension of
T services?
7 Z 5. P. 31- Moving the Implementation goals into the Economic section is a
- good move. _
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) ”":J 6. P. 34, 35- reducing the increase in employment capacity from 2,347 to
Y, 1,000 is inconsistent with the 2004 policy to provide economic
' development ahead of residential development.

P

/ /IV. Environmental Policies

L& 1. P.37-Goal 1 rating of wetlands “should” be consistent with DOE’s
system. Replace should with “will” or “shall.”

V. Housing
1. Addressing the affordable housing is a vast improvement over the 2004

3 [:: plan's disregard of the issue. However, the Plan siill fails to adequately
address the issue of housing for the segment of population with the lowest

L

f) ™ monthly incomes.

/ 6 2. P. 52- Elimination of goal 2 removes a tool for prioritizing the allocation of
o infrastructure. Given the City’s inability to

VI. Land Use
1. P. 56- Indicates that the Land Use Map, Figure LU-1, was adopted in

? 2004. This is incorrect. The City has yet to adopt the Snohomish County
. designated UGA and/ or a revised map showing the City’s recent
annexations. Figure L.U-1 shows zoning designations that have never
been adopted by the City.
2. Throughout the update process the City has repeatedly stated that no
changes are being made to the 2004 policies. However, there are several
2 8 policy changes such as those on p. 61 that have no explanation or stated
rationale. What is the rationale for deleting defined planning unit
boundaries? What is the rationale for “considering amending” rather than
“amending” the zoning ordinance to include an environmental designation.
2 93. P. 61- goal 9, PUD and Cluster ordinances have already been adopted.

VIl. Capital Facilities
1. P.70- The statement that the plan ensures services can be provided at
3 O LOS standards adopted by the community is misleading. The new
‘ standards are lower than those chosen by the community, especially the
elimination of Police LOS.
2. The statement that maintenance is not defined as a capital facility, but
3 /} upgrades or improvements are included is a good clarification over the
2004 plan.
VIIl. Transportation
1. P. 77 Pedestrian facilities is misleading b/c it does not reflect the City's
3? haphazard installation of sidewalks when financing permits and deleting
_.  sidewalk projects when funding falls short, such as the sidewalks along 1%

St.

TN TN

2 2. P. 78 States two major projects were completed to improve bicycle safety.
- What were those projects?
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lanes. What is the basis for this assumption? Has the City's permitting
development to encroach on US 2 Right of Way been factored into this
assumption?

4. Figure T-1 designates Trout Farm Rd. as a minor arterial.- This is an

p E inappropriate designation for a dead end road. It would be more accurate

3 J to designate it as a collector arterial from the 1% St-Gohr - Trout Farm

' intersection. Old Owen and Reiner Roads would be more accurately
described as minor arterials.

5. The proposal to route traffic off the Plateau, through the Trout Farm
neighborhood is illogical and probably not feasible due to the steep slope
constraints between 124" and Trout Farm Rd. Why is the City proposing
the roadway there rather than at the end of Gohr Rd where an existing
road already goes part of the way up the hili?

3 / 6. T-6 and T-7 show no difference in traffic on US 2. What is the average

weekday traffic volume for US 2 under the preferred scenario?
7. T-5 describes the reconstruction of Trout Farm Rd as a joint city/county
O project. Has Snohomish County commented on this proposal and is it
consistent with Snohomish County policies?

-~ 8. T-14 Bike routes should be developed to provide safer travel to and

! 8 between schools and library. There should be bike routes on High street,

5t 8" and Main Streets, as well as High Street to the High School.

9. The added section on Demand Management Strategies is a good

— improvement over the 2004 plan. However, unless Sultan proactively

Z ] pursues improved Community Transit service to Sultan and begins

1+ enforcing the transit requirements in the existing PUD ordinance, it will
simply be empty boilerplate.

”y / 3. P. 82- Future traffic volumes assumed that by 2025 US 2 would be four
4

1. Figure S-1 shows sewer lines outside the UGA. s this legal? o
2. Figure S-1 does not show Sewer extension to the end of Trout Farm Rd. Z )
or up Rice Rd., but they do appear in S-2. What is the City's system for A
L O [ “prioritizing sewer improvements? Is the City proposing to put sewers
- / f along the steep slopes between Trout Farm Rd. and the Water Treatment /
/ - Plant? What development will that serve™? E .:.W,.{a,5
S P. 128- Sewers with existing development will be required to connect to ‘
sewer if the existing structure is remodeled, sold or changes ownership.
4 This is a major policy change. The public has been continually reassured
throughout the update process that they will not be required to connect.
Has the public been notified of this policy change? Has the development’ Z Ny
code been changed to make these connections requirements? {-
The City previously identified two areas of back-graded sewer line. Are
8 these identified in the 2008 update?

/ /I IX. Sewers

X. Water
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/ i 1. P. 136- Proposed surcharge for sewer service outside city limits. The City

J does not allow sewer service outside city limits. Is the City proposing to
change this policy.

f ‘E 2. ldentification of water customers outside the UGA is a good addition to the

W plan. Previously whether there were customers outside the UGA was an

unanswered guestion.

3. P. 143- what methods will be used to encourage private weill owners to

: transfer their water rights to the City?

7™y 4. Figure W-1 The more densely developed downtown core shows developer
funding for water main improvements. How will this work?

. XI. Surface Water

”:) ‘ .:) 1. P. 159-60 What is the rationale for striking out the existing policies,

R g particularly CF 7.47

-, /2. The discussion of surface water LOS is difficult to follow. Is the City
adopting a specific surface water LOS?

- = 3. What was the rationale used in determining which projects were to be

ﬁ'-**“‘~§ f’“} developer funded? For example the culvert at Trout Farm Rd. is

T S designated developer funded, but Wagley Creek at 339" is not designated

as developer funded.

XIl. Parks '
1. P. 166- discussion of impact fee credits for development-based tot-lot is

unclear. In framing the discussion in terms of what “some would argue”
o | ignores what the City’s adopted development code says which is that
J Q recreational requirements within developments are separate from impact
fee related recreational facilities. See Hearing Examiner decisions from
2006. The City's proposal will result in developers building tot-lots but
not paying an impact fees for development of parks outside their own
development; a result contrary to the stated goal of providing active play

fields. ]

.. ..2. Additionally, the proposal to determine if a particular development's tot-
i—. / lot would meet the criteria for a “min-park” has too much potential to
... /  perpetuate the problem of dissimilar treatment of developers where some

are held to higher standards than others who receive preferential
treatment.

8 Xill. Capital Facilities
1 The level of detail in the capital facilities element is very good.

The discussion of unconstrained public facility needs is unclear. Is the

9

M City saying that these are unnecessary projects if funding is unavailable? -

n,...) If the City is anticipating an inability to finance nearly $250 million worth of
infrastructure (including $155mil. in transportation needs), perhaps the

P f‘w City’s plan should be scaled back to something more manageable.

O Ew In light of the $35m unconstrained parks needs perhaps lowering the park

impact fee is ill advised.
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. P. 200- The admission that the six-year plan primarily includes projects

funded from public sources is inconsistent with the City's assertions
throughout the planning process that developers will be the primary
source of financing.

The financing plan doesn’t seem very realistic. P. 201 identifies $5.5mil
for motorized projects. That leaves $150mil in the remaining 10 years of

the plan.

XIV Miscellaneous:

1.

%ﬁ‘! mg

.

O/ 2
B

Y
Ny
T4
)

C

2
o

E:) 5
< /6.
WO
oY

Remove City Watershed property from maps because this non-contiguous
parcel of land cannot be incorporated into the UGA and was rejected by
Snohomish County for inclusion.

The 2004 pfan had incomplete critical areas mapping. Have all critical
areas been mapped?

P. 212- The goal to phase development should not be weakened by
adding the word “encourage.” :

P. 212- The City should not strike the goal (8.3.7) to re-examine the
phasing sequence in the event the City is unable to fund the plan’s growth
requirements. When and how will a reassessment strategy be triggered?
P 218- Goal 14- Does Cellular One still exist?

P. 227- The City should not strike its infrastructure prioritization goals.
How will the City allocate its scarce resources without some method of
prioritizing the efficient delivery of services?

What happened to the Industrial Park Master Plan?

Thank you for the dedication and work that has gone into developing a plan that
can be used to successfully manage the City’s growth.

Josie Fallgatter
13231 Trout Farm Rd.
Sultan, WA 98284
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

Response to Public Comment: Josie Fallgatter; Letter, September 1, 2008:

1.

2.

Comment Noted.

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.”

Comment Noted.
Comment Noted.
Comment Noted.

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

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.

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.

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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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

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.

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.

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.
Comment Noted.

Comment Noted.

Comment Noted.

Comment Noted.

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.

Table 1 has been corrected.

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

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.

Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.

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.

The recommended change has been made.
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

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.

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.

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

Comment Noted.

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

Comment noted.

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

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

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

The recommended alignment for the 132" 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.

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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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

as the result of providing additional east-west arterial connectivity within the City
between the plateau and downtown Sultan.

A correction has been made to the table.

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 1% St,
3" St, and Future Bicycle Route is designated on Alder Ave.

Comment noted.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

The ‘back-graded’ sewers have been rebuilt.

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.

Comment Noted.

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

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

Strike-through was unintentional. Comment Noted.
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

This language has been revised to provide more clarity.

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

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.

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

Comment Noted.

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.”

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

Comment Noted.
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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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From: Deborah Knight [mailto:deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us]

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 10:34 AM

To: markh@!abelswest.com

Cc: Connie Dunn; robert.martin@ci.sultan.wa.us; Carolyn Eslick; Dale Doornek; Jim Flower; Kristina.
Blair; Ron Wiediger; Ron. Wiediger; Sarah Davenport-Smith; Steve. Slawson; 'Andy Lane'; Brad Collins;
Consult Dugan; Dean Franz; Eric Irelan; Idleburg, Gary; 'Reid Shockey'

Subject: RE: new road

Mark,

The road is designated a collector arterial, meaning it will collect fraffic moving to streets such as Sultan
Basin Rd (minor arterial). The Pine Rd 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 on pages 102 and 103 in the draft 2008 Revised Comprehensive Plan. A separated
multi-purpose trail may address your concerns about bike safety.

| encourage you to come to the meeting on September 9 and share your thoughts. If you are unabie to
attend, you can submit written comments for the record.

Thanks again for your interest.

Deborah Knight

City of Sultan

360-793-1164 (new phone number effective 8/1/08)
425-508-9119 (cell)

debarah.knight@ci.suitan.wa.us

From: Mark Heffernan [mailto:markh@labelswest.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2008 9:47 AM

To: deborah.knight@ci.sultan.wa.us

Subject: new road

Thanks for the response. My concern is — wouldn't this be a major road geing right into a residential
neighborhood? | know there is a daycare down the street; how would this affect the cul-de-sac?

The kids love to ride their bikes in the cui-de-sac. Where will they ride bikes? I'm not to sure about this
onellll So are there any other choices, or is this it?

Mark
A concerned parent that uses the daycare



City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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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31724 124th Street S.E. e |
Sultan, Washington 98294
September 1, 2008

Sultan City Council
Deborah Knight, City Administrator

o the Council and Deborah Knight:

I received the flyer summarizing the revised Sultan Comprehen-
sive Plan with the notice of an open house and time for public
" comments to be held on August 19, 2008. Since I had a previous
commitment for that time I was unable to attend but was able to
look over the more detailed Plan. I was surprised at what I ;
discovered. My land as well as my neighbors* was considered

to be in the Rural Urban Transition Area (RUTA). Roads designazs
‘ted as Collector Arterials were planned to go through our prop-
erties. Since my property is neither in the U.G.A. or the city
but is entirely within the county why is it included in the
Comprehensive Plan of Sultan? Aé”far as I know there have been
no publicihearings for these roads and I regject the argumenf

that they are only "lines on a piece of paper that may or may mnot
have future significance".(told to me by a former city planner).
These roads appear in the Sultan Comprehensive Plam, Transporta-
- tionElément Revisions, Recommended Arterial Functional Classifi-
cations (Figure T-1). Considering the fragile economic status

of Sultan at this time other projects within the city should

have priority.

Another concern I have is with t#g property directly across from
14

me on the north side of 124th. -Ferd £

ly been de51gnated U.G.A. and the developer is planning to build

acres have recent®

-several houses on each acre. This land sits on top of an agquifer
recharge area that can be seen on a map of the City of Sultan's
Comprehensive Plan for 1994 page 47. Both CTED and the GMA :ivige

advise against wurbanization on or near critical areas. An {
aquifer recharge site seems to be a critical area. . i




N

A final comment on the planned reduction of the level of police
gervice. This does not seem to be a logical step for a city
that is trying to'incrgase its population within its present
boundaries. In the recent past the Sultan police were a respec-

ted and visible presence. With fewer officers citizen complaints

. may be heard but response will be slow.

There are many people on the plateau that are comncerned with
the city's plans formtheir area. With so many critical areas,
as shown by the previously:feferenéedrmap, this area should

remain rural and within the county. The city should spend its

money on developing within the city limits and not be subject

to the plans of developers for expansion. According to RCW 36,
70A.110(3) development should be within the city first and then

to easily serviced areas. The plateau would require both sewer

and water thus violating this law.

Thank you foiryour-consideration of these remarks.
With hope for the future,

W&&@

Jean Roberts




City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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 124" St,
have been removed from Figure T-10.

Comment Noted.

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.

Comment Noted.
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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rII o Informational Open House sponsored by the City of Sultan
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Please write down your comments on the Draft Plan and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) and leave in the Comment Box, or mail to the address below. Yon can also submit a letter, an e-mail
or you can give oral testimony at the 6:00 PM meeting tonight. Responses to your comments will appear in

the Final SEIS document issued in early September. The deadline for submitting comments is September
2, 2008 by 5:00 PM., :
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Send e-mails to: Clty 1. sultan waus WW /

Mail letters to: City Hall Clty of Sultan, PO Box 1199, Sultan WA 98294-1199.
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City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

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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From: kathyimmel@comcast.net fmailto:kathyimmel@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 31, 2008 7:48 AM

To: Mandeville, Bill (CTED)

Subject: Stop playing the games, and start informing the residents!!

I am outraged to {ind our property on the City's RUTA Future Land Use Map. This Map
was created without the knowledge of the impacted property owners and is not consistent
with the public participation statute RCW 36.70A.140. The Map was not on display at
the open house we attended on August 19th.

Each county and city that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall
establish and broadly disseminate to the public a public participation program identifying
procedures providing for early and continuous public participation in the development
and amendment of comprehensive land use plans and development regulations
implementing such plans. The procedures shall provide for broad dissemination of
proposals and alternatives, opportunity for written comments, public meetings after
effective notice, provision for open discussion, commurnication programs, information
services, and consideration of and response to public comments.

The City exceeded its planning authority by planning outside of jurisdiction, where the
City of Sultan does not represent property owners. This planning includes cutting in new
north south roads , a bike trail on 124th, a water reservoir on Sultan Basin Road and even

a Mom/Pop store high up on the plateau — all in the County.
Signed,

Kathy Immel



City of Sultan Comprehensive Plan

Response to Public Comment: Kathy Immel; Letter, Auqust 31, 2008:

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

2. Comment Noted.
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