
 
  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
TUESDAY, MAY 12, 2026 — 6:30 PM 

501 DELTA AVENUE 
MARYSVILLE, WA 98270   

 
AGENDA 

 
 
The Planning Commission meeting is a hybrid meeting which you are welcome to 
attend in person or via Teams. Anyone wishing to provide verbal public comment is 
encouraged to pre-register by contacting the Staff Contact for the agenda item outlined 
above the day prior to the meeting. Those providing verbal public comment will need to 
provide their name, address, e-mail and phone number for the public record.  
 
To listen to the meeting without providing public comment: 
Join: https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/258075646844112?p=gQgycc6WgFuZUYf5dk    
Meeting ID: 258 075 646 844 112  
Passcode: qW282A5B   
Call to Order 

Roll Call 

Approval Of Minutes 

 1. 10/14/2025 Draft PC Minutes 

 2. 1/27/2026 Draft PC Minutes 

 3. 4/28/2026 Draft PC Minutes 

Audience Participation (for topics not on the agenda)  

Public Hearing 

  Proposed Code Amendment for MMC 22G.110, Boundary Line Adjustments 

Planning Staff respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend 
approval of the code amendments to City Council for adoption by Ordinance. 
 

New Business 

  116th Street Master Plan Repeal 
Discussion item only. 

Director's Comments 
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Adjournment 

Next Meeting 

  
Special Accommodations: The City of Marysville strives to provide accessible 
meetings for people with disabilities. Please contact the City Clerk's office at 
(360) 363-8000 or 1-800-833-6384 (Voice Relay), 1-800-833-6388 (TDD Relay) two 
business days prior to the meeting date if any special accommodations are 
needed for this meeting. 
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10/14/2025 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Page 1 of 3 

 

 
 
 

Community 
Development 

 
 

 
 

501 Delta Ave 
Marysville, WA 98270 

 Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
October 14, 2025 

 

 
  
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Leifer called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
1) ROLL CALL 
  
Present:  
 
Commission: Chair Stephen Leifer, Commissioner Gary Kemp, Commissioner Jerry 

Andes, Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker, Commissioner John Ray, 
Commissioner Raymond Miller 

 
Staff: Planning Manager Angela Gemmer 
 
Excused: Commissioner Shanon Jordan 
 
2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
2.1 Approval of September 23, 2025 PC Minutes 

 
September 23, 2025 PC meeting minutes 
 
Motion to approve the September 23, 2025 PC minutes. moved by Commissioner Gary 
Kemp seconded by Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker. 
AYES: ALL  
 
 
3) AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  
 
None 
 
4) PUBLIC HEARING 
 
4.1 Tree Canopy Assessment Public Hearing 
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10/14/2025 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Page 2 of 3 

 

 
Memo re. Tree Canopy Assessment 
 
Tree Canopy Assessment 
 
Planning Manager Gemmer made the presentation regarding the Tree Canopy 
Assessment which will be attached as an appendix to the Comprehensive Plan. This 
monitors growth or decline in tree canopy over time (2015 to 2025). The assessment 
shows that there is a slight decline, but it is relatively stable. Staff is recommending that 
a goal be set of maintaining the current tree canopy until 2045 at which time a 2% target 
for increasing tree canopy is proposed. 
 
Vice Chair Whitaker asked if the 2% increase is consistent with other municipalities. 
Planning Manager Gemmer explained that a lot of jurisdictions had not yet adopted tree 
canopy assessments last time she checked. She will follow up on this. She explained 
that maintaining the current tree canopy level is being recommended because of the 
large amount of development in the city.  
 
Commissioner Ray asked if they plan to require more trees planted by developers. 
Planning Manager Gemmer described opportunities and requirements for replanting by 
developers. 
 
Chair Leifer asked about the sensitivity of the tree canopy assessment tool. How big 
does a tree or group of trees have to be before it counts? Planning Manager Gemmer 
thought the tool was pretty sensitive so that if it is observable from the aerial imagery, it 
would be captured.  
 
Vice Chair Whitaker noted that the trees that are newly planted will be much larger in 20 
years. Planning Manager Gemmer concurred. 
 
Commissioner Ray asked if all green plants are calculated or just foliage. Planning 
Manager Gemmer noted that somehow it distinguishes foliage because lawns are not 
calculated. She offered to check with GIS to clarify this. 
 
Chair Leifer wondered about potential changes to landscaping requirements for 
developers. Planning Manager Gemmer did not anticipate any changes related to this 
since the spacing requirements for trees are already quite dense. Staff feels that the 
current requirements are appropriate. 
 
Commissioner Andes asked how trees would factor into the unit lot subdivisions and 
smaller lots. Planning Manager Gemmer explained that yard tree requirements went 
away about a decade ago. Opportunities for individual property owners who want to 
plant trees may be a little more constrained because of lot sizes. Generally speaking, 
new trees will be a result of requirements related to critical areas mitigation, street trees, 
stormwater facilities, and open space tracts. Otherwise, it is mostly voluntary.  
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10/14/2025 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Page 3 of 3 

 

The public hearing was opened at 6:45 p.m., and public testimony was requested. 
Seeing none, the hearing was closed at 6:45 p.m.  
 
Motion to close the public hearing at 6:45 p.m. moved by Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker 
seconded by Commissioner Gary Kemp. 
AYES: ALL  
 
Motion to recommend approval of the Tree Canopy Assessment to City Council for 
adoption by Ordinance moved by Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker seconded by 
Commissioner Jerry Andes. 
AYES: ALL  
 
5) OLD BUSINESS 
 
6) NEW BUSINESS 
 
7) DIRECTOR'S COMMENTS 
 
8) ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:47 p.m. moved by Commissioner Jerry Andes 
seconded by Commissioner Raymond Miller. 
AYES: ALL  
 
9) NEXT MEETING - October 28, 2025 
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01/27/2026 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
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Community 
Development  

 
 

 
 

501 Delta Ave 
Marysville, WA 98270 

 Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
January 27, 2026 

 

 
  
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Leifer called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. noting the absence of 
Commissioner John Ray.  
 
1) ROLL CALL 
  
Present:  
 
Commission:  Chair Stephen Leifer, Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker, Commissioner Jerry 

Andes, Commissioner Shanon Jordan, Commissioner Raymond Miller, and 
Commissioner Terri Jones 

 
Staff: City Administrator/Interim CD Director Jennifer Stapleton, Engineering Services 

Director Jeff Laycock, Planning Manager Angela Gemmer, and Planning 
Technician Emily Tsan  

 
Consultants: President/Principal John Ghilarducci, Analyst Luke Nelson  
 
Absent: Commissioner Raymond Miller  
 
 
2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
3) AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  
 
4) PUBLIC HEARING 
 None 
 
5) OLD BUSINESS 
 None  
 
6) NEW BUSINESS 
 

Page 6 of 94



01/27/2026 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Page 2 of 2 

 

6.1 Traffic Impact Fee Amendments 
 City Administrator Stapleton and the FCS Group provided a presentation on 

proposed traffic impact fee changes. Some concerns were expressed regarding 
the increase in rates, and support was expressed for the potential deferral of 
fees. Questions and answers followed.   

 
7) DIRECTOR'S COMMENTS 
 
8) ADJOURNMENT 
 
9) NEXT MEETING - February 10, 2026 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 2026 — 6:30 PM 

501 DELTA AVENUE 
MARYSVILLE, WA 98270    

 
MINUTES  

  
Call to Order 

Chair Leifer called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. noting the absence of Commissioner Terri Jones. 

Roll Call 

Present: 
 
Comission: Chair Stephen Leifer, Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker, Commissioner Jerry Andes, 
Commissioner Shanon Jordan, and Commissioner Raymond Miller 
 
Staff: Interim CD Director Angela Gemmer, Senior Planner Emily Morgan  
 
Absent: Terri Jones 

Approval Of Minutes 

Audience Participation (for topics not on the agenda)  

Public Hearing 

New Business 

  Proposed Code Amendment for MMC 22G.110, Boundary Line Adjustments 
 

Senior Planner Emily Morgan introduced the proposed code amendments for the simplification of MMC 
22G.110. 
Questions and answers followed by Commissioners. 
 
Commissioner Brandon Whitaker moved to set the Planning Commission Public Hearing for May 12, 
2026. 
Commissioner Raymond Miller moved to 2nd. 
5 Yes. 

Director's Comments 
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Adjournment 

Next Meeting 

May 12, 2026 
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Agenda Bill 

 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 1. 

 
  

DATE: May 12, 2026 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Emily Morgan, Senior Planner 
  
PRESENTED BY: Emily Morgan, Senior Planner 
   
ITEM TYPE: Public Hearing 
   
AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearing 
  

SUBJECT: 
Proposed Code Amendment for MMC 22G.110, Boundary Line Adjustments 
 

SUGGESTED ACTION: 

Planning Staff respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend approval 
of the code amendments to City Council for adoption by Ordinance. 
 
  
SUMMARY: 
Community Development is looking to update and simplify MMC Chapter 22G.110, 
Boundary Line Adjustments. Currently, the Boundary Line Adjustment (BLA) code is 
quite lengthy and includes repetitive language. The intent of this code amendment is to 
simplify the BLA code and process, ultimately making it easier to understand and 
implement. The intent of a BLA is to provide a quick process to remedy encroachment 
issues or allow property owners to sell portions of their property to a neighbor. Boundary 
line adjustments cannot create lots.  
 
Planning Staff presented the draft amendments on April 28, 2026, at the Planning 
Commission Workshop. The Planning Commission set a Public Hearing date of May 12, 
2026, to hear the proposed code amendments.  
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ATTACHMENTS: 
BLA Code Update - DRAFT  
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2.20.2026 

UPDATED DRAFT – Chapter 22G.110 BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENTS 

 

22G.110.010 Purpose and Administration. 

(1) The purpose of this chapter is to establish criteria for the review and approval of boundary line 
adjustments. 

(2) A boundary line adjustment may be used for: 

(a) Resolving boundary line issues, such as encroachments. 

(b) Consolidating two or more lots. 

(c) Other minor adjustments that meet the requirements and purpose of this chapter. 

(3) The community development director shall have the duty and responsibility of administering and 
interpreting the provisions of this chapter. 

(4) Case-by-case deviations to the review and decision criteria of MMC 22G.110.030 may be allowed 
as determined and approved by the director. 

 

22G.110.020 Application Requirements. 

(1) Application Fees. The applicant shall pay the required fees as established by the city’s fee 
ordinance when submitting the boundary line adjustment application. Note: recording fees are 
the applicant’s responsibility and must be paid by the applicant to the Snohomish County 
Auditor at the time of recording. 

(2) Application Documents. A boundary line adjustment application shall consist of the following 
documents: application form; legal descriptions of existing and adjusted lot, tract, or parcel; 
affidavit of ownership; vicinity map; plat certificate including proof of legal lot status; and 
proposed boundary line adjustment/survey map. 

(3) Boundary lines may not be adjusted between lots that have been created for tax purposes only. 
The applicant shall provide evidence of legal lot status, if applicable. 

 

22G.110.030 Review and Decision Criteria. 

(1) A proposed boundary line adjustment that does not meet all of the criteria of this section must 
be processed under the appropriate land division requirements of MMC 22G.090 Subdivisions 
and Short Subdivisions or MMC 22G.100 Binding Site Plan. 

(2) In order to approve a boundary line adjustment, the director must find that the boundary line 
adjustment will not result in: 

(a) The creation of any additional lot, tract or parcel;  

(b) Making the lots, tracts, parcels or building sites more nonconforming;  

(c) A lot that contains insufficient area and dimensions to meet the minimum lot size for the 
applicable zone, or an inadequate building site due to critical areas or buffers;  
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2.20.2026 

(d) Directional changes in the orientation of the lot(s), tract(s), parcel(s), or building sites, 
such as the changing of front yards into side or rear yards or vice versa;  

(e) A lot that results in non-conforming site conditions and/or development requirements, 
including, but not limited to, building setbacks, parking, height allowances, site 
landscaping, or access requirements; 

(f) A lot without adequate frontage on a public street or vehicular access, including access 
for emergency response vehicles;  

(g) The city being unable to provide adequate utilities, including drainage, water supply, or 
sanitary sewage disposal; or 

(h) A lot having more than one zoning or land use designation. 

(3) When boundary line adjustments are submitted proposing the adjustment of lines with existing 
structures in commercial or industrial zones, the existing structures shall be required to comply 
with all zoning code requirements including, but not limited to, such things as setback, parking, 
height, landscaping and access requirements as a condition of boundary line adjustment 
approval. The applicant shall be required to submit a site plan showing that all of these 
requirements can be met prior to approval.  

 

22G.110.040 Final Approval and Recording. 

(1) To finalize a boundary line adjustment, the applicant must submit and complete all required 
documents within one year following the date of preliminary approval. Failure to submit and 
complete the required documents within the one-year period will result in a lapse of the 
approval, requiring the submittal of a new application for consideration of the department. No 
time extension will be granted; the final required documents must be recorded within the above-
stated time frame.    The final review documents must include the following: 

(a) Original Boundary Line Adjustment/Survey Map. After the city has given the applicant 
approval, the applicant shall submit the original survey map, prepared by or under the 
supervision of a registered land surveyor, having a trimmed size of 18 inches by 24 
inches. The original map shall be accompanied by original signatures. Information 
required on the map shall include: 

(i) The date, scale and north arrow; 

(ii) The Assessor’s Parcel Number of all affected parcels depicted on page one of the 
map; 

(iii) Vicinity map; 

(iv) Legal descriptions of existing and adjusted lot, tract, or parcel; 

(v) Boundary lines (both present and revised), right-of-way for streets, easements, 
and property lines of lots, tracts, parcels or sites, with accurate bearings, 
dimensions or angles and arcs, and central angles of all curves; 

A. Names and right-of-way widths of all streets; 

B. Location, dimensions and purpose of any easements; 
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2.20.2026 

C. Location and description of monuments and lot, tract, parcel or building 
site corners set and found 

(vi) Number of each lot, tract, parcel or building site and each block; 

(vii) Description of private covenants and special restrictions; 

(viii) If required to define flood elevations or other features relative to the lot, then 
datum elevations and primary control points approved by the city. Descriptions 
and ties to all control points will be shown with dimensions, angles and bearings; 

(ix) Designation by dashed lines of the lot(s), tracts, parcels or building sites existing 
prior to the boundary line adjustment, and designation by solid lines of the 
proposed lots, tracts, parcels or building sites after adjustment; 

(x) Special setback lines when different from city’s zoning code; 

(xi)  A dedicatory statement acknowledging any public or private dedications, 
donations or grants; 

(xii) Location of existing structures, utilities, setbacks, encroachments and area of all 
lots, tracts, parcels or building sites after adjustment; and 

(xiii) The file number of the boundary line adjustment.  

(b) Acknowledgments and certificates. Acknowledgments and certificates required by this 
title shall be in language substantially similar to the following: 

(i) Declaration and acknowledgments.  

A. I am the owner, or owners, of the property subject to the boundary line 
adjustment, and acknowledge that I am solely responsible for securing 
and executing all necessary legal advice or assistance concerning the 
legal documents necessary to transfer title to those portions of the 
properties involved in the boundary line adjustment; and that the legal 
documents necessary to transfer title to the property in question have 
been prepared and executed so that, upon the recording of the boundary 
line adjustment, the title to the properties will accurately reflect the new 
configuration resulting from the boundary line adjustment as approved by 
the city. 
_____________________________ 
Owner(s) Signature 

B. STATE OF WASHINGTON):  

ss. 

COUNTY OF SNOHOMISH) 

This is to certify that on this ___ day of ____, 20__, before me, the 
undersigned, a notary public, personally appeared ______, to me known 
to be the person(s) who executed the foregoing dedication and 
acknowledgment to me that signed the same as ______ free and voluntary 
act and deed for the uses and purposes therein mentioned. 

Witness my hand and official seal the day and year first above-written. 
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2.20.2026 

NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the State of Washington, residing at 

____________________ 

(Seal) 

(ii) Approval. 

A. Examined, found to be in conformity with applicable zoning and 
other land use controls, and approved this ____ day of ____, 20__. 

____________________________ 

Community Development Director 

(iii) Certificates. 

A. Surveyor’s Certificate in accordance with RCW 58.09.080. 

B. I hereby certify that all state and county taxes heretofore levied 
against the property described herein, according to the books and 
records of my office, have been fully paid and discharged, including 
____ taxes. 

_____________________________ 

Treasurer, Snohomish County 

C. Filed for record at the request of ____ this ____ day of ___, 20__, at 
___ minutes past __m, and recorded in Vol. __ of Plats, page __, 
records of Snohomish County, Washington. 

_____________________________ 

Auditor, Snohomish County 

(c) If changes to title have occurred since the initial boundary line adjustment application 
submittal, an updated plat certificate, updated not more than 30 days prior to filing the 
final recording documents for the boundary  line adjustment, which includes all lots 
within the adjustment, shall be required, or as requested by the director. 

(2) If the boundary line adjustment meets the provisions of this chapter, the director shall sign the 
final recording document and order the boundary line adjustment to be filed concurrently with 
the conveyance documents and deeds. 

(3) Recording with Auditor. When the boundary line adjustment proposed for recording has 
complied with all of the requirements of this title and state law, then the applicant shall record 
the original boundary line adjustment/survey map and the original affidavit of ownership with the 
county auditor in accordance with Chapter 58.09 RCW. The applicant will also furnish the city 
with a digital copy of the recorded boundary line adjustment/survey map. After this has been 
done and the boundary line adjustment has been properly recorded, the boundary line 
adjustment will become valid. It shall be a violation of this title for anyone to record a boundary 
line adjustment which does not bear the verification of approval as defined by this title.  

22G.110.050 Appeals.  

(1) Boundary line adjustments may be appealed to the hearing examiner as set forth in MMC 
22G.010.550. Standing to appeal the boundary line adjustment is limited to:  
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2.20.2026 

(a) The applicant or owner of the property on which the boundary line adjustment is 
proposed; or  

(b) Any aggrieved person who will suffer a direct and substantial impact from the proposed 
boundary line adjustment.  
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Agenda Bill 

 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 1. 

 
  

DATE: May 12, 2026 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Angela Gemmer, Planning Manager 
  
PRESENTED BY: Angela Gemmer, Planning Manager 
   
ITEM TYPE: Discussion Item 
   
AGENDA SECTION: New Business 
  

SUBJECT: 
116th Street Master Plan Repeal 
 

SUGGESTED ACTION: 
Discussion item only. 

  
SUMMARY: 
 

The 116th Street Master Plan ("the Plan), was adopted on May 14, 2001, contains many 
provisions that have either already been implemented or are now obsolete. The Plan 
includes provisions for access and a road network, stormwater facilities, landscaping, 
and critical areas protection. Most of the access and road network requirements 
contained within the Plan were constructed prior to, or concurrent with, commercial 
development along 116th Street NE; however, some road network planning south of 
116th Street NE will be retained and modified as appropriate. Similarly, stormwater 
facilities proposed within the Plan were previously constructed. Critical areas provisions 
and certain landscaping provisions contemplated within the Plan currently differ from 
Marysville Municipal Code (MMC) requirements and were never implemented in the 
MMC.  

Given that most of the 116th Street Master Plan is obsolete, repeal of the Plan is 
recommended; however, certain Comprehensive Plan maps will be amended to show 
the extension of 38th Drive NE southward to provide access to the remaining 
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undeveloped land. After the initial introduction of this subject, one additional work 
session showing map amendments is proposed prior to setting a Public Hearing date for 
action on the proposed repeal and the associated Comprehensive Plan amendments. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
Memo to PC re 116th Street Master Plan Repeal, E1 - Land Use Application, E2 - 
Project Narrative , E3 - Vicinity Map, E4 - Environmental Checklist, E5 - Response 
Letter, E6 - Traffic Review Comments, E7 - 116th Street NE Master Plan 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
501 Delta Avenue  Marysville, WA 98270 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  May 8, 2026  

TO:  Planning Commission    

FROM: Angela Gemmer, Interim CD Director   

SUBJECT: 116th Street Master Plan Area Repal  

 

Exhibit 1: Land Use Application  

Exhibit 2: Project Narrative 

Exhibit 3:  Vicinity Map  

Exhibit 4:  SEPA Checklist  

Exhibit 5:  Response letter 

Exhibit 6: Traffic review comments 

Exhibit 7: 116th Street Master Plan (reference only) 

 

An application was filed on March 2, 2026 by Keystone Land, LLC for the repeal of the 

116th Street Master Plan (“the Plan” – see Exhibit 7), which was adopted on May 14, 2001. 

The Plan contains many provisions that have either already been implemented or are now 

obsolete. These provisions pertain to access and a road network, stormwater facilities, 

landscaping, and critical areas protection. Most of the access and road network 

requirements contained within the Plan were constructed prior to, or concurrent with, 

commercial development along 116th Street NE; however, some road network planning 

south of 116th Street NE will be retained and modified as appropriate. Similarly, stormwater 

facilities proposed within the Plan were previously constructed. Critical areas provisions and 

certain landscaping provisions contemplated within the Plan currently differ from Marysville 

Municipal Code (MMC) requirements and were never implemented in the MMC.  

 

Given that most of the 116th Street Master Plan is obsolete, repeal of the Plan is 

recommended; however, certain Comprehensive Plan maps will be amended to show the 

extension of 38th Drive NE southward to provide access to the remaining undeveloped land 

(see Exhibit 6). The summary of the 116th Street Master Plan and associated references will 

also need to be removed from the Comprehensive Plan.  

After the initial introduction of this subject, one additional work session showing map 

amendments is proposed prior to setting a Public Hearing date for action on the proposed 

repeal and associated Comprehensive Plan map amendments. 
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Owner/Owner’s Authorized Agent Date 
 

MASTER LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION 
Community Development Department  501 Delta Avenue  Marysville, WA 98270 
Office Hours:  Mon – Fri 8:00 AM – 4:30 PM  Phone: (360) 363-8000 

 
SITE INFORMATION 

SITE ADDRESS:   
 

APN(S): 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT NAME: 
 

SECTION, TOWNSHIP, & RANGE: 
 

LAND USE (ZONING) DESIGNATION: 
 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT: 
 

WATER SUPPLY Current: 

Proposed: 

SEWER SUPPLY Current: 

Proposed: 

PRESENT USE OF PROPERTY:  
 
PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE HELD?   Yes, the City file # is _________________  No 

 PROPERTY OWNER APPLICANT PROJECT CONTACT 

NAME    

ADDRESS    

CITY, STATE, ZIP    

PHONE     

E-MAIL    

PROJECT INFORMATION 
TYPE OF APPLICATION (Check all that apply): 
**Permit type has supplemental checklist that must be submitted with Master Land Use Permit Application 
 Annexation Request 
 Binding Site Plan (Preliminary)** 
 Boundary Line Adjustment** 
 Comprehensive Plan Amendment** 
 Conditional Use Permit** 
 Critical Area Review 
 Final Plat Review** 
 BSP 
 Short Plat  
 Major Subdivision 

 Grading Permit 
 Major Subdivision (Preliminary)** 
 Modification** 
 Minor 
 Major 

 Planned Residential Dev. (PRD)** 
 Site Plan Review** 
 Commercial 
 Multifamily 

 Short Plat (Preliminary) 

 SEPA Environmental Review** 
 Rezone  
 Shoreline** 
 SDP Exemption 
 Substantial Dev. Permit 
 Conditional Use Permit 
 Variance 

 Variance** 
 Wireless Communication Facility** 
 Other 

LIST ANY OTHER PERMITS NEEDED (State/Federal): 

 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 

I certify that I am the owner or owners authorized agent  If acting as an authorized agent, I further certify that I am authorized to act 
as the Owners agent regarding the property at the above-referenced address for the purpose of filing applications for decision, 
permits, or review under the Unified Development Code and other applicable Marysville Municipal Codes and I have full power and 
authority to perform on behalf of the Owner all acts required to enable the City to process and review such applications. 
I certify that the information on this application is true and correct and that the applicable requirements of the City of Marysville will 
be met. I grant permission for City employees, agents of the City and/or other agency officials to enter the subject property, if 
necessary, for the purpose of site inspection. 

    

Unknown 30050900302400

116th Street Master Plan Repeal 09 30 05

Vacant, undeveloped property within 116th Street Master Plan Area

✕

Debra Ricci Joe Long @ Keystone Land, LLC. David Toyer @ Toyer Strategic Advisors

PO Box 502 13805 SMOKEY POINT BLVD #102 3705 Colby Ave, Suite 1

Medina, WA 98029 Marysville, WA 98270 Everett, WA 98201
425-268-6373 425-322-5226

debra@debraricci.com joe@cornerstonehomes.com david@toyerstrategic.com

✕

✕

N/A

MU N/A
None

Marysville
None

Marysville

Feb 26, 2026
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116th Street MP Land Use Application
Final Audit Report 2026-02-27

Created: 2026-02-26

By: David Toyer (david@toyerstrategic.com)

Status: Signed

Transaction ID: CBJCHBCAABAAQbAgn9stZNnpHm0ycK4_KM_otrDOTsTs

"116th Street MP Land Use Application" History
Document created by David Toyer (david@toyerstrategic.com)
2026-02-26 - 11:20:27 PM GMT

Document emailed to Matthew Ricci (debra@debraricci.com) for signature
2026-02-26 - 11:21:03 PM GMT

Email viewed by Matthew Ricci (debra@debraricci.com)
2026-02-27 - 5:55:28 AM GMT

Document e-signed by Matthew Ricci (debra@debraricci.com)
Signature Date: 2026-02-27 - 6:18:09 AM GMT - Time Source: server

Agreement completed.
2026-02-27 - 6:18:09 AM GMT
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 TOYER STRATEGIC ADVISORS, INC. 
3705 COLBY AVE | SUITE 1 

EVERETT, WA 98201 
toyerstrategic.com 

 

 

 
February 26, 2026 
 
Ms. Angela Gemmer 
Planning Manager 
City of Marysville 
501 Delta Ave 
Marysville, WA 98270 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT – REPEAL OF 116th STREET PLAN 
CHECKLIST  
 
Dear Ms. Gemmer: 
 
Enclosed you will find a submittal for a text and map amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed 
amendments are areawide and not site specific. Based on the checklist and conversations with the City, the 
following are being submitted: 
 
APPLICATION SUBMITTAL MATERIALS 
 

CHECKLIST ITEMS 
Land Use Application ☒ 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Response Form ☒ 
Title Reports Not Applicable 
Vicinity Map ☒ 

Environmental Checklist ☒ 
Special Studies Not Applicable 

Application Fees Due After City Generates 
Invoice 

 
GENERAL APPLICATION NARRATIVE 
 
The following narrative expands on the proposal summary provided in the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Form. Several changes in circumstance that warrant the repeal of the 116th Street Master Plan due to its 
obsolescence with current and future development activity, future land use, and housing needs of the city, 
and needed transportation infrastructure. 
 
1. Master Plan Restricts Needed Transportation Connectivity. The preferred alternative selected for the 

116th Street Master Plan specifically restricts the crossing of the West Fork of Quil Ceda Creek from the 
north-south transportation network serving the area west of the BNSF railway, east of Interstate 5, south 
of 116th Street NE, and north of 88th Street NE. This exclusion eliminates the ability to create a needed 
north-south corridor connecting 116th Street NE (to the north) and 88th Street NE (to the south). This 
restriction must be addressed because based on the following changed circumstances: 
 

a. Public Safety Needs. Creating a transportation network that establishes least two access points 
serving this area is critically needed to maintain adequate public safety for both existing 
residences in this area and any future development of vacant parcels. For example, the lack of a 
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north-south transportation corridor currently directs all traffic from existing residential 
neighborhoods north of 88th Street south to a single access point at the intersection of 36th Street 
NE/88th Street NE (next to Chic-fil-A) which area continues to realize additional growth (proposed 
Burgermaster, etc.). This impacts police and fire response times, especially considering that such 
emergency services are coming from the east and can already be delayed by the rail crossing at 
State Ave & 88th Street NE. 

 
b. Change in Public Opinion. The lack of a second access to serve current residents (and future 

growth) was a significant public concern raised during the land use approval of PA24-024 (the 59-
lot Stevens PRD) and is the primary reason why the City has excluded vacant land north of Stevens 
PRD from the City’s Middle Housing code. 

 
c. Alternative Crossings Not Practical. The only potential alternative crossing of the West Fork of Quil 

Ceda Creek would be at the right-of-way of 103rd ST NE. While this may be a great third access point 
for the area, it would require significant investment in improvements to the existing 103rd ST NE and 
traffic flows would be limited by the rail crossing at 103rd ST NE and State Ave. Further, relying on 
this as an access point would increase traffic volumes west through existing neighborhoods as 
opposed to north through undeveloped areas. 

 
2. Plan Area Build Out & Future Collaboration. Most of the master plan area along the 116th ST NE corridor 

has been developed with the master plan’s intended commercial development and the primary 
intersection of 116th Street NE and 36th ST NE. Approximately 46% of the remaining developable portion of 
the master plan area (which lies to the south of 116th ST NE) is owned by the Tulalip Tribes. This is significant 
because while the city and Tribes are encouraged to collaborate in planning under GMA, it is not clear the 
degree to which the city’s 2001 master plan involved such collaboration and, ultimately, the Tribe are not 
obligated by the master plan. 

 
3. Other Obsolete Buffer Requirements. This 2001 master plan contains recommendations on critical 

areas and stream buffers that are similarly outdated and do not reflect current best available science. The 
City’s existing critical areas ordinance and proper coordination between future developments in the 
master plan area and the Tulalip Tribes should be the preferred approach to ensuring appropriate 
protections, restoration, and enhancement of the West Fork of the Quil Ceda Creek. 

 
In sum, the 116th Street Master Plan should be repealed and concurrent amendments made to the City’s 2024 
comprehensive plan to remove the area from maps and text as outlined in the accompanying form. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me at any time. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
David Toyer 
President 
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

 
Purpose of checklist: 
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your 
proposal are significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization, 
or compensatory mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental 
impact statement will be prepared to further analyze the proposal. 

 
Instructions for applicants: 
This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please 
answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult 
with an agency specialist or private consultant for some questions. You may use "not applicable" or 
"does not apply" only when you can explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. 
You may also attach or incorporate by reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate 
answers to these questions often avoid delays with the SEPA process as well as later in the decision- 
making process. 

 
The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 
time or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal 
or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your 
answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant 
adverse impact. 

 
Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
Please adjust the format of this template as needed. Additional information may be necessary to 
evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal and an analysis of adverse 
impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of information needed to 
make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead agency is 
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 

 
Use of checklist for non-project proposals: 
For non-project proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECTS ACTION (PART D) Please 
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements-that do not 
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 

A. Background 
 

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: 
 

116th Street Master Plan Repeal 
 

2. Name of applicant: 
 

Keystone Land, LLC 
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3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

 
APPLICANT:     LAND USE CONSULTANT: 
Keystone Land, LLC    Toyer Strategic Advisors, Inc. 
Attn: Joe Long    Attn: David Toyer, President 
13805 Smokey Point Blvd, #102  3705 Colby Ave, Ste 1 
Marysville, WA 98270   Everett, WA 98201 
425-268-6373    425-344-1523 
joe@cornerstonehomes.com   david@toyerstrategic.com 

 
4. Date checklist prepared: 

 
February 26, 2026 

 
5. Agency requesting checklist: 

 
City of Marysville, WA 

 
6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

 
Application Submittal:      February 27, 2025 
Initial Review & Evaluation by City:    TBD 
SEPA Notice/Decision:     TBD 
Planning Commission Review & Recommendation:  TBD 
Final Decision by City Council:    TBD 
 
7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with 
this proposal? If yes, explain. 
 
No. 

 
8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, 
directly related to this proposal. 
 
SEPA Checklist  Prepared by Toyer Strategic Advisors, Inc. 
 
9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly 
affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. 
 
There are no other pending proposals or applications we are aware of that would directly affect the area. 
 
10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 
 
SEPA Decision, City Council Approval of Comprehensive Plan Text and Map Amendments 

 
11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the 
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects 
of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies may modify this 
form to include additional specific information on project description.) 
 
The Applicant is seeking repeal of the 2001 “116th Street Master Plan” due to its obsolescence and conflict 
with the need for a north-south transportation corridor. This will involve concurrent amendments to the 2024 
Marysville Comprehensive Plan to remove text and map references to the 116th Street Master Plan area. 
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12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise location of 
your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If a 
proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal 
description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should submit 
any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with 
any permit applications related to this checklist. 
 
Section 9, Township 30, Range 05 
Section 16, Township 30, Range 05 
 
Map attached 
 
B. Environmental Elements 

 
1. Earth 

 
a. General description of the site: 

 
(circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other _ 

 
b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
 

33% to 40% 
 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you 
know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them, and note any agricultural land of long-term 
commercial significance and whether the proposal results in removing any of these soils. 

 
According to the City mapping, the area primarily consists of Loamy Sand and Fine Sandy Loam, as well 
as Loam in areas along the West Fork of the Quilceda Creek. 
 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, describe. 
 
Some of the areas around the West Fork of the Quilceda Creek are mapped by the City as high 
susceptibility for liquefaction.  

 
e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of any filling, 

excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill. 
 
Not applicable. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map and text amendment and it does not 
propose grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific 
SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 
 

 
f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe. 

 
No. The subject proposal is a non-project text and map amendment to the comprehensive plan. 
 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction (for 
example, asphalt or buildings)? 
 
Not applicable. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map and text amendment and it does not 
propose grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific 
SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 
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h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 
 
None proposed. 

 
2. Air 

 
a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction. operation, and 

maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate quantities if 
known. 
 
Not applicable. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map and text amendment and it does not 
propose grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific 
SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 

 
b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so, generally 
describe. 
 

No. 
 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 
 
None proposed. 

 
3. Water  

 
a. Surface Water: 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-round and 
seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If 
appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. 
 
Yes, the West Fork of the Quilceda Creek and some isolated Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetlands. 

 
2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters? If yes, 

please describe and attach available plans. 
 
Not applicable. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map and text amendment and it does not 
propose grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project 
specific SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 

 
 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from surface 
water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill 
material. 
 
Not applicable. 

 
4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general description, purpose, 

and approximate quantities if known. 
 
No.  
 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan. 
 
No. 
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6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so, describe the 
type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 
 
No.  

 
b. Ground Water: 

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, give a general 
description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn from the well. Will water 
be discharged to groundwater? Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if 
known. 
 
No.  

 
2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources, if 

any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals...; agricultural; 
etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to 
be served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve. 
 
Not applicable. 

 
c. Water runoff (including stormwater): 

1)  Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any 
(include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If so, 
describe. 
 
Not applicable.  

 
2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe. 

 
No. 

 
3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so, describe. 

 
No. 

 
d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern impacts, if 
any: 
 

None proposed. 
 
4. Plants 
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: 

X  deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 
X  evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 
X  shrubs 
X  grass 
  pasture 
  crop or grain 
  Orchards, vineyards, or other permanent crops. 
 X   wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
 X  water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
  other types of vegetation 

 
b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 

 
None. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map an text amendment and it does not propose 
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grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific SEPA, as 
required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 

 
c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

 
None that the Consultant is aware of. 

 
d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the 

site, if any: 
 
None proposed.   

 
e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. 

 
None that consultant is aware of.  

 
5. Animals 

 
a. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be 

on or near the site. 
 

Examples include: 
birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: 
rodents, coyotes 
fish: bass, salmon (Coho, Chum), trout (Dolly Varden/Bull Trout, herring, shellfish, 
other Steelhead _ 

 
b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. 

 
According to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife priority habitat and species mapping there 
are no threatened or endangered species on or near the site. 

 
c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. 

 
Yes.  This site is generally located within the Pacific Flyway for migratory birds. 

 
d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

 
None proposed. 

 
e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

 
No invasive animals are known to be on or near the site. 
 

6. Energy and Natural Resources 
 

a.  What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the completed 
project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 
 
None proposed. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map and text amendment and it does not 
propose grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific 
SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 

 
b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If so, generally 

describe. 
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No. 
 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? List other 
proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 
 
None proposed. 

 
7. Environmental Health 

 
a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk 

of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? If so, 
describe. 
 
No. 
 

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development and design. 
This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located within the project 
area and in the vicinity. 
 
None consultant is aware of.  
 

3)  Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the 
project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project. 
 
Not applicable. 

 
4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

 
None. 

 
5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: 

 
None proposed. 

 
b. Noise 

 
1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic, equipment, 

operation, other)? 
 

Noise in the area is primarily generated from vehicle traffic on Interstate 5 (west), State Avenue (East), 116th 
ST NE (North) and BNSF Railway (East).  

 
2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term or a 
long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other,)? Indi- cate what hours noise would 
come from the site. 
 
None. The subject proposal is a comprehensive plan map a text amendment and it does not propose 
grading or filling.  Any future development in the area would be required to get a project specific SEPA, 
as required by WAC 197-11 and city code. 

 
3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

 
None proposed 
 
 

8. Land and Shoreline Use 
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a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current land uses on 

nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe. 
 

Current use of the plan area includes commercial uses (retail, quick serve, hotel, etc.), mobile home park, 
residential homes on large lots and vacant land. Adjacent properties to the north are zoned Community 
Business and Neighborhood Residential R-4.5. Properties to the south are zoned Residential 4.5, and 
properties east of the railroad tracks are zoned General Commercial. 

 
b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. How much 

agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to other uses as a result 
of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, how many acres in farmland or 
forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or non forest use? 
 
No.. 

 
1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal business 

operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, tilling, and harvesting? If 
so, how. 
 
No. 

 
c. Describe any structures on the site. 

 
There are some existing residential and commercial structures located on properties within the plan 
area. They include big box retail, quick-serve and fast food restaurants, hotel, car wash, mobile homes, 
etc.  

 
d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? 

 
No. 

 
e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

 
Residential R-4.5 
Multifamily Medium R-18 
Community Business 
Mixed Use 

 
f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

 
Residential R-4.5 
Multifamily Medium R-18 
Community Business 
Mixed Use 
 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? 
 
Not applicable. 

 
h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify. 

 
Yes. West Fork of the Quil Ceda Creek. 

 
 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? 
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Not applicable. 
 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 
 
Not applicable.   
 

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
 
None proposed. 
 

l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, 
if any: 
 
The existing 116th Street Master Plan is over 25 years old and obsolete. Repealing the plan will improve 
compatibility with existing land use and zoning designations. 

 
m. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and forest lands of long-term commercial 

significance, if any: 
 
Not applicable/none proposed. 

 
9. Housing 

 
a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 

housing. 
 
None.  

 
b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income 

housing. 
 
None. 

 
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 

 
None proposed. 

 
10. Aesthetics 

 
a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the principal exterior 

building material(s) proposed? 
 
Not applicable. 

 
b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

 
Not applicable.  

 
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

 
None proposed. 

 
 
 

11. Light and Glare 

Page 33 of 94



 
a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly occur? 

 
Not applicable.  

 
b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? 

 
No. 

 
c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 

 
There are some streetlights in or near the area, but no off-site sources of light or glare are anticipated to be 
affected by this proposal. 

 
d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

 
None proposed. 
 

12. Recreation 
 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? 
 

There are no designated or informal recreation opportunities in the immediate vicinity. 
 

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. 
 
No. 

 
c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities to be 

provided by the project or applicant, if any: 
 
None proposed. 

 
13. Historic and Cultural Preservation 

 
a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years old listed in 

or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers? If so, specifically describe. 
 
The subject property has never been listed on any register. 
 

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? This may 
include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or areas of cultural 
importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted at the site to identify such 
resources. 
 
There are five sites in the area DAHP indicates were determined to be ineligible as a historic property. 
There are nine additional sites that have been identified but no determination has been made. for The area 
is shown on DAHP’s WISAARD site as having Moderate to Very High Risk Archaeological Resources and 
future surveys are recommended. 

 
c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources on or near 

the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of archeology and historic 
preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc. 
 
Evaluated the DAHP’s WISAARD predictive model. Individual future development proposals will need to 
assess potential impacts at the time of applicable. 
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d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to 

resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required. 
 
None proposed. 

 
14. Transportation  

 
a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe proposed 

access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 
 
• 116th Street NE 
• 36th Street NE 
• 41st Street NE 

 
b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally describe. If 

not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 
 
The nearest community transit bus stops are to the west (at Interstate 5) and east (on State Avenue). 

 
c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal have? How 

many would the project or proposal eliminate? 
 
Not applicable. 
 

d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, bicycle, or state 
transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or 
private). 
 
No. However, future development in the area will need to provide roads and other transportation and 
pedestrian improvements in accordance with city standards. 

 
e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation? If so, 

generally describe. 
 
Yes. The plan area is to the west of the BNSF railroad. 

 
f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If known, 

indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be trucks (such as 
commercial and non passenger vehicles). What data or transportation models were used to make these 
estimates? 
 
Not applicable. This is a non-project action to repeal an outdated master plan. 
  

g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect, or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest products on 
roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. 
 
No. 

 
 
h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 

 
None proposed. 
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15. Public Services 

 
a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police 

protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe. 
 
No. 

 
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. 

 
None proposed. 

 
16. Utilities 

 
a. Utilities currently available at the site:  

electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other. . . 
 
Water, sewer, natural gas, electricity, telephone/fiber, and trash services are currently available at or near 
the 116th Street corridor and along 36th and 41st Streets to the site. 

 
C.  Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service. and the 

general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed. 
 

None proposed. 
 
Signature 
 
The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead agency is 
relying on them to make its decision. 
 

Signature:  
 
Name of signee:   David Toyer 
 
Position and Agency/Organization:  Toyer Strategic Advisors, Inc. 
 
Date Submitted:  February 27, 2026 
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Supplemental for non-project actions (Help) 
 

(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions) 
 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the list of 
the elements of the environment. 
 
When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities likely 
to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the 
proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms. 

 
1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production, storage, or 

release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise? 
 

The proposed repeal of the outdated master plan will not be likely to increase discharges or produce noise. 
This action does not change the underlying land use or zoning designations.   

 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:  None proposed. 

 
 

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life? 
 

The proposed repeal of the outdated master plan is not likely to affect plants, animals, fish or marine life as 
the City has critical areas and other regulations that apply.  

 
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:  None proposed. 

 
3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

 
The proposal is not likely to deplete energy resources or natural resources as it is the repeal of a master 
plan and it does not affect the underlying land use designations or zoning. 
 

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:  None proposed.  Any 
future development would be subject to applicable building and energy codes, which have recently been 
amended to include more stringent standards. 

 
4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas 

designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection, such as parks, wilderness, wild and 
scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, 
or prime farmlands? 
 
The proposed master plan repeal would not directly affect any environmentally sensitive areas or 
areas designated for government protection.  Local critical areas regulations extend to all sensitive 
areas and are applicable regardless of the underlying zoning. 

 
Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: None proposed. 

 
5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it would allow or 

encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans? 
 
The master plan repeal is intended to help address planning for a needed transportation corridor to ensure 
future development occurs as intended by the underlying land use designation and zoning. 

 
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: None proposed. 

 
6.  How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public services and utilities? 
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The proposed master plan repeal is not likely to increase demands on transportation or public services or 
utilities. The repeal of the plan will repeal a restriction that impacts the ability to provide two access points 
to the neighborhoods east of I-5 and west of State Avenue between 116th Street and 88th Street. This is 
essential to resolve long-term circulation concerns and adequate access to the area by emergency 
services. Any future site-specific development would be required to evaluate traffic, public services and 
utilities as part of a site-specific land use application. 

 
Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:  None proposed.   
 

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for 
the protection of the environment. 

 
The proposed repeal of the master plan is not anticipated to conflict with any local, state or federal laws or 
requirements for protection of the environment. Existing local, state and federal requirements would 
continue to apply. 
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1 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment Response Form 

 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT RESPONSE FORM 
Community Development Department  80 Columbia Avenue  Marysville, WA 98270 
(360) 363-8100  (360) 651-5099 FAX  Office Hours:  Mon – Fri 7:30 AM – 4:00 PM 

SECTION A 
SECTION A MUST BE COMPLETED FOR ALL REQUESTED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENTS 

Indicate Requested Amendment:  Land Use Map Designation  Both Map and Text  

If a change to the written text is proposed, indicate Element, Section, and Policy Numbers. 

Repeal of the entirety of the 2001 “116th Street Master Plan” due to obsolescence along with concurrent amendments to the 
2024 Marysville Comprehensive Plan to remove text and map references to the 116th Street Master Plan area. 

Property address, location or 
description. N/A Size (acres) ~170 acres 

Land Use Designation 
Existing Proposed 

Zoning 
Existing  Proposed 

  MFM MFM   R-18 R-18 

How does the Comprehensive Plan 
land use map designation you are 
seeking relate to the designation and 
use of surrounding properties? 
Provide a map with this information.  

North 
Land Use Designation Current Zoning Current Use of Property 

CB CB Residential, commercial 
and vacant 

South 
Land Use Designation Current Zoning Current Use of Property 

SFH R-4.5 Residential, commercial 
and vacant 

East 
Land Use Designation Current Zoning Current Use of Property 

GC GC Residential, commercial 
and vacant  

West 
Land Use Designation Current Zoning Current Use of Property 

    Residential, commercial 
and vacant 

SECTION B 

SECTION B REQUIRES WRITTEN RESPONSES TO THE REZONE CRITERIA SET FORTH IN MMC 22G.010.440.   
PURSUANT TO MMC SECTION 22G.010.440, “A REZONE RECLASSIFICATION SHALL ONLY BE GRANTED IF THE 
APPLICANT DEMONSTRATES THAT THE PROPOSAL IS CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND 
APPLICABLE FUNCTIONAL PLANS AND COMPLIES WITH THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA” SET FORTH BELOW.  

There is a demonstrated need for additional zoning as the type proposed. Please describe. 

 
Not applicable. The repeal of the Master Plan will not impact the underlying existing designations. 
 
 

The zone reclassification is consistent and compatible with uses and zoning of the surrounding properties. 
Please describe.  

 
Not applicable. Repeal of the Master Plan will not impact the existing uses and zoning. 
 
 

There have been significant changes in the circumstances of the property to be rezoned or surrounding 
properties to warrant a change in classification. Please describe in detail.   

 
Much of the 116th Street Master Plan Area (especially the corridor along 116th Street) has been developed, the plan is over 
25 years old, future land use needs of the City have changed and the aggregation of ownership of the remaining 
undeveloped parcels is substantially different. 
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2 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment Response Form 

 

The property is practically and physically suited for the uses allowed in the proposed zone reclassification. 
Please describe.  

 
Not applicable. The repeal of the Master Plan does not affect the zoning classifications. 
 
 

SECTION C 

SECTION C REQUIRES WRITTEN RESPONSES TO SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE NEED 
FOR, AND BENEFITS AND IMPACTS OF, THE PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGE AND 
ASSOCIATED REZONE.  

Does the proposed land use designation promote a more desirable land use pattern for the community as a 
whole? Will the proposed land use designation be in the long-term best interest of the community?   

Repeal of the Master Plan will not affect the future land use pattern as it will not change the underlying zoning. The plan is 
approximately 25 years old and elements of the plan conflict with the ability to develop remaining land consistent with the 
existing zones established by the city. 

What impacts would the proposed land use designation have on the current use of other properties in the 
vicinity, and what measures should be taken to ensure compatibility between the subject property and 
surrounding properties and uses?  

There is no impact to the underlying land use designations of the properties in the Master Plan area. 

 
Would the proposed land use designation create the need for, or cause direct or indirect pressure for, a change 
in the land use designations of surrounding properties? If so, would the change in the land use designations for 
surrounding properties be in the long-term best interests of the community? 
 

No, the underlying land use designations will not change as a result of the repeal. 

Describe the proposal’s overall consistency with the 2024 Marysville Comprehensive Plan policies.  

 
 
Consistent with Policies LU 1.4 as this is citizen initiated; LU 1.5 as this will support infill development in that area prior to 
UGA expansion; LU 1.9 as it preserves property rights; LU 3.4 as it will encourage infill development near the 116th Street 
corridor, Goal LU 5 as city has design standards in place for residential and commercial development and 116th master plan 
shouldn’t conflict with residential design standards; Goal LU 7 and Policies LU 7.4 and LU 7.5 as it will support future 
residential development; Goal HS 1 and Policies LU HS 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5 as it will encourage development of needed 
housing by removing conflicts between the old plan and current zoning and development standards; Goal HS 5 and Policy HS 
5.1 as it will remove requirements that impact the cost of developing housing; and Policy T 2.6 as it will support future 
development that will facilitate needed transportation improvements. 
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3 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment Response Form 

 

SECTION D 
SECTION D MUST BE COMPLETED WHEN A CHANGE TO THE TEXT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN IS 
NECESSARY IN ORDER TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND REZONE.  

Indicate how the text of the Comprehensive Plan is proposed to be changed including the language that is 
proposed to be added or removed from the text. 

At a minimum, repeal the 116th Street Master Plan in its entirety, amend the Land Use Element/Chapter of the 
comprehensive plan as follows: remove the master plan area from the map on page 33; remove references to the 116th 
Street Master Plan on pages 45 and 65; and delete page 66 or amend the text to remove specific reference to the 116th 
Street master plan.  

Is the proposed change to the Comprehensive Plan text intended to be the basis for a change to existing City 
regulations, to create new regulations, or to eliminate existing regulations?  If the answer is ‘yes’, which 
regulations would be impacted, or what type of new regulations are proposed? 

No. 

Describe in detail the circumstances that have changed since the adoption of the most recent Comprehensive 
Plan update in September 2015 that warrant the change to the Comprehensive Plan text which you are seeking. 

Property ownership in the area has changed and some development/redevelopment of a portion of this master plan area 
may not occur as intended in this +25 year old plan. 

Does the proposed change in policy promote a more desirable growth pattern or outcome for the community as 
a whole? Describe in detail.  

This change will not affect the ultimate development of the subject area as the underlying land use designations, zoning and 
city design standards will continue to apply. 

Is the proposed policy change consistent with, or does it conflict with, existing Comprehensive Plan policies or 
the policies of other plans? Explain in detail.  

No. 

I certify that I am the owner or owner’s authorized agent.  If acting as an authorized agent, I further certify that I am authorized 
to act as the Owners agent regarding the property at the above-referenced address for the purpose of filing applications for 
decision, permits, or review under the Unified Development Code, applicable Marysville Municipal Codes and Comprehensive 
Plan, and I have full power and authority to perform on behalf of the Owner all acts required to enable the City to process and 
review such applications. 
I certify that the information on this form is true and correct and that the applicable requirements of the City of Marysville, 
RCW and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) will be met. I grant permission for City employees, agents of the City 
and/or other agency officials to enter the subject property (if applicable), for the purpose of site inspection.  
 
 ___________           
 
Owner or Owner’s Authorized Agent  Date 
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Jesse L. Hannahs, P.E. – City Traffic Engineer – jhannahs@marysvillewa.gov – (360) 363-8287 

 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW COMMENTS 

 

DATE: 4/21/2026 

TO: Angela Gemmer, Planning Manager 

FROM: Jesse L. Hannahs, P.E., City Traffic Engineer 

RE: CPA 26-0002 – 116th ST Master Plan 

STATUS: CORRECTIONS REQUIRED 

 

The following comments are provided following review of the provided materials for the 
proposed rescission of the 116th Street Master Plan. 

1) Rescission would require establishment of proposal for planned public roadway 

network north of 88th ST NE, east of I-5, south of 116th ST NE and west of State Ave 

including both arterial and collector/residential roadways. 

2) Of critical importance to area citizens/residents based upon past public meetings are 

emergency access (2nd access to neighborhoods), traffic congestion (as related to 

neighborhood access), maintaining neighborhood aesthetics and wildlife, maintaining 

traffic safety of low volume roadways and access to public utilities. 

3) Providing secondary access could be challenging when accounting for presence of 

critical areas impeding access additions and when considering citizen/resident 

priorities, particularly maintaining low volume roadways given that providing 

additional access points would increase neighborhood connectivity potentially 

increasing neighborhood cut-through traffic. 

4) If secondary access to neighborhoods is recommended, care should be taken to 

designate proposed roadway routes, including potential Quilceda Creek bridge 

alignments to provide circuitous connections that do not encourage significant 

neighborhood cut-through traffic volumes. 

a. Alternatively, secondary access could be considered to provide access only for 

emergency services with locked gate. 

5) Given EDDS threshold for Arterial Roadway traffic volumes, designation of roadways 

as arterials is likely required if neighborhoods are connected when secondary 

access(es) are provided.  Existing public roadways, specifically roadway network 

through existing neighborhood north of 88th ST NE, would likely be insufficient and 

pose a public safety risk considering potential traffic volumes and prevalence of 

private driveways without mitigating measures such as two-way left turn lanes, 

curb/gutter and/or non-invasive traffic calming measures such as speed radar signs, 

etc. 
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Jesse L. Hannahs, P.E. – City Traffic Engineer – jhannahs@marysvillewa.gov – (360) 363-8287 

6) Property ownership of parcels, specifically south of 116th ST NE and east of Quilceda 

Creek could provide for challenges in construction of desirable roadway network. 

7) Existing intersection of 41st DR NE & 116th ST NE, given proximity to BNSF railway 

and State Ave should strongly be considered for future full closure with rerouting on 

traffic fully to extension of 38th DR NE.  At most a right-in and/or right-out only 

intersection should be considered with installation of hard channelization such as 

porkchop island and/or arterial c-curbing on eastbound right turn only lane line. 

8) Roadway Connection Alternative Concepts: 

a. Extend 38th DR NE from existing southern terminus to south including 

Quilceda Creek bridge crossing and connection to 88th ST NE via 35th Ave NE. 

(Option preferred by Engineering Services & Community Development staff 

present for 4/15/2026 meeting) 

b. Extend 38th DR NE from existing southern terminus to south connecting into 

104th ST NE west of State Ave.  (Option would not enable establishment of 

secondary access to existing neighborhood north of 88th ST NE.) 

c. Extend 38th DR NE from existing southern terminus to south including 

Quilceda Creek bridge crossing and connection to 88th ST NE via 35th Ave NE 

and connect into 104th ST NE west of State Ave. (Option would provide for an 

alternative arterial roadway system with significant traffic cut-through of 

existing neighborhoods and necessitate signalization of the intersection of 

State Ave & 104th ST NE including BNSF railway signal interconnection.) 

9) Roadway connection(s) requiring designation as arterial roadway(s) should be 

constructed per EDDS Standard Plan 3-201-003 or 3-201-005. 

10) Given that secondary access into existing neighborhood(s) would not serve as 

significant roadway connection providing benefit to citywide transportation mobility 

but serve principally as a means to enable potential land development, any proposed 

roadway connections would not be recommended to be included within the 

Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) calculation and thus not subject to TIF credits for 

construction by developers. 

11) Rescission of the 116th Street Master Plan would subsequently require an 

amendment to the Transportation Comprehensive Plan to provide necessary 

direction for implementation of the roadway network necessary to serve existing 

neighborhoods and future developments north of 88th ST NE, east of I-5, south of 

116th ST NE and west of State Ave.  Public input should be sought early and often 

during the process Transportation Comprehensive Plan Amendment process. 
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l. Executive Summary

The I l6'h Street NE Planning Area is located betw'een I-5 and State Av'enue in the City of Nllrysville.
primarily betrveen I l6h Street NE and 108'h Street extended. The Planning Area includes over 170 acres.

composed of over 50 different parcels. ran-ling in size from less than I acre to 30 acres.

116th Street NE Planninq Area
MASTER PLAN

l':operty in the Planning Area is currently zoned Rural Use, Single-Family, Nci-ehborhood Business. and

Freervay Service, but has been designated in the City's Comprehensive Plan as Mixed Use, lvtulti-Family.
Freervay Service, and Commercial Business. Zoning to implement the Comprehensive Plan desi-gnation

on all parcels e,rcept those zoned Freervay Service rvas made contingent upon adoption oI a lvlaster Plan

by the City o[ lvlarl'sville. Without a lvllster Plrn. the parcels rvould be limited in their derelopment
potential to the current zoning.

At the request of the affected property o\!'ners. the City initiuted a Mrster Planning process for the 1l6d'

Street NE Planning Area. The City advertised for statements of qualitications and ultimat"'ly selected a

consultant team lead by Bucher. Willis .t Ratliff Corporation (BWR) to $'ork *ith aft'ected property

owners, neighbors. interested parties. the City Planning Comrnission. Citl' Staft'. and the City' Council to

prepare a i\[ast.'r Plan. B\\'R served as the Project Nlanager and conducted the tralt-rc analysis: other team

members included Hou-eh Beck .t Baird. Landscape Architects; Adolfson Associates. Inc.. Environluental
Consultants; and. Hammond Collier Wade Livin-sstone, Utilities Consultants.

The consultrnt team anallz.'d the existin-e conditions and derelopment potential of the PItnnin,e Arel and

prepared three alternatire derelopment scenarios. Alter public revievv and comment. the Citi Council.

actin-s upon a Ptanning Cornrnission recommendation. selected a prefemed alternative tltat becanre the

basis for the ltlaster Plan. Ker lttributes ol the Nlaster Plan include:

. A single. signalized intersection on ll6'h Street NE to provide access to both the northern attd

southern portions of the Plannin-e Area

. Ftexibility in locating the new' intersection rvithin a designated corridor to accomlrtodate eristing
and future land uses

o Planning ro accommodate the rvirlening of l16'r'Street NE to five lanes and limiting turning

tltovc'ntents onto I l6'r'street NE in acctrrclance rvith an approved Access lrlanagement Plln

. Preservation of the existing railroad spurs for future use b1"the Tululip Tribes

o Encouragement to develop shared stormwater detention tacilities rvith priority considerltion
given to the use of drainage/biofiltration srlales in road. open space. and landscape design

o Provisions for a Il-i-ioot sensitire arc'a buffer and a 7-5-tbot management zone or erplnded

, buit'er to pror ide protc-ction tor all Strc'iu'ns attd lssociated ri etlands

. Si_enl-ee and landscaping to be proridcd in accordunce rrith a conllnon plan and sttndards.

The Nlirster Plan site is chlracterizecl b1'a dirersit,v'or propc'rty o\\'ners. eaclr rritlt rarrinq dc:rc:s c.f

irrts'rc.st in dereloping. sc'lline. and/or holding their propertl'. Betbre individull developnients cart h,c

subrnitt.'cl tor City'rc'\'ie\\ lr:d rpproral. the prirate propert)'o\\'t'lers lls it grorlp *ill need t,l tit:tkc'a

nurnbc.r ot'dc'cisions about the prorision ol necesslrl public serrices. The most criticaI oithese i3.'i5icrrts

is thc ali::;rrnent o[tlre Centrll Boulerard. Once this d,.'cisiort is tnade. the design and ensine.'ring.rlali
other puhli; frrcilities can be nilde. ancl pllns tor the financing olthe improvements firralized. l-heretirre.

this Nlastc;'Plan includ"'s a Iinie limit: The propert) owners must a-gree upon the alignrnent oiti',e Centrri

BoulevarJ',ritlrin 6 nronths oIthe approral ola cierelopmer]t proposal(s) that triggers the instlllltiorr c''i'

the single. signalized intersecrion on I l6'r'Street NE. Failure to do so riill result in the i\laster Plan L'eing

ret-errecl to the Plunn ing Cc''nrrrriss ion tor recorlrnendltion of a rc'ltdri at ulignnrent to the City Coun; il.
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1 16th Street NE planni ng Area
MASTER PLAN

ll. Opportunities and Constraints

Geographic Boundaries

The I l6'r'street NE Planning Area l"lvhster Plan arer") is locatecl betrveen I--5 lnd Srlte Arenue in th.'
City of r\larysville. primurily benveen I l6'r'Srreet NE and 108'r' Srreer NE extended. The planning Area
-includes ov'er 170 acres, composed of or er 50 dillerent parcels rangin-e in size from less than I acre to 30
acres. In response to comments received durin-e the preparation of the Master plan. the original
boundaries have been modified. The area rvest of Quilcecla Creek has been remored from the lvlaster
Plan area and as a result. rvill retain its existin-e single-family residential zonin_s. In addition. g parcels
currently zoned Single Family lvlediuni Density lronting 36'r'Drive NE ancl these parcels currenrl/zoned
Freew'ay Service have been added to the Nlaster Plan area. A request to amenct the Comprehensire plan
to desi-qnate these residential properties Commercial Business and Freervay Service is currently under
review'by the City and tarorable consideration is expected. Figure I clisplays the reiisecl boundlries ol
the Nlaster Plun area.

Land Use Patterns

The lvlarysville Comprehensive Plan includes the I l6'h Srreet NE Master Plan area in planning Arel No.
8 - lvlarshall/Kruse. currently characterized as follorvs:

The Nlarshall/Kruse Plannin,g Area is det-ined primarity by branches ol the euilcedl ancl the
railroad. The railroad helped create this area. since Kruse,,,u'as a railroad stop since at least t5e
be-einning of the [20'h] century. The railroad no lon-9er stops here. but the Inteistate 5 interchange
replaces the railroed in giving this neighborhood distinction for both residents and p,rssersb.v.
There is little commercial activity associated rvith this interchan-se; the nei_ehborhood is instead
defined b1, single-tamily subdivisions.

r\luch of the property r,r'ithin the Nlaster Plan area is currently vacant or unclercierelopeci. There are tSree
mobile home parks within the boundaries of the Master Plan along rvith scattered. single-famity
residences' and a ferr conlmercial uses. Surrounding lancl uses include a residential subdivision located in
I small pocket of unincorporated Snohornish Count;'to the south. ancl residential subdirisions ro the
north. To the rrest. the Nlaster Plan area is bordered by Quilceda Creek arrc.l I-5. and ro rhe elsr br State
Avenue.

Comprehensive PIan Land Use Designations ancl Zoning

Thc i\lastc'r Plln prop.'rtr is cttrrentl,r'zc''ned RLrrll LTse. Single Farnilr. N..ichborhooci Busiless. rncl
Freervav Service. but h.is been designated in the Citl''s Coniprehensive Plan as irlixeci Use. \lulti-t3prilr'.
Free*al'Service. and Comttrercial Business. Zoning to inrplement the Conrprehensi,.e PIan ciesicnrtiop
crn all plrcc'ls except tltosc zotterj Fre.'$ar Serrice $as mlcle continqent upon the adoption ol a ^\lastcr
Plrtn b1'thc Citl'ol \llrrsville. \\'ithout a \hster Plln. parcels uould bc' lirtritcd in their der,eltrpllcnr
putentiul to tl'le currcnt zLrnin!.

Be-girlrtirtg at tlte ttrrl'tlt ertJ of the pllnning ltrea and rrror in-e tliroLrgh thc plartpiir,: iriJi.r tL) ilr.' .r..,ritir.
current zonins adoptc.d in the September 1999 Zoning lvlap indicates:

' North of I l6h Street NE is Freew'av Service and Single Family High-Densitr *ith approrimrrelr 9
parcels lronting 36'n Driie NE zoned Single Farnill. Nletliurn-Densiti..
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1 16th Street NE Planni Area
MASTER PLAN

Immediately south of ll6n Street NE, the property is zoned Singte Family High Density rvith
Neighborhood Business at the intersection with 37th Avenue.

Further south is land orvned by the Tulalip Tribes and property zoned Single Family lvledium Density
and Rural Use.

i: i> irnportant to note, horvever. that development of parcels currently zoned Freervay Service is not
contingent upon adoption of this Master Plirn. and the property owner may submit a development
application in accordance 'uvith City development regulations at any time.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

There are several enl ironm"'ntll conditions thlt
development in the I l6'h Street NE Planrring Area:

could signiticantly limit thc'potential for sit.'

a Trvo Branches oI Quilceda Creek and another internal branch exist within the Nlaster Plan bounds.
According to the Snohomish Tomorrorr Critical Areas Planning Project (Julr l99l). the creeks are

considered fish and rvildlit'e conservation areas. rvetland buft'er areas are established in conjunction
rvith these creeks. and ther are noted as geologic hazard areas. due to a high potential for ground
shaking and liquefaction.

WSDOT me-v o\!n additional propert\ bet,,r'een the freen'ay and the site rrith nuture trees thrt should
not be disturbed.

Steep slopes are not an issue in the pllnning area as topo-sraph,r'. outside of the creek and wc-tland

buffers. is relativell flat.

lvllrysville Nlunicipal Code Chapter 19.2-l includes the Sensitive Area Nlana_gernent regulations that
riould be applied to an!'development proposal in the lvlaster Plan area. The most significant of u'hich is

the requirement of a 125-foot buffer from the edge of Quilceda Creek and any associated w'etlands. No
construction is permitted in these buffers e\cept tor lorv impact uses such as ped:strian trails. rie*ing
pl;rtfornrs, utilitl lines. and certlin storm\\'ater mxna*sement facilities such as -erass-lined s*ales prorided
thc'y do not hare a negative eftect on the stream or *etland.

It is inrportant to note. ho.,,u'ever. thrt as a result ol the recent listing of Chinook sllmon as threatened
under tlre Endansered Specic's .\ct. and the possible listing of other salnronid species in the Puget Sound

arr'.r. sensiti\'€ cri:'ir regulations lt the federal. state. and local lel'els are becominc urore stringent. It is

L'lxilcrcted that the Citl'ollvllrrs'.ille u'ill be revisine its sensitive are'a re-gulltions tt comply with the ner.'

t.'deral -ld rulc's. rrhich in all likelihood rrill include expanded stream and rvetlrnd buffers. It should also

[.'c noted that the Tulalip Tribes hare adopted requirements that are applicable to anv developnrertt
propos:il on the tribal propert,r locateLi vuitliin the \laster Plirn area.

Infrastructure ancl Public Sen ice Anah'sis

This section presents a briel assessnrent ol the plrnning area's public infrastructure and arailable public
serr ic.'s. This preliminarl rSSc'SSflrcr'lt is based c'rn eristing conditions. planneJ intpror ements. lrtd
coustruction of n:rv facilities currentlv underrvav b'. the Citv that attect the Nlaster Plan lrea.

a
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Roadways

The perimeter of the Master Plan area is formed by a transportation netrvork consisting olthe I-5 corridor
to the west, State Avenue and the Burlington Northern rail line to the east, 88th Street irtE to the south and
I l6'h Street NE to the north.

Existing intemal transportation links cunently serve only the three geographically disrinct suburban
development areas. There are no throu-gh streets providin,e vehicular ai."it tb the northern or southem
portions of the Nlaster Plan area.

The section of I-5 betrveen the.lth Street exit and approximarely l36h/l40th Street is identified by the
City ol IVIarlsville Comprehensire Plan as a Forestecl Corrirlor. Icleally. the Comprehensive plan asks
for a buf[er on either side of I-5 of 50 feet. In actuality. the bufler is norv as shallorr is 20 to 30 feet.

Recent road projects affecting the plannin-e area include resurfacing ancl addin_s a left rurn lane along State
AVenue tiom 109'h to 136'h Street NE. rvidening Stare Avenue birveen 86d'"and q+. Srr..it. gg;t"S,;;;;
ancl Stlte Arettuc. urrcl 88h Street NE from I-5 io RR tracks. Curb. sidervalks and adclitional lanes have
been slated alone State Avenue from 100* street NE to r0g'h .srreer NE.

The plannin-q area is rvithin the impact fee zone u'here transportation mitigation tees are assessed on
development.

SurJuce lVoter Rurtoff cutcl Soils

The primary surface rvater features in the I l6th Ptanning Area include the tr,vo creeks that are shorvn on
Figure 1. The soils in the area. as identit'ied by the U. S. Soil Conservation Senice. inclucle Ll,nnrvood
Loamy Sand and Ragnar Fine Sandy Loam. Norma Loam and Indianola Loanrl Sancl are found rvithin
the creek corridors. The Llnnrrood and Ra-9nar soils are prevalent in the'tbuil,lobl"" areas ol the
Planning Area limits. and are t1'picalll'rapidll'drainins soils. Water runoff tends ro be sloq.,since much
of the rvater infiltrates into the ground, eventually feeding the creeks. Local areas of hi_eh seasonal
groundr,r'ater leVels are kno.u',n to exist rVithin the Nlaster plan area.

Storntwirter is collected for the Citl of lvlarysv'ille and conveyed through public facilities ri.ith the
ultimate relelse into Quilced/Allen Creek r,r'atershed and Ebey Slou-eh. Sronnl.ater runoff fro'r
dereloped neichborhoods adjacent to the ll6'r'streer NE Planning Areals collectecl in pipes and open
ditchcs. lnd di*icharges to the \\'lsl Fcrrk ol Quilcccll Cre.'k.

The Cit"v of \larysville requires a storm\\'ater manasernent plan lor ne*, clevelopment. The Nllry,srille
\lunicipal Code (MVIC) Chapter l-1.15 aclopts the latest eclition ol the Deparrment ol Ecology,'s
Sttlrt{trr ater \lana-eettrent Nlanull tbr tlre Puqet Sound Basin. The Ecologr Nlanual sets tbrth
reqttir.'rncnts for rVater qualitr trirltntint. source control for pollution-,qcnc-rating sites. and stonll\\atcr
detention. Proposc-d new construction projects are recluireci to obtlin the Citl's ipproral tbr stormu.arer
rii.li 1.r *, l i icii i ;,.rirs bc fb|c lill,\ er-'1,., ;;.i,-i i()lt []ij i it..

\l'ttIt'r .S\'.sfu,//l

The Citr ol \ l.ir1's v illc' \\'0te r S\ sic'r11 is suppliecl b1 Nlarysv ille's Eclu,ard Sprip-es. rhe Srilleguanrish Rir er.
end by'thc'Cit1'of E,.erett pipeline. The l99l Everett/Nlarysrille warc'r supplr pipeline rc.suired in
enhanced uater suppl,v to the Citr. Until recentl\. the lvllster Plan area rv'as serretJ b,. uater from Edriard
Springs and the Stillaguamish Rirer. With a recent revision in w'arer systen'l crperrrions. Erererr suppll
\\'ater no\!'comes in from the south as the onlr source to the area. As the area d:t3ltrps. an lS-inc6 mlip
ii'i{l be extended north alon-e 35th,\renue NE and tie into the main on ll6'r'streer \E ro I'orm l loop. A
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project that is planned for 2001 rvill construct a nelv water main along l03rd Street NE from State
Avenue to I-5, just to the south of the Master Plan area.

Wastev,'ater Svstent

Cunently the public sewers that must be extended to serve the lvlaster Plan area ends at approriurate[1
100:l Street NE and State Avenue. The main must be extended approximately one mile north c-rn Stare
Avenue into the Master Plan area.

The City's 1990 improvements to the lvlarysville rvastewater treatment system are projected to be
adequltely sized to meet grorvth for the near future. Nlajor improvements to the Cirv's u'aste.uvater
treetment facilities are planned for operation in 200J. Additional se\!'era-se system improrements for the
1992-2012 plannin-e period are included in Nhrysville's Comprehensive Sanitary Seu'errge Plan.

Electric Pov'er

Electric po\\'er is provided by the Bonneville Porier Administration (BPA). part ol the Federal
Dcplrlrtrent of Energy'. Locally. Snohomish Countv P.U.D #l purchases power from the BPA and ser!es
the iUlster Plan area. Although it does not ser!'e Nlarysville, Puget Sound Enerey has sereral electric
trlnsmission tacilities projects in proeress or planned for the future. Service to the ll6'h Street NE
Planning Area appears to be adequate to handle the future po\\'er needs of the corlmunitr'.

'[t'l 
e t'o tttrtttttt i r'ttt iott.s

Telc-phorre serrice is provided b1'General Telephone Cornprny'of the North*est tGTE). .\T&T and LrS
\\'est hure both recently completed radio relar stations ivithin the City Iirlits to enhance their cellullr
se rl'ice.

Fi re/Pol i ce

Fire'service to the lvlaster Plan area is prorid.'d b1 \llrysrille Fire District *[]. .\ccording to District
#12 personal. the road nenvork is an importlnt tactor in providing timely services. The District stresses
b'etter access to and $ ithirr nerv dc'r elop|l'lc!tts.

Trr,-' Cir) ,.r \lrrrr sville Police departrnent pror ides ptrblic saletv and crime prevention services 2J-hotrrs a

dlr. 7 dars a rieek. Enhanced 9l I serrice is currentll available.

Sr'/trr,t1.t

.!, '1rr./ ilir i..

District #l-5 scrres thc Nlaster Plan arel. Currentll District #25 consists o[ 7 clernentlrr. ] Junior Higlr.
and -1 FliSh Scltools. According to the 1996 Conrpreirensire Plan. three additionel elenrenturr schools urrd

onc'ldditic-rnal jtrnior high lvere dc'signltr'd ls proposed. School irtrpact fees lrc'ilsSiSSc-d fttr neri
detclrrp|nr'r'lt.

Solid ril-ii: renrorll services lre prorided b1 the Citr olilhryrille Public \\'orks Deplrtment riithin the
Citl lirnits and bv Northrr.est Garblgc Compan-r Inc.. in unincorporated ar.'ls. For both rL'gions.
reciclrnr is prorided by'\\'aste N{anrsement \orth*est Inc. Dumping fees hare risen significantlf irr the
l;lst terr r elrs.
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Providing solid rvaste services is dependent on an efficient network of roads. The Comprehensive plan
recognizes that neighborhoods rvith many cul-de-sacs and dead ends impacts the speed of collection.

Summar"-

The lvlaster Plan area is within the Marysville City limits and has urban services in the general vicinity.
Tlre requirement to prepare a lvlaster Plan for the area before the higher intensiry zoning can be utilizecl
affords an opportunity to assure the coordinated planning and provision of necesiary public facilities and
services to the site includin-e roads. stornt\\'xter. sanitary sewer. and water recreation amenities. It also
affords an opportunity to plan for the coordinated development of properties and to promore common
design standards.

Dev'elopment opportunities or attribLrtc's of rhe site inclucle:

r Immediate proximity to I-5 and the BLrrlineton Northern Rail Line.

o Ovcr 170 acres witliin the City lirrrits Ilrur is relltircl,v flar and largely vacant or undeveloped.

' Necessary public services are in the ricinity ol the site. Public rvater is adjacent to the site. and
existing sanitarv selvers are lpproximatelr one mile to the soLrth.

' The potential zoning of the site is consisr:nt wirh higher value clevelopment.

' There are several lar,ge parcels and serer.rl propenl o\\'ners interestecl in dereloping ancii,or selling
their property, for development.

. The Tulalip Tribes have been supportir e of the \llster prannin_s eftbrt.

r Abilit)' to transfer density rights benreen plrcels.

While the development potential for the site is high. rhere are a number of constraints thar must be
o\ercome including:

. Limited access to and rvithin the site.

r No current sanitary sew'er serl,ice to the siti.

' Tlte ctlrrent $atc'r ser!ice is intdequate ior tire protection fbr lancl uses ntore dens.. thln single-tlinrilr
regidential.

. Signiflcant env'ironmerrtally sensitire ar3ts (str.Jt'ns. irgllxncl5. and stec'p slopes) on the site that lirnit
the developntent potentiill.

. \lLrltiple property orrnership.

' Eristing deficiencies irr key public serric:s trorrd-i. plrks. ancl storm\\'arer facilitiesi.

. Tirning and financin_e ol public inrprovernenrs.

All tlctors considered. it is reirlistic to assume th.rr the lull derelopnl€ri porc'nrill ol the sire can be
realized. but it rvill not be eas1. This underscor:s the need tbr ancl benetlt ol this illasrer planninc
p roces s.
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lll. Stakeholder lnterviews and Public Meetings

In advance of preparing the Master Plan alternatives for the City of lvlarysville I l6'h Street NE Plannin-e

Area. the Consultant Team conducted a series o[ interl'iervs rvith key' propert,v orvners concerning
development goals, opportunities, and constraints. In addition, community meetings rvere held on
February 22,2000 and April 12.2000 to ans\r'er questions and to receive comments from nciehboring
property owners and interested citizens. Copies of the meeting notes are included in Appendix A of this
report.

On April 25. 2000. the City's consultant team and staff presented three conceptual lvlaster Plan oprions
for the I l6'h Street NE lvlaster Planning Area to the llarysville Planning Commission. After a question
and ansrver period. the Plannin,g Commission accepted public comments. and lollowing additional
discussion. made a recommendation to the City Council. On May 1.2000, the Citl Council receired thc
Planning Commission recommendation and received additional public testimon-r. Follorving a City'
Council discussion, a special ivorkshop r,vas scheduled for NIay 16, 2000 to further revierv and evaluate
the Plannin,e Commission recommendation. Another Planning Commission irorkshop rvas held on July
25. 2000 rvith the discussion tocusing on access issues at the intersection of i6'h Drive NE and I t6'h

Street NE. On Au-eust 7. 2000. the City Council received an additional briefin.e and further comments
and a City Council rvorkshop w'as held on Ausust 15.2000.

On October 23.2000 the City CounciI directed the Consultant Team to proceed w ith the final i\luster Plan
preparation. Upon revie',rin-e a Drati lvlaster Plan. the Planning Commission held a tinal public hearins on
Nlarch 26.2001 and recommended approval of the Nlaster Plan subject to certain amendments. The Citl
Council concumed with the final Planning Conirnission recornrnendrtiorts and on \lay' 14.2001 adopted
the I l6'i' Street NE Planning Area Nlaster-Plan as ret'lected in this document. In addition to the schedulecl
meetings. hearings. and rvorkshops. public comments w'ere received at alI Citl' Council meetin,es.
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lV. Master Plan Concept

Concept PIan Development

After r.'r'ierving goals, opportunities. and constraints. and meeting rvith key property orvners and
nei-ehburing residents, the City and the Consultant Teanr prepared alternative buildout scenarios basecl on
a number ol key principles includin_e:

. Realizin-g to the greatest extenr possible the potentialzonin-9 forthe site.

. Coordinating desi-en and delivery of required public facilities: roads, sanitary sewers. storm$.arer.
recreation amenities. and water.

o

a

Accommodatin-s to the ,greatest extent possible the expressed interests of propert,v o\\'ners.

Ar oidi n-g adverse environmental efi'ects.

Aligning access on/off of tl6'h Street NE in both the north ancl southbound directions. managing
access to keep it as free florving as possible along I l6'h Street NE.

a

Altenntive Cottcepts

Three options that w'ere developed to accomplish the principles listed abore and acldress the site
derelopttrcrtt constraints to varving de-erc'c's. The llrernatire derelopment scenarios inclucle:

l) Cul-De-Sac Option

This teatures a single. coordinated point ol access to the northern and southern portions of rhe site
*ith internal access of this main road',r'a1'. No access to State Avenue is prolicled. No crossing
ol Quilceda Creek is proposed. so the \\'estern portion of the site w'ould be timited to single-
fami[,v residentialdeveloprnent r,r'ith access provided fiom the south. Reter to Figure 2.

2) Bridge Option

This t'eatures a sin-sle. coordinated point of access nofth and south fronr li6'r'street NE riith a
bridge spannin-e the Quilceda Creek ravine toaccess the u'estern portion of the site. u,hich irllorvs
iull derelopment o[the uestern portion olthe site. An optional access onto State Avenue is also
provided. This option allorrs for the hiehest densitl'and most intensire use undc.r rhc'proposc.cl
zonin_s. but uith the hi-ehest potentialderelopmenr cost. Ref,er to Figure 3.

I r State Ar enuc'

This features a single. coordinated point of cccc'SS north arld soutlr from I l6'r'street \E cornbinecl
uith an access road onto Stlte Arenue. Access to tlrc \\estern portion olthe site is limiterl ro tl'rrt
rihich c'an be achieved fiorn the south. \\hich likelv uould limit deielopmenr irr tlrlr arci ro
single-tarnil'. and possiblr sontc rriulti-turnil1. This option represents a compromise berrrecu rhc
higher development opportunit-'- crl the Bridee Opti,rn and the economic viubilirr of the cr:rsts

.rssoe iated ri itlt the co{lrtl'uctiotl eri u bri,.rge orci euiie e.ja Crccir. rrlrril .ii,i iiiril).diiiriir ;r

sccondarl' access to State Avenue. Reter to Figure -1.

9 \lar - ,ruI010-'r lJ:iJopted.doc Page 56 of 94



a

a

B--
I

I

MU

MU

On-Site

CB
I

C

c
I

On-Site

tl
lr
rl.

LEGEND:

Development
Areas

I w Land Use Buffer

Seneltlve Area Buffsr

CB GA
Fufure Roadway
Connectlon

1 16th STREET NE
On-Sito

Detenlion

Access Polnt

I

Stream

C
I

B
Potentlal
Detentlon Pond
Sltes

UJI
Y4 Comprehenslve Plan

Deslgnatlon
tu, CBt

!
On-Silo

Detention
lr.lat. rrt

MU
(Tribe)

e-
On-Sita\-2

O FS - Freeway Servlces

O GB - Communlty Buslness

O MU - Mlxed Uso

O SF - Slngle Famlly

O MFM.MulllhmllyDet€nlion

llar
lt rl

I

MU

lo
I

MU
xb

lr

F
L

SF
rtatttaatatlltat_

{

i

MFM

,.*-!- // '\-
il

)

SCAI-E IN FEET

r
V
\

NOTES:
. Area west of Quilceda Creek remains Single Family

Residential Zoning
. Open Space & Trails Within Buffers
e 'Gateway' Corridor Preserves Railroad Spurs
r Potential Future trail connection across l-5
o Circulalion

- Coordinated intersection location on 116th Street NE
- Access managementonto 116th Street NE
- Thru access north of l16th Stre€t NE
- No access to State Avenue
- Access south lo 88th Street
- Single loop road

o Location & size of shared detenlion ponds are approximate- some
on-sit€ dotontion of individual proporties may still be requirod

o
NORTH

rl

To 88th Stroet

MAY 2OO1

CUL-DI-SAC CPTICN
116th STRTET NI MASTIR PLAN
CITY OF MARYSVI LLf, WASHINGTON
Fiqure 2

friltilttt

INCORPORAl'ED r89I

Page 57 of 94



-\

-1

I

MU

C

A
:>,

MU

CB

I

On-Site
On-Siie

MU

I t r t at I r t a a rt I I I t

MU

O MFM

r a. a t att I t a ttt I I I I ta t

ati aa a t ata l a at a al t a a

(

a

M

CB

On-Site
Detention

P

U

MU

Datention

-.tl 
a lar tt l aaa ata tartattr r.tr

tt'aaaaarar."aa,
On-Sita

Detention

MU
(Tribe)

LEGEND:

Development
Areat

l;ffi] Land Use Bufbrffi
Wsensltlve 

Area Buffiar

Future Roadway
Connecllon

Accese Polnt

1 16th STREET NE Stream

Potentlal
DEtentlon Pond
Sltes

Comprehenslvo Plan
Deslgnatlon

uJ
Y4 O FS - Freeway Servlcel

O CB - Gommunlty Businos.

O MU . Mlxed Use

O SF - Slngle Famlly

O MFM - Multlfamlly

'(.r)

rO
-!

L ,'"r\

SCATE IN FEET

NOTES:
. No Zoning Change

' Open Space & Trails Within Buffers
. 'Gateway" Corridor Preserves Railroad Spurs
. Circulation

- Coordinated intersection location on 116th Street NE

- Access management onto 1 16th Street NE
- No thru acc€ss north of 1 1 6th Street NE
- Access to State Avenue
- No access south to 88th Street
- Central boulevard/ bridge

. Location & size of shared detention ponds are approximale- soms
on-site detention of individual properties may still be required

o
NORTH

MAY 2OO1

BRI GE CP TI ON
116th STREET N[ MASTER PLAN
CITY OF MARYSVI LLf, WASHINGTON

Figure 3

\*.L.

C

t00

lNcoRPoRAl F.D t 89l

.l
Page 58 of 94



v

a
t

lattaltttt

t1

MU

MU

c

tt

On-Site

CB

On-Sito

MU

MFM

€e
!t!.t.l.l.tr

.trtrttttttt

c

c

P

€-

On-Site
Detenlion

MU
(Tribe)

MFM

CB

tt

J-
a

I
taaaaaaaa.aa

On-Sile
Oetention

On-Site
Detontion

I

S

t:]

LEGEND:

Development
Areag

ffi 
Land uge Bufner

Wsengltlve 

Area Bufbr

Future Roadway
Connectlon

1 16th STREET NE Access Polnt

Stream

Potentlal
Detentlon Pond
SltoB

rtj
Y4 Comprehenelve Plan

Deslgnatlon

-,/)
O FS - Freeway Servlces

O GB - Communlty Buslness

O MU - Mlxed Use

O SF - Slngle Famlly

a MFM - Multlfamlly

ro
I

,"Y \

SCAIE IN FEET

NOTES:
. South€rn-most Properlies Retain Single Family

Residential Zoning
r Open Space & Trails Within Buffers
. 'Gateway'Corridor Preserves Railroad Spurs
. Circulation

- Coordinated intersection location on 116th Street NE
- Access management onto 1 1 6th Street NE
- Thru access north of 1 16th Street NE
- Accsss to Stale Avonue
- Access soulh to 88th Street
- Cenlral boulevard ( no bridge)

r Location & sizo of shared detention ponds are approximate- some
on-site delention of individual properties may still be required

o
NORTH

To 88th Skoot

)_
MAY 2OO1

STATI AVINUE CPTI ON
116th STRETT N[ MASTER PLAN
CITY OF M AR YSVI LLE, WASH IN GTON
Figure 4

c

i

\

tNcoRpoR,lt'ED t89l

Page 59 of 94



116th Street NE Planning Area

a

MASTER PLAN

In each of the alternatives, the future reactivation of the railroad spurs is preserved as an option. and open

space/trail opportunities rvould be limited to rvithin the Sensitive Area Buffers. In addition. re-eional

storm\!'ater detention is proposed as a concept. but specific sites have not been located. How'ever. some

individual on-site stormrvater detention may still be required. Significant land and cost savin-es may be

realized if biofiltration su,ales can be feasibly located in buffers and setbacks. or if sriales can be

incorporated into the road desi-en. Cul-de-sacs are shorvn as a means of providin-e a turnaround for lar-ee

vehie l:s and emergency ser\ice providers. If ample turnarountl provisions can be provided on indiridual
sites, cul-de-sacs may not be as necessary.

P reJerrad illuste r Plntt Selectiort

On April 25. 2000. the Planning Commission recommended to the Cit;- Council the Cul-De-Sac Option
uith access to State Averrue as tlte pret'ened alternative. This recommendation *'as bused on a

recognition that a bridge crossins Quilcedl Creek w'as environmentally undesirable and economically
impractical. The addition of the State Avenue access to the Cul-De-Sac option provided an alternative
means oIingress and egress, but provided a tunctional system if en-eineering considerations or regulaton
appror als precluded the State Avenue connection. Hi-ehlights ol the Planning Cornrlissiorr
reconrmendation inc lude:

Western-most Properties (across Quilceda Creek) Retain Single Family Residential Zoning rv'ith

access from south

Open Space and Trails Within Buflers

"Gatervav" Corridor Preserves Railroad Spurs

Circulation

- Coordinlted intersection location ol I l6'h Street NE

- Throu-sh access north o[ 116'h Street NE to Beclel-Kruse neighborhoocl

- Access to State Al'enue

- Access south to 88'l'street

- Central boulevlrd

- [nrestisate t.'asibility olaclditional signal at 36'r'Drire NE lnd ll6'r'Strc.'t \E

. Ltration and size oldetention ponds are approrimate: sonre on-site detentiott of indiridull prr--rpc'rtic's

rvill still be required.

o \\'estcrn ponion Nlixed Use/)lulti-Fanrilr (\{U/iv'lF) only il private propcrtiu's proride I io* irtipact

bridgc. othc'rrvise it should retain the currint sin-ele-lilnrill residential zorring.

. Erplore the t'easibilitl'of designatirr-uilcquiring/dereloping some or all of thc' irestem ponirrn c-'f th.'

site as park.

On lvla;- l.2000. the Cit,r'Council recei'.ed tlie Planning Conrrnission recommendaiion as'.rell as

additional public testimony. Followin_u a Cirr Council discussion. a special Citl Council ricrrishop urs
scheduled tbr NIal' 16.2000 to further rerierv and ev'aluate the Planning Comrrtission reconiniendrtion.

a

a

a
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Ultimately, the City Council selected the Cul-De-Sac option as the preferred alternative. subject to the
following conditions:

o The area west of Quilceda Creek rvould retain its existin-e sin-ele-family zonin_e and rvould be removed
from the lv{uster Planning Area Boundaries.

o No bridge would be built over Quilceda Creek.

' The Kalma property (freewa,v commercial) and the residential properries on 36'h Drive NE that
requested a Comprehensive Plan and zonin-g map amendment to permit commercial uses shlll be
included in the lvlaster Plan boundrries.

' The State Avenue option r,vill be further evaluatecl to determine rvhether a railroacl crossing and
connection to State Street are feasiblc'.

The iUarysi'ille Cit,v Council. in s.'lecting a pret'ened alternative tbr tlre I l6'r'streer \E Area Nhsrer plun.
directed Citv Stafland Consultants to furtherevaluate rlternrrtives to improve occess at the intersection ol
ll6'h Street NE and 36'l'Driv'e NE. -\s a result. three basic options to improre access r.vere developed.
and are described belorv.

lmproved Access Ootions -'l(r'h Drire r'rE and I l6'h Street NE

A critical design feature of the pref'ened ulternative is the design of a Central Boulevarcl that ri,oulcl
provide coordinated access to the propenies north and south of ll6'h Street NE through a single.
si-enalized intersection. Given the splcine requirements for traffic si-enals. this intersection must be
located in a narro"r' band of propenies tiontin,e ll6'h Street NE. rou-shly' midrvav betrveen I-5 ancl State
Avenue. Also. given existing land uses and rarvin,g interests in redevelopin-e incliriclual properties. there
is not an obv'ious corridor to locate this roadrvav rvithout some displa..*.ni of existin-e uses. With this
nerv Qslllnl Boulevard. it is assumed that C.it1 of Ivlarysville access standards irill be applied ,,vhich
r',ould phase out all eristing driveriars on I l6e Street NE at the time indiviclual parcels are derelop.,,l. It
is also assutned that'll" Drive NE. nelr the State Avenue intersection rvith il6'n Stre.'t NE. ri.ill be
closed. ancl that 36'r'Dri','e NE and 37'5.\renue. as r,,,ellas 38tl'Drire NE w'ould becomc- right-in. ri*cht-out
only'. It is irnportant to note. horierer. that the 36'r'Drive NE intersection is adjacent to ilr.. I--5
interchan-ge (rr'[rich is in WSDOT jurisdiction.l. ancl moditlcations shoulcl be coordinltecl riith \\'SDOT.

Given these assumptions. there are three basic options for impror.'ins access to the existing and potentially.
rlc'\\'corllttlcrcial properties in the ricinitr of 36'h Drire NE north of I l6'r'Str..et NE. incl;cling rie:

l) Relined Nlaster Plan Optir-'n. The Retrncd Nilster Plan Option sinrpl,, i:rrolres rirc sr.r.,rrsiorr
of the proposed hanrm.'rheud \\est to the Kalma site. This rroulcl be most appropritte in
cottjLrrtction riitlt the apprtrrul t'l tite proposcd Cornprelrcnsiie Plll uip:rr,.ipt.'1i rtr Co'\Cl.t
several properties in the ricinitr oli6'r'Drire NE to Commercial. but coulcl be implc'rnentc.d
rt itlttrttt it. This rvoLrltl r:'i.tll!'l th: ltccluisiti(rn of lropc.rtv antl thr' '-:lr.rcutir-rn ,.f eristipr
single-farlill' residences. This. horvever. is not unreasonablc' il the Compreherrsire plln
Arrcndment is approved. Retir ro Figure 5.

a) Fourth Signal Opt,ion. The Fc-rurth signrl Option riould involre the signalization of th.'
intersection ol 36'h Drire \E lnd I l6'h Street NE in adclition ro rhe neu. signal at rhe
intersection olthe proposed Central Boulevarcl ancl I lo':'street NE. This rroultJ re-suit in folr
signalized intersections on ll6': Street NE benveen I--5 and State Arenue w,ith the neu l(r,r,
Drive NE signal being onll 3{)0 feet from the nerv signal at the I-5 oft'-ramp. This qould bc
in v iolation of State and lc-rcll intersection splcinr requirements. ri.hich could be arr
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insurmountable obstacle, as the intersection is located adjacent to a primary WSDOT facility
Refer to Figure 6.

3) Western Realignment Option. The Westem Realignment Option would involve shitiin-s the

Central Boulevard to the $'est as far as possible (so that it possibly ali-sns w'ith 38'h Dri',e to
the north). Assumin_9 that the pending Comprehensive Plan amendment is approred that

rvould convert scveral residential properties to commercial. the Central BoulevarJ could turn

ro the west, extending across 36m Drive NE to provide access to the Kalma propert) tionting
the freervay. Local access could then only be provided to residents of the Bedell-Kruse

neighborhood via 38'h Drive. Refer to Figure 7.

Oualitative Analvsis

In order to desi-gn. construct. operate and maintain corridors. jurisdictions classify streets using a st-stem

that is generally accepted by all levels of sovernment nationally. This identification method is ret'ened to

as Functional Classit'ication. Under this chssitlcation system. strects are classitled according to their
intended primary function. Desi_sn ptrameiers (includin-e horizontal and vertical alisnment. specd limits.

street cross-section. sidervalks. etc.) are established for each type of classification. Local street design

standards are developed usin-e this national criteria as a base. Operational standards and lilbilit.'"
assessments (including safety provisions) are also based on these nationally recognized st:lndards. For

chssit-ication purposes. streets are divided into major categories:

. Arterials - includes streets r,,hose primary'function is to more throu-sh trafltlc frorn origin to
destination. Arterials typicalll do not provide a hi-eh level of direct property access.

. Collectors - includes streets whose primlry'function is to collect traft-rc from local access streets and

distribute that traffic to the arterials. Collectors provide some direct propert)' access as a secondary

function.

. Local Access Streets - includes those streets that are designed to proride direct access to propeftis's

(i.e. residences. retail businesses. emplolment centers. etc.). Local access streets carrv lorrer trllfic
volurnes. tend ro have lo*er spc'ed liniits. proridc tor ancilllry facilities like plrking. and are

typicalll' designed tor more pedestrirn actir itr'.

The Citl,of lvlary,sville hls conectlv classitled ll6'r'Street NE as a lvlinor Arterial. As such. the primarv

function oF ll6'h Street NE is to more traftlc through the area as elticiently as possible. Providrng direct

property access rvould be a secondlrl' function and should be kept to a minimum. Property access points

and intersections generate oppotlunities tbr conflicting traflic t'lto\ ettients (e.g. lc'lt and ri:ilt turns.

increasc'd llne changes. etc.) and increas.'d congestiorr alortg a coridor. Th.'se ttrorernent. lnd tlte
incretse in con-gestion decrease the abilin of thc'roadr\a)'to carrl'throu-th traitlc. in ess.'nce. it results in

a clecrelse in the carry'ing capacity'ol the ro:ld*a'n'. reduced mobilitl'. and incr"-ased delay's and costs tbr

consumers.

Curr..ntl1 . I l6'l' Street NE is a tri o-lrn.' lsphalt paved roudrr av rvith srar el shoulders artd sttrtlce

drlinage. A 1998 trirllic irnpact stud1. prepared dLrrirts tlte rer i*i ol tire Conlprehensi ' e Pl.rn

amcndrn.'ni request ibr this area. indicitted thlt existing traific volutttes \\c'rc'ilpproilchin-c 16.(rt tt i.\DT.
Thiir san'rc study estimated 200-l trlftlc (anticipated build-out of the area) at neerly 26.000 ADT. P.\l

pe.rk hour trllt'ic currentlv results in backups thlt extend tiom State Arenue to nearl\'38'h Drire . The I--j

norrhbound ot'f-ramp ty'pically backs up to the point oi stacking traltlc onto I-5. A\l peak hour trriilc h.rs

a sinrilar eft'ect on westbound traft'ic alone I l(.' Street NE.
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The ultimate roadrvay section proposed for I166 Street NE is a five-lane section, rvith tg,o through lanes
in both the east and rvest directions. The center "lane" rvould be used for left+urn pockets a1 major
intersections and as a center meclian betteen intersections. The future section rvoutd atso have cloied
storm draina-ee and sidervalks. The qualitative analysis performed to date considers the ultim:rte built-out
roadrvay section.

I166 Street NE. through this corridor. is generally under the jurisdiction of the City of lvlary.sville.
Horvever, the intersection of I166 Street NBand 36fr Drive NE, iue to its proximiry to the I-5 Rainps. is
under the jurisdiction of the WA State Department of Transportation. Any design or consrruction along
I l6'h Street NE involving the 36'h Drivs NE or I-5 Rami inrersections will iequire the approval o?
\\'SDOT' To date. wSDOT has indicated its concern orer the fult long-term clerelopmenr (inclucling
signalizrtion) of the 36h Drive NE intersection due to potential adverse impacts to the operations olthe I"-

5 Ramp intersections. stackin-e of tra[fl,,' alone the rumps. and safety impacts due to increased congestion.

Intersection spacin-e. especillly on arterirls. has a major eftect on the capacity of the road*a).to carr),
through traffic. Minimum standards have been developed both locally and nationall.v ro provide design
guidelines tor the placement ol intersections. The Citl' of Nlarysville's design -euidelines lor inrersection
spacing alon-e arterials is 500 feet (minimum). E,ramples of 500-foot spacin_e of intersections in
Nlarysville w'ould be State Av'enue (benreen First Street and Seventh Street) or Founh Street (b,enreen I-5
and State Avertue). \\'SDOT has set minimum design standard requirements for inrersections and access
points along its roadrvays. For an arterial tlpe of srreet WSDOT recommends a spacing of 660 - l-320
feet (depending on traft-rc volumes). One must remember that these figures are minimums. irnd as suclr
are a -euide to prov'ide the minimum acceptable level of service under ideal conditions. Optirnum
performance oI art"'rial roads'ars is achiered under a number of conditions. inctuding lonser spacing
behreen drivervays and/or intersections. A cont'licting traffic movement is clefined as a nto\.ernent by,on"'
vehicle that crosses the path or irt lnr r,,lr hinders the primary mo\ement of another rehic-[e. Conflicting
nlo\enlents adrersely' impact the roadwa.r's abilit,r to function efficiently and proridc oprimunr capacitr.
Intersections provide the opportunity for the occurrence of these conflicting movemenrs. Nlinimizin_e the
number of intersections along a corridor reduces the potential for these conflictin-e movemenrs and
increases roadrvav effi c iency.

Relined itlast.'r Plan Option

As described previously. this alternatire rvould provide for one primary entrance/e\it to the plannine area.
The Central Boulerard inrersecrion ri'ith ll6't srreer NE is anticipated to be located generllll midrval,
bet*een thc'l-5 interchan-ee and tlre Stlte Arenue intersection. This alrernatire rrould m3.1imize the
spacing betrr'een the major intersections. Intersection spacing would be in the ran-ge of 900 - i 100 feet.
The Central Boulevard w'ould extend both north and south of ll6th Street NE rnd proride rhe spine
roadrrrtv intc'r the Pllnning Area. To the ne-rnh of I t6'h Street NE. the roacl*'ar,'n'ould hlmmei-h:lci toth.'
L'ast and \\c'St to ultinrat.'I1'serve the properties tl'orn I-5 to the BNSF Rlilrvar,trrr'ks ldilc.itr r() Srrrc
Ar enue.

\ lr " " ' ' '.

It prorides reusottuble access tcr Kalnrl prrrpert) (fr.'errav contnlc'rcia[) in u rnlnner tirrt i-..]!)riipiltiLrlc
ri i l ir t lt,' c :i i s t i rr g pre i.' rrr.d \ !.rs l :. r Pl u n .ri i.' iit lt i r q..

It prorides u reasonable block confieuratir'rn and could possibly' result in the eliminuric'rrt r-.f rhe -16':'
D::'.: \E ' ll6'l'Str:,'t NE inl..r's:-.tirli: i:i lir: firt,.:r.'. if rrrrnrnt:d.

a

a

0 I 0-j I J.id, rpted.tloc l9 \llr lt,t,r I
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t The location of the Centrat Boutevard intersection midway between the I-5 interchan-ge and State
Avenue u'ould allorv for maximum stackin-e of traffic bitrveen signalized intersections for both
eastbound and westbound traffic.

. Lon_9er left tum queues coutd be accommodated.

o A coordinated signal system (includin-e both NB and SB I-5 rampi) rvoutd result in shorter queue
len-eths due to an optimiziltion of trafltlc movements.

r Fe,,r'er intersections u.ould resutt in few.e1 1p..,1ons and instances of conflicrin{ movemcnts. thus
easin_e congestion.

' Lon-eer distances betrveen intersections *ould allorr' greater stackin-e lengths (in case of abnormal
traft'ic volumes. accidents or disabled vehicles) and recluce the potenriiil forlnrersecrion btockin,e. 

-

' Traffic si-gnels along the conidor could be interconnectecl rvith the ruilrold-crossing signal tofacilitate traflt'ic mo!'ements in the area during the periocl of time that the rfO,i iir.., 
-NilS,r;;

Avenue intersection rvas blocked bl,trains.

' It easc's potenriill congestion at the I-5 Rarnp intersections.

Disadl antagc's:

' There are challenges associated uith coordinetine the dev'elopment plans and timelrames of mulriple
propertv o\\'ners.

. Even with a coordinated siqntl s.,steni. unlroiduble Ion_g eastbouncl queues cr.ruld result from trlins
crossin-s ll6'h Street NE. Such qi,.u., could still blockihe Central Boulevard inrersecrion and limit
turning eastbound nlovements durinc the PNI peak hour. Note: This ri.ould b,e true ot all ol the
options. although the Refined lvlasterilln Option r,i'ould be the least impacted.

' Direct access to the fr.'ertlr comnrercill propert,\ lKulma) ancl the acljaceni oroperries requc,srin-s
redesisnation rr,ould not be prorided. Access w'ould be providecl via ihe nonh leg of rhe Centra-l
Boulevard and the rr.est hammerhead road.

Fourth Si-enal Option

The lourth si,gnal option ntaintairts tlie inrersectiorr at 36'h Drire NE as u f,ull.', Llier.rrio.Jl ir.lrr,i.secliL)..
and,intloduces tl'le installation of an additionnl traltlc control sisnill. \\'hile pl,rcc::nr of a siqnll rrt this
location rvould. on the surface. appeur to ftrcilitare traltlc moiements to the pi-..reni.'s norrS ol 1(,,i'
Street NE. it ri'ould in fact likelr hindertraltlc tlori's in the majorclirections at rhrr ltcrrrion. Jurisclictions.
irrcluding thc' Citl' ol Nlansville. estlblish design prr.,u.t.r, for rold*u,,s. These plrlmc,rc.rs incluclc,
tttinitttutn sPat-illg of dri veriars and intersecrions. For minor arterials. suclr us llo,:, Street fje. ,n.
lrtinitltttrn soltcing fbr intersectic.tts is 5or) f:'c't. This splcing is a rrrirrirnrirn: u1J .i:il lrare a iiu*rtcr.e.i'
aJrerse impac'ts to the capacit.v potential o[the roaciua! 

"hen 
cornpuecl to u Iars:i- inrersection sp;.rci'r.

Idelll-r. signulized intersection splcines ol one-quaiter mile on arterial.s pi..ritle for much me-.rc
operational efticiencl'..,.The sp.rcing oI nujor intersections lor this alrernarive rrouiu be -]00 tier berrreen
the I-5 Ramps and 36"'Drire NE. and 5()0-900 feer benveen 36'h Drir.e NE and Cenrral Boul:r.rrd u.d'nci,.iacn the Ci'ntrul Boulcrtru .inJ Sili: .\icnuc.

The addition of full intersections and sienills onlv serves to complicare the operrrir)ps of the corritjrrr.
Decisions must be ntade on rvhether o, no, to interconnect the signals so that thel ..ccrate in u.ison crr ro

0105 lJuclopted.dot' 20
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allorv them to oPerate independently. Each scenario has its advantages and disadvantages. And, each
results in facilitatin-g certain traffic movements at the e.rpense (and delay) of other mo'ements.

Adv'antages:

o A trafhc si-enal at the 36s Dri,,'e NVI l6'h St NE intersection rvill improye access to and fronr the
properties adjacent to the freew'ay and alon-e the segment of 36h Drive NE directly nonh ol I t6,i
Street NE. In additio^n. it u'ill,also provide a benefit (re,earclin-s access) to the mobiL home park on
the south side of I l6'street NE. Furthermore. accident frequency and severin,for a [ull mo\.en.lcnr
intersection (n'ithout a signal) w'ourd be recluced *'ith a trafficsignil.

Disiidr antages:

a

a

A full intersection (signalized; at this locarion does not meer eirher City of i\6rlsrille or \\'SDOT
strndards. WSDOT still maintlins juriscliction over this intersection and hrs aJiisect rhut rhev are
\er) concerned ivith this approach and mr,r nor allorr such an installation.

It is important to note tlut traffic si-enals should nor be installed priorto meering one of eleren signel
$arrants as outlined in the Federal Hi-eh*11'Aclministration's iVlunual of Unitorm Tra[t'i,". Control
Derices (lvlUTCD) NIanual. The 1993 turning morement counrs indicate lorr rrrftlc yolumes ar the
36d Drive NE/ll6'h Street NE intersection. Theretbre. a signal $'anant anal.rsis rvould need to be
pertbrrncd at this location to cleterrnine under rrhich coirclirions a signal rroultl be r,r16xn1gil.
Currently. it does not appear that a signll uould be rr.ananted.

A tburth signal at the 36'h Drive NE/ll6'h Streer NE inrersection coulcl creare additional traitlc flori
problems. The ultimate arterial capacity and Lerel of Serrice (LOSI w'ill borh be reduc:d b1,rhe
inclusion of this intersection and its associared tumin-g movements. Because olrhe proximit, oii6,t
Drive NE to the t-5 NB Ramps intersection. potenrial blocking problems could be anticiplied both
alonc I l6'h Street NE and on the ramps. Lons eastbouni queues could errend ber*een r5e
intersections and along the northbound ramp alt the rval,to I-5.

Sigrrll r-'oordinatittrt rniSht not be possib,le tbr this inrersection. Trlliic volulle,i r.it -10:'Drire -\E ai.e
erpectcd to be nruch less tltan volurnes on other side streets alon-e ll6'h Streer \E. Thereibre. rhe
intersection's natural clcle len_uth \r,ould be clifterent than other iniersections ale.rns the tnerill. This
means that coordination miglrt not be recommenciect for this intersection. A comprehensire trllflc
analrsis and technical calculations rroulcl be requirecl to -senerate the coorclinur.rbiiitv titrurrs tbr lll
the urterial intersections. A coordinatecl signll s)stem rvill utilize the most eltlcient rrtfr-i; sic'tl
tinrirrr plans tbr the I l6'' Srreer NE conidor:

Th:;r.lJitirrn ol this sit::ll rrill r.'sult in lrr increlse in project ctrsts of Sli-i.rtr i{.r i!) )-t(.)u.ri.,,r. rrlr;ilr
uould likel;'be assessetl to those properr\ o\\ners rc'ceir.ing direct benefit (properiics ale.rnS l(..,',,Drir.,
\Et.

\\'estern Rell ignrnent Optic.n

This optiorl is essentiull-r r rlriltion ol the \luster Pl.rn Option. As discussed p13\iL)uslr. r:is r--rp!ita11
riould resulr in the reloclti".n ol the Cerrti-ll Boul.,,, lrd rresterlr to a point betrrten ril: proer.sej n.l;li:3i-
pliln lLrcatiort and -16"'Drire \E. potentitll\ in rhe ricinitl,ol -iE"'Avenue NE. This oprion n*irlli::s .r
rttittitttuttt nutnber oI inter-.ections rlong the conidor und provides shorter access tc propeni:s in i::
north'*cst corns'r ol the plenning area. but r:sults in the tirking of prirate resiclences Hr the cle.,si\,rpir::;:i
ol tlte Centrll Bcrulerlrd rr':,.jrru,r and potenriul ud,.erse inipacts to other large plrcels i:.-c. Tul:rl:: Tri:rl

a

a

nlir{rt.1,,.. I i.
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property)' The rezulting. intersection spacing is 700 feet benveen the I-5 Ramps and the Central
Boulevard. and 1,300 feet betrveen the Central Boulevarcl and srate Avenue.

Advantages:

' This option is adaptable to the Prefened lvlaster Plan alternative (modified Cul-De-Sac oprion
selected by the City Council) and panially resoh'es conflicts in coordination of access berireen
northern and southern properties.

' This option maintains a minimum of intersections alonq the conidor. thus increlsing the roadrr.av
capacity.

o It provides a longer distance betw'een the Central Boulevard and Stute Avenue. tor elstbound traltlc
to queue during the evening peak hour especiallv those EB queues resulring from B\SF trains
crossing I l6'h Street NE.

' This option rvould proride a shorter itccess route to the properties north of l16'r'street NE ancl
adjacent to the frees'ay thln the Refined lvhster plln Option. This option uould not. horvever.
prov'ide direcr access to tl'tose properties.

Disudvantages:

' This alternative prorides a shorter distlnce betrreen the Centrll Boulevard inr:rse.-tion ancl th., _j6,r'
DriVe NE / I-5 ramp intersections. This cotild creete a potential morning peak hour gridlock problerrr
especially if rhe traftlc signals are nor coordinared.

o It maI require the relocation of several sinele-frmil_r'resiclences in order to site the roadrrars.

' It may present sonre challenges in the timing or prirate de'elopmenrs.

. Jt may make some ol the southern derelopnienrs more dif,tlcult to der elop.

. it nrrr,r' prolnore cut throuch traltjc to thi. north.

ntn c(rl-11r1'li

The access alternatives. outlined above. \\'ere presented and cJiscussed at the \llrlsrille pl.rnning
Comrtrissiorl \\'orkshop held c.rt Julr'll. lt)()t). The cliscussion primlrilr cenrered lrrrund rhe desire hr a
lerr g11511.S propert,\ cr\\'r'lq'rs to continue ttr hurc'direct acccss pro\irjecl to ti::i; propenic,s ria-arr
intersectiott at 36'r'Drive NE. ancl the eltects tlrlt sererll sicni.llized inrersecripr:j rl.irqld lil,.c crrr t5ir
It)t)( )-lirtrt l(rng corriclor. Tlre Plltnning Cor:r:rissitrrr ,Jir.'ct...r.l stlt'l tt. ;or:tir:rrc t(\ j..::li:.:i:'tl:., :rli:i-.lriir--.i
* itlr lr rlt'rticrn ol r.'corrirttcndltion tit

"...' Prrtct't'tl witlt tltt Fourtlt Si,err,11 Oi,:i,,,t il'ii is detertttittr,tl tt, hr,.l',:tt.rihl,,. ut:tl il'ttttt.ie,tt.tiltlt,.
ptrctt'eeti l' itlt tlu' [icJinttl ,llrJt.,r. Pitti: U1t:itttt.

Cii:. Council S.'lection

Or: October l-1. l()01. the \[:r11'srille Ciil C'c.uncil clirecre.J rhe consulr.rnt terrl: i.] proc.jri,.rirh tlre
Retlned Nlaster PIen Optiern as the preterred access alternlti,.e.

010: lhdrrptr.d.tloc '))
\l.tr ltlQ 1
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Final Aooroval Process

After City Council direction, the City and Consuttant team developed a draft I166 Street N'E Planning
Area Master Plan containing the "Recommended N{aster Plan" - a combination of the Cul-De-Sac
Alternative rvith modified boundlries and rvith the Refined lvlaster Plan Access Alternative. On lrlarch
16. 1001, the Planning Commission held a final public hearing regurding the Reconrmended i\lasrer Plan.
Thc Commission advised approval of the I166 Street NE Planning Area r"'laster Plan includin-s the
"Recommended Master Plan" subject to the follorvin,e condition:

The property owners must a-sree upon the alignment of the Central Boulevard rvithin 6 months of the
approv'al of a development proposal(s) that tri-egers the installation of the sin_ele. signllized
intersection on l16'r'street NE. Failure to do so rrill result in the Nlaster Plan bein-e refenerl ro rhe
Plannin,g Commission for recommendution ola roadrvul' alignment to the City Council.

a

On lvtu,r' ll. 2001, the Nlurysville City Council adopted the I l6'r'street NE Pllnning Area lvhster Plun as

recommended by the Planning Commission and as presented in this document. A description o[ the
"Recommended lvlater Plan" as adopted appears below'.

Recommended r\Iaster Plan

The Recommended Nlaster Plan is a combinltion of the Cul-De-Sac Alternative rvith modified boundrries
and rrith the Refined N{uster Plan Access Alternrtive. The Recommended Nlaster Plan is shorin in
Figure 8.

The distinguishing characteristic oI the Recomnrended lvlaster Plan is a Centrll Boulerurci. rrhich
prorides a single coordinated point of access to both the northern and southern ponions of the site. The
southern leg of this Boulevarcl rvill proride access to all parcels south o[ ll6'h Street \E b,etueen

Quilceda Creek and State Avenue. and u'ill terminlte in a cul-de-sac or possibly dead-end into individual
parkin-e lots. The northern leg may be someuhat smaller in scale, and rvill terminate in a hammerhead. or
internal access road that rvill provide access as needed. to all commercially zoned parcels north ol ll6'h
Sirect NE beNveen I-5 and State Arenue. In a,--cordance with tlre provisions of the City's.{ccess
i\[.rrragen'rent Plan. existin_s driveua,rs and roldriars rvill be closed or conrerted to right-in. rishi-oui onll
at the time the properties are con!ertc'd to commercial use. As an interim measure. properties on the nortl'l

sicic o[ I l6'r' Street NE nra,r h"' allorreJ to erir clirccill onto I l6'h Street NE uniii such tir:re th.it the

northern leg of the Central Btrulevarcl is built (Figure 9). Once built. these businesses rrould b'e r:qrrired
to close their temporary driveual's and re-orient their access to the internal roadirur s)'stenr. Lrr irccess

muv be limited to right-in/right-out onlr' (Figure l0). Additionally'. the Recommended Ihster Plln
includes a proviso regarding the planning und inst.rllltion of the Central Boulerard: The propertl r-r\\rcrS

ntust. .l:re!' upon thc' ulignr:isnt c'rl tirc Cr'r'ltrill Boulcr urd rvitltin 6 ntonth-i u.i tltc' rlppruar.tl r.f a

dg,,glLrprnent proposalts) that triggers the instrllltion of the single. si,enalized intersection on ll6' Strect

NE. Failure to do so rvill result in the \laster Phn bein-e referred to the Planning Conrnrissitrrr tor
ri-'conrnr€ndation o[a roadrvlv aIignnr.'nt to the Cin Council.

In Ordc'r to i.rccolllnodete the irrcrelsc.cl trufi'ic. I l6'r' Street NE rrill nced to L'e er.pancic'J to .l -i-llrtc
roldrrlr betrieen I-i and Stute Street. This erpansion. ulon-s rrith intplemcnti.liiu'o ot'the Cit.r's :\Jccss
i\{lnugc'ment Plan. *ill proride tor efticient eilst-\\est movement as rrell as adequlte access trr rnd ttr)nr

th.. sit... [t uill also prolide a nlturul Slte\\]\ or northern entrrnce ittto ivllrrsrille ut the interse;:ion trl
llo'r'street NE ancl Stat.'Arenue. Preserraric'rn olthe nonhern railrold spur tor future use b1 tlre Tul:r!ip

Tribes crciltc's a I isual corridor thut further uccentui.ltes this gtterr av.

The Recommended Nlaster Plun also includes regionll tshared) stormwater detenticrtt tacilities ai:htrugh

the locariorr and size sho*n in the Recommended Ilaster Plan are approxirttlte lnd udditiortll on-site
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detention of individual properties may stitl be required. lvhire.individual propefty o*,ners may, inaccordance with City.regrtations, de.vilop their orvn detention facirities, strarea ii.iri,i., rvill make formore efficient use of land and should t.trlt in .ost sruin!s. elro, the use of srvales in conjuncrion rvithroad desi-en, serbacks, and open space requiremenrs *ry f?o"ia.;;;;r.ft.Lr."i..a ,ouingr.

As rv'ell as a common road*'ay system and shared utilities, it is recommended that the city revise itsde'elopment re-eutations to emphasize shared drivervays, ,roiir, oJ-rii**ri'0,l'iJlner rink individuarproperties' Desi-sn standards that inctude common signa-ee r.d i.i.-*;;.J'i;;;;.;;: ptans *.i, furthc,runif'v individual properties and Promote a planned. grlort ,lnrdeueropment. Refeito Figure ll. w.hichillustrates a typical centrat Bouievard cross section incrudin_g tandscapin-e.

The southern portion ol the Recommended lvlaster Phn is effectivery screened from sunoundine lancluses by a 100-foot land trse buit'er bet*een the multi-family zoned prop.nf"onililr,:=.|]|:lsubdi'ision to the south. alon-s *ith the buflfers orro.irt.a-ruitn quit..a" creek'andrhe unnamecl creek tothe east' on the northern boundary, additional consideration shourd be given to actions rhlr rvillmaximize the screenin-e bettveen the commercial property and the adjoining ,*iia.ntirt propenics. whilethe zoning cotlu'pro'icles tbr a minimunt 25-tbotirirain-e t.il*t, the siting of the inremal access roads.the stormw'ater facilities. or other utilitiil r.y help io fu.tt.. buffer ihe 1and uses. In addirion.consideration should be gi'en to enhanc'ed landscapin! ,.qrir..-n.n,s includin-e 
'eget;lti'e hedges. r'alls.

:1il:*;,o.ther 
screenine techniques in both dirJcrions. as a suppt..int io the existinrs code

'{nother key t'eature ol the Recommended lvlasrer Plan is the expanded sensitive areu bufters. \\.hile theCit,v's current regulations require a i25-foot sensirire area buffer from euilcecla Creek. its triburlries. andits associuted ivetlends. ir is expected thlt as a resuh of fecleral .t(d) rules. vlarysville w.ill be rerising itssensitive area regul;rtions. including expanded *'etland buffers. As a result. the N{aster plan includes notonly'the existing 125-foot sensitive area buffer. bur also an additional 75-foot..Nlanagemenr Zone..orexpanded buffer.

Bf incorporating this Nhnugement zone or expanded bufier area inro the Nlaster plan. indiridualproperty o\t'ners are pro'ided r'r'ith a more realistic sense of the development potential tbr their pr"p*;.Liltimately" each indi'iclual development proposal *ill be e'aluared for-compliance uirh the dereloprnenrregulations in effect at the.time their applicitions are submitted. but this acl'anced plannine riill enableproperty o\\'ners to proceed $ith a higher de-eree o[certainty in their preliminary ptan'ning.

open space and trail opportunities rvill be providecl for rvithin specific developmenrs as required b1.thc,Citr'' of Nlarl's'ille development regulations. Add_irional open space and trail opporruniries could bepro'ided on a ivlaster Plan-wide lei'el within the sensitive Area buffer and lvhna-gemenr Zone. ThisIhste.Plan-rvide systenl could potenrirll,v' connecr across r-s ut ro;.j fu,;;;;,;;.'The e*irring *ilroaclspur boundary could also inclucle a (rail connec'tion ancl expancled gilre\!a),area ar,lr..;;;;;;-]i;:l';;;strte A'entte as sho*n in Figure 12. In adclition. a condiiion of the rezone approral is a requirenrerrr toirtcltrde a pedestriarr trail in the 10O-fbot hncJ use hu[[er seprrrltin-q the mtrlti-ftrmil, nr(rnerr\ tionr tlrr,residentiul 
'eighborhood 

ro tlte sourh. Inrernal t*irs shouid.;'r;;;-r,;;i; 
';il';;;;,ialk 

a.tr r.Lui\\.\s\stetn' as rrell as' througlt ldjacent cievelopntent areas to proricl.'a cohesir.e..o,uptei.-i,rt*,,r, **'"rio[ p"destrian areas in and around the entire lvlaster Phn boJndary. Refer ro Figure g.

a
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Summary of lVlaster Plan Attributes

Central Boulevard to be located rvithin a designated corridor rv'ith flexibility to accommodate existing
and future land uses. A time limit for a decision on alignment rvill enhance the coordination and
implementation of the Boulevard.

Drivervays and internal roads to be located in conjunction ',vith individual development proposals.

Existin-g drivervays onto ll6s Street NE to be eliminatecl in conjunction r,r'ith developrnent or re-
development proposal s.

Development proposals for properties fronting on the north side oi I l6h Street NE ma1 include
temporary or interim access onto ll6'h Street NE until such time that the Central Boulerarcl is
completed. at rvhich time temporar)'accesses must be closed and the buildin_es re-oriented to the
Central Boulevard.

Upon completion of the Central Boulevuci. existing roads intersectin-q r,vith I l6'r' Street NE shall be
limited to ri-eht-in. ri-sht-out turnin,s mo\ements in accordance rvith the provisions of rhe City''s
Access Mana,gement Plan.

I l6'h Street NE rvill be expancled to 5 lanes rvith letl turn pockets as appropriate.

Shared stormwllterdetention facilities are encourased. Priority consideration shall be giren ro the use
of draina-ee/biofiltration sw'ales incorporated into road. open space. and/or landscape design elemenrs
rvithin each developrnent. Infiltration olrLrnollshould be used where feasible.

The existing railroad spurs shalI be preserred for future use by the Tulalip Tribes.

Signage wi[[ be provided in accordance iiith acommon plan and standards.

125-tbot sensitive area buffer and a 7-5-loot "Nlana-gement Zone" or expanded bufter shlll be
provided fiom all streams and associnted rretlands in accordance with the provisions ol the City's
current and anticipated revised sensitive areas re.sulations.

Open space and trails to be dereloped rvithin the Sensitive Area buffers and \[anagement Zones. as
uell as the land use buft'er south of the ntulri-flrnil."- zoned property.

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a
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V. lmplementation

The Master Plan site is characterized by a diversity of property owners, each uith varying degrees of
interest in developing. selling, and/or holdin-e their property. Before individual developments can be

submitted for City revierv and approval, the private property owners as a -group *'ill need to make a

number of decisions about the provision of necessary public services. The most critical of these decisions

is the alignment of the Central Boulevard. Once this decision is made, the design lnd en-eineering of all
other public facilities can be made, and plans for the financing of the improvements finalized. While the

Central Boulevard can be built in phases, if appropriate, the specific location of the roadrvay must be

established before any other decisions can be made. Unfortunately, the most appropriate location to serve

the southern portion does not ali_gn rvith the most appropriate locations to serve the northem properties.

As a result, the lvlaster Plan provides a conidor for the ali_snment of the northern and southern section of
the Central Boulevard. providing the propertl'o\\'ners rvith some flexibility in their negotiations ''r'ith each

other. ILforinstance.theowneroltheexistingmobilehomeparktothenorthuouldbervillin,etosell or
convert the park. then a roadrvay could be established that utilizes the existin-e easernent on vacant land to
the south. Another scenario rvould involve the sale and/or conversion of the mobile home park that fronts
38'h Drive NE south of ll6'h Street NE. This rvoutd enable a roadrvay to be sitecl slightll'to the rr,'est. A
third scenario, vvhich is somervhat ol a compromise. involves the acquisition and'or conversion of 2-3
parcels east o[ 38h Drive NE and then a curve to the east.

Once the alignment of the Central Boulevard is resolved betr.veen the prirete property owners. an

easement rvill need to be nesotiated w'ith th.' Tulalip Tribes to ensure clelr and ongoin,e access.

Discussions rvith tribal representatives indicate a desire on behalf of the tribes tc-r negotiate a single

easement as opposed to individull easements u ith each propertv owner. In irddition. the tribes have

expressed a desire to hare the roadr.vay sited in such a rvav as to maximize their derelopment options for
theirpropert,v and to keep the future use of the railroad spurs open as an option.

Concurrent rvith the negotiations on the location ol the Central Boulevard. decisions can be made on ho*'
to best pay for road construction. The most "iable options include the tbrmulation of a Local
Improvement District(s) (LID) or the private financing u'ith Latecomer Fee Reimbursement Agreements.

The forrnulation of a Local Improrenient District could be initiated by the propen) Lr\\netS. and could be

limited to the road improvement. or could be erpanded to include server. u'ater. lnd/or surface rvater

improvements. Altemativ'ely. il there \\as a propertv oirner(s) rvho had specitlc C:relopment plans and

rvas readv to proceed. they could design and recover a portion of the cost thrr-Lr:h the collection ol
latecomers' t'ees. \\'hile there are many adranti.-igr'S to prirately tinancing the requir:; intprorements. it is
unlikely that a propert)'o\\'ner or consortium of,orvners uould har,e the financial rvhere*'ithal to do so.

As a result. it should be expected that the formulation of a LID rvill prove to be the tinancing mechanism.

The Citv *ould then hare the opticrrr olinitilting the LID. or u'aitin_s untiI the proFert\ o\\'ners are rerdr
to initiate it on their ou'n.

Individual development proposals rvill be rerierred tor consistency *'ith the \llster Plun and lor
compliance with the Citl's developrrent reculirtions in efiect at the time applicatitrns are subntitted. Irt

order to prolltote a campus t)'pe or coordinated dereloplnent. it is recontn::nded thlt thc Citr
dereloprnent regulations be rnodilied. This cln L'e rccomplished throush ci:':::es to the eristirtc
regulltions gorerning design. signs. lrndsclpinr. prrking. etc. or through the adopi:-'r oia neiv secticrn i'rf

code applicable to commercial master plans.
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Permitting Requirements

E tr"' i rorun e nt al P e rm i t t i tt g

With respect to permitting, the Recommended Master Plan is based on aroiding intrusions into
environmentally sensitive areas. This approach should help to minimize the cost of mitigation and
permitting. Horvever, due to the listing of endangered Chinook salmon and potential listing of other
salmonid species, knorvn to exist in Quilceda Creek. ESA-related re-eulations are in a state of flux and
rvill likely become more stringent in the future. At the time of this rvriting. the follorvin_e permits and
approvals may be required:

I ) Nlaster Plan - City' ol Nlary sville

2) Easement A_sreemenr - Tulalip Tribes

3) Wetlands/Streams Delineation - City of Marysville (possibll US Army Corps of
Engirreers)

4) Forest Practices Acr Permit - \\'ashington Department of Natural Rqsources

5) Hydraulic Project Approval - \\'ashington Department of Fish and \\'ildlife

6) Stormrvater Discharge Permit - Washin-gton Departmenr of Ecology (for NPDES
compliance)

7) Buildin_e Permits and individualsite plan reviervs-City of lvlarl'sritle

s) Biolo-eical Assessment (BA) - National Marine Fisheries Sen'ice and/or US Fish and
Wildlife Service. (Note: If a federal nexus is established for an individual site
development proposal. a Biological Assessment and consultarion ',r'ith the Services is
required).

SEP,{ Reuieir

The adoption of plans and programs as rvell as the approval of permits nra\ not occur rvithout
enrirontnental revieri. The State Enrironmental Policy Act or SEPA (RCW -l-l.liCr requires go\,ernmenr
oft'icials to cc'rrrsider the environmental consequences of actions they are about trr t;rke and seek better or
Iess dumagins \\'avs to accomplish those proposed actions. They must consider ri'hether the proposecl
action rvill hare a probable. significant. ad,,erse environrnental impact on the toller*ing elemenrs olthe
natural and built environment; earth. air. ulter. plants and animals. eners\ rnd natural resources.
en'uironmental health. land and shoreline use. transportation. and public services and utiliries.

B:ts.'d ttp,'tt il cr)ntplcted envirorrrr'r.'rrtrrl checklist. the City determinecl tlut thell(r'' Street NE lv{astc.r Pllrr
proprlsal is ne.t Iikel) to have si-enilicant adrerse enlironmental irnpacts. and issued a Determinr.rtiorr ol
Non-Signilic.rnce tbr the progranrnraric acrion.

Rartdwuv Aligtuilent

The Central Boulerard is key to access tbr ihe properties. particularl)'on the south. The Central
Boulevard could be financed as follou s:
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Privately financed by one or more developers up front, with a "reimbursement contract" where costs
in excess of an individual property's share of the impro!'ements'*'ould be paid back over time by later
developers. This approach is authorized in IvMC Title l88.

Financed through a public local improvement district (LID) where the roadrv;iy rvould be planned and
constructed by the City with benefited property orvners paying back the costs to the City over time
through LID assessments. This approach is authorized in lvlNIC Chapter 3.60. The process may be

initiated by the City's acceptance of a property owners' petition. or by a City Council resolution.

The formerapproach rvould rely on marketconditions to spur private development to mo\e forrrard ev'en
if allotherproperty orvners are not ready. whereas the lattercould accelerate the timing of dev'elopment in
the area.

As shorvn on the Recommended ivlaster Plan. the alignment of the Central Boulevard has been identified
conceptually, but may vary to some degree r,vithin the distance parameters shorvn. Regardless of the
tinancing mechanism. the City r,r'ould appro\e the road plans and alignment. Horvever, the alignment hls
the potential to affect the development potentilI of several properties. and some parcels mav need to be

purchased in order to construct the road. This requires a hi-eh level of coordination and detailed planning
b_r' property olvners and/or developers. To help assure coordination. the Recommended lvlaster Plan
includes a proviso regardin*e the planning and installation of the Central Boulevard: The property owners
must agree upon the alignment ol the Central Boulevard rvithin 6 months of the approval of a

development proposal(s) that tri-sgers the installation oIthe single. si-snalized intersection on ll6'h Street
NE. Failure to do so rvill result in the \hster Plan being refened to the Planning Commission for
recomrnendation of a roadrvay alignment to the Cit!' Council.

liirrcl Ssn ice,

Aclequate uater service for the proposecl land use is not currently'available to the ll6h Street NE lvlaster
Plln area. The rvater slstem nrust be desi_ened to ureet the Cit,v's requirernents. as riell as tl're

requirements of the Department of Health and fire flow's as determined by the Snohomish County Fire
itlrrrshall. This lvlaster Plan shor,rs a proposed lavout tbr providing a reliable $ater supply to the areil.
Thc Nlaster Plan does not show $'ater mains for serrins indiridual properties.

\\'ater mains that are currently on or near the site include:

o ll-inch rvater main orr State Avenue

o 6-inch main on Tulalip Tribes' north railroad spur serrins the old Bocing Te,st Site

. S-incli main on I 16'l'Stre.et NE

In ldditicrn. the Tulalip Tribes are currently designing and constructing a developer ertension
trrnsnrission nrain tlrat ri ill lr heel Er erett \\ ater throLlgh tlie )llrr -sr ille s,r stcnr ttr SS ' Stlcct \E ri hclc ii
uill tlrerr b,e metered into the Tulalip Svstem. The proposed transmissiorr nuins tor serrice to the Tulalip
Tribes are shou'n on Figure 13. T*o new'interties benreen \hrlsville and the Tulalip Tribes are

proprrSed.

The \lrrrsrille-Tulalip Tribes intenie at ES'r'street NE r.,ill be ereilable in l0()1. The other intertie rvill
cross I-5 c'u ihe existins railroad bri.lge ut about ll5'h Street NE anJ riill bc.i,uillb'le somctinie in tltc
future, A proposed l8-inch main riillconnect the trio intenies. and uill be located alc-rns the '.r'est edse of
the l16"'street NE Nlaster Plan boundarl . Due to the unknorin timing of these irlprovements. \!'ater
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116th Street NE Planning Area
MASTER PLAN

service to the I l6h Master Plan area should be considered independent of the Tulalip Tribes' proposed
transmission mains.

To provide adequate fire flow, pressures and reliable services to the Mater Plan area, nerv water facilities
are required. Service to the area rvill be provided from the Everett rvater supply throu-eh Marysville's 240
Service Zone (240-foot hyclraulic -erade line). A preiiminary layout of new rvater facilities for the IVIaster

Plan is sho',r'n in Figure 13. The new water mains that are anticipated include:

l6-inch main on I l6th Street NE from State Arenue to approximately 36ft Avenue NE

S-inch loop North from l l6'h Street NE to 38'h Avenue NE

l6-inch loop on the South road "A". connectins to l l6'h Street NE on the North. and to State Avenue
at the Southeastcornerof the N{asterplan arel. Connection to State Avenue r,r,ill require crossin_g the

creek and the railroad with a jacked and bored casing. Directional drilling may'be an alternative for
the creek and railroad crossing.

. l2-inch or l6-inch main extenclin,e west from Road "A" on approximately I l5'h Street NE (just north
of Tulalip Tribes' property). This main uilI connect to the future Tulalip Tribes' transmission main.
near the I-5 crossin-9.

The rvater main sizes listed abore are approrimate. and must be verit'ied during design rvith h1'draulic

modelin-g to ensure that the necessary pressures and fire florvs are provided.

Preliminary project costs (including design und !'onstruction) for the w'ater lines can be estimcted as

fbllow's:

Sl00/lineal foot for l2-inch ductile iron

Sl3O/lineal foot for l6-inch ductile iron

S300ilineal foot for boring and casin-s pipe lnd \\ater main under the creek or railroad

The estirnated cost in Year 2000 tbr proridin; adequate rvater facilities to the Plannin*s Area is

approximatelySl.000.0t)0toS1.500.000. Thiscosrdoesnotinclude$'aterservicetoindividual sites.

Suritan; Setre r Sen'ice

Nlunicipal sanitary se\!'er serrice is not curreuth 1',111161e to the ll6'h Street NE \laster Plan ar.'a. The
Citv ol lvlary'sville State AvenLre Trunk Sanitlrl Seu'er Desi-en Report. dated Norember 1998. contains
analysis and recommendations tbr providins a tru;rk sanitary se\!'er system along State Avettue betwecn

100'h Street NE and ll6'r'street NE. The propr.sed srstem rioulcl also include a collc'ction srstent lor
much olthe inrmc.di:.rte arc-a. The D.'sign Reprrri i::rLrded estimated se\\'c'rase tloirs tbrbusittcss park and

multi-family land use in the I l6'h Street NE Nlastei Plan area. Design flo',r's sere not recalculated for this

Nlusrer Plan study. The sanitar\ se\\er s\sten'r tnrr is proposed in this Nlaster Plan rvill connect to thc

future State Avenue trunk se\\er. and should be..i:s::ned using the sanre backgrourtd asstunptions.

Gravity sanitary sewer service can be pror ided i.rr the developable area in the ivlaster PIan boundarl'.
Grariry service is available tiom ll6'r'street \E i;r the northern half of the Nlaster Plan area. \lan1 ol
the properties to the south of approximatell ll:-'Street NE. cun be served via an extensiott fronr State

Arenue. Figure l4 shows a preliminarv larout oithe sanitarv se\\'er s,v-stem for the area. and shows the

connections to the Trunk Serier. ls proposed in 199S. The proposed design is based upon minimutn

a

a
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116th Street NE Ptanning Area
MASTER PLAN

slopes, as defined in the Department of Ecology Criteria for Servage Works Design, and a typical
minimum depth of 5 feet. Proposed collection line sizes are 8-inch and lO-inch. depending on required
capacity and slope of the line. The size, slope, location of lines, and the need for pre-treatment (such as
grease traps for restaurants) should be verified in final design.

The total cost for the proposed State Avenue sanitary sewer system rvas estimated to be $2.700.000 in
l99S clollars (ENR 6749). It is anticipated that server service to the I l6h Street NE lvlaster Plan area
w'ould be included in a future IILID or r,r'ould be funded through developer extensions. A revised cost
estimateforsewerextensionswasnotrecalculatedasapartofthisMasterPlanstudl. Theestimatedcost
usin_g the 1998 estimate plus inflation is $2.9-13.000 (ENR 7368).

Senice to the proposed sin-gle-famil,r'ar"'l rrest c''IQuilc.'d;r Cre.'k can be providcc! b';, a _eravitl extension
from the south alon-g 35'h Avenue NE. The -erarity main rvill most likely vary tiom 8 to l2 inches in
diarneter. Cunently, the extension rvoulcl begin at approximately 90'h Street NE.

Stornnruter Treatntertt and Detettiort

The City of lvlarysville requires onsite storm*'ater detention and rvater quality treatment tor development
and redevelopment of large parcels (lvllvlc. Chapter 14.15). An alternate to constructing stormw'ater
treatrnent and detention on each individual site is for landorvners to contribure to shared re_gional

tacilities. Chapter 11.15.080 ol lvlivlC sets torth the conditions rvhereby the City "should assume
responsibility forthe furtherdesign. construction. ops'ration. and maintenance of the drainage facilities. or
anv increment the'reof. on the subject propert)." The sharine of regional tacilities often creates more
flexibility with the development of each site. and can be more cost effective to build and maintain than
individual onsite systems.

Regional facilities can be beneflcial to all panies: the City, the property owners. developers. other City
residents. and others dorvnstream of the dereloping properties. Re-eional stormuater facilities are usually
desi,ened and operated to more eftectively control and treat runoff. thereby proridint extrr protection for
the rvater quality of streams and other surface rr ate r bodies.

The area riithin the I l6'h Street \E iUast.'r Pllr i-i l'r crnclidete for sharecl regior:.rl storm\\'ater control
facilities. Quilceda Creek is immediatell'adjecent to the planninq area. and is a salmon-bearing stream.
The discharge of runoff to the stream must be carelully designed to control the rate oI dischar_ee and to
prol'ide treatnrent to nrinimize contuminilnts rtischar_eed io tne creek. Through tire inrplenrentation of
shared tacilities. the impacts to Quilceda Creek and to the development of the properties could be
lessened.

For,the purpose of this iVlaster PIan. several potential regionll stormwater detentitrn,'treatment riet-ponds
riere identitled. Thc'approxirnate site locaticrns. lnd the contributing drainasc'b'usin tbr elch pond are

shounonFigurel5. Thepotential pondsitesrrerechosenbasedupottthefollouingcriterie:

o Jspographl'
. Sensitire.rreas (not in uetland buflt'ers)
. Nlininrize irnpact ttr developable land
. Pond disch.rrgc ltrc.:tit'rn
. Site access
e Conre)'ance ttr the cond.
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116th Street NE Planning Area
MASTER PIAN

The volumetric size of the potential regional ponds has not been calculated for this study. The pond sizes
that rvill be required at the time of development rvill depend upon regulations that are current at the time
of development, rules adopted in response to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). the type of
development, and the actual land area that is served by each pond. This lvlaster Plan should serve as a
guiJeline for the future design (includin-e location and contributing areas) of any shared regional
storrn\\'ater treatment facilities. It should be noted that if re-eional facilities are not conslructed, treatrnent
facilities and drainage easements rvill be required for treating the roadway runoflf. Furthermore, several
properties will require on-site detention and riater quality treatment, even if all four potential ponds are
constructed. The propc'rties requiring on-site facilities are those located outside the drainage sub-basins
as shorvn on Figure 15.

Table A shorvs a summary for each of the potentirl rvet ponds shorvn on Figure 15. A rninimum of 3
vertical feet of ''dead" storage is assumed for u'ater quality treatment. Discharge olcontrolled runoff into
the creeks may need to be further mitigated. depending on permit requirements and future stormw'ater
regulations.

TABLE A
POTENTIAL STORNI\\'ATER DETENJTION (WET) PO\DS

Source: Hammond Collier Wade Livin-gstone Associates. Inc

Althou*eh the N{arysville N{unicipal Code does ne-,t lllorv detention ponds rvithin sensitive area buffers. it
does allorv srvales in buff'ers. All of the potential regional ponds identit'ied in this study'include srvales in
sensitire area buffers and dischar-ge of detuinrd. ti:.lted \\'ilter to creeks. As shoun on the Recornmended
Master Plan map (Figure 8). a "v-lanagement Zone " adjacent to the sensitive arels bulter is a possible
future expanded ESA buffer. Il this expanded bufrtr is adopted. tw'o potential detention sites (A and B)
rvould be affected. If the lvlanasement Zone erpanded buffer is adopted. the City' could consider
alloiving regional detention tacilities rr,ithin the \lana,eement Zone. Prior to the location ol regionll
lacilitiesinsidethelvlanlsenrerltZone.theefltictst'risuchanaction slrouldbeeralultedbasedon:

o Fish habitat protection

. Buff'er functions

o \\/ater quality of runoff,

S t o n tln' ilt ( r C o ttt' ev art c a

Stornrrrater from the roadways will be con\e\3J iJ the detention and treatnrent ircilities either througlr
catch basins and pipes. or through open ditches. Open ditches are preferred *hen ther are feirsib'le.

because of the benefits of additional treatmenr and rhe potential for infiltration.

Southwest of Site

Central-East

Northeast of Site
Central-West

To Quilceda Creek on old road
cut
To Cr;ek (east tributary to
Quilceda)
To storm drains on I l6d'
Tc Q::ilcedu Creek

6-l feet

65 t'eet (Easernent across

RR spur required)
69 feet

66 fe:t

A

B

C
D

PO\D LOCr\TION/
CONTRIBUTING AREA

DISCHARGE LOCATION TPPROXINIATE
I\LET ELEVATION
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116rh Street NE Ptanning Area
MASTER PLAN

The conveyance systems can be sized. to include runoff from individual sites, if regional detention is
constructed.

Re contnrc rtde cl S t o n nrt at e r D e s i grt C ons i cle rat i otts

The follorving are some further recommendations for the design of stormrvater facilities for the I l6'h
Street NE Master Planning area:

. Maximize infiltration rvhere soils and groundrvater levels are acceptable

. Use slvales for conveyance to enhance treirtment and provide infiltration

. Analyze the seasonal groundu'ater table prior to clesign and consrruction since it may be high in many
places

. Provide aesthetic design ol regional ponds - sug-eested incorporation into open space. if sat-ety

Provide adequate access for maintenance of druinage easements and detention ponds

. Provide pretreatment and source control tbr all applicable land uses.

The future desi-sn of stormw'ater facilities tbr the lvlaster Plan area rvill be under more strin_eent
requirements than are currently in place. The City of N{arysville has adopted the Department of
Ecolo-sy's (DOE) Stormwater N{anlgement ^\lanual fbr the Puger Sound Basin. The DOE plans to adopt
a new lvlanual in early 2001, u'hich rrill incr:lse the requirements for detention. *arer quality treatrnent.
and source control.

Design Standards

The City's cunent development regulations contain a variet.u- of standards rvithin rhe Zonin_e Code that
alfect the overall desi-sn of a project including landscaping. signa-ee. parking. and setback requirements.
It is recommended that in addition to these eristin-e standards. the City consider establishin_e a set of
desi,cn guidelines applicable to developmenr uirhin the ll6'5 Street lvlaster Plan area bounclary. The
follorvin-g is a list of considerations that should be addressed as a part of this process.

Guidelines applicable to Commercial ct Nlixed Use Designations (FS. CB .t NtU) rvithin
' the l l6tr'street Nlaster Ptan urel bounclirrr':

l. Location ol Parking & Serr ice .\reas
l. Consolidated (Shared) Acclss
3. Parkin,e Lot Landscaping
-1. Site Landscapin_e

-5. Parking Lot Liehtins
6. Pc-destrian Connections
7. Screening Blank \\'alls. Dumpsrers ct Service .\reas
f . iVlarkin-e Glteivar s

9. Sidervalks and Street Trees
10. Sidervalk Paving
I l. Plazas and Public Open Spaces
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116th Street NE Planninq Area
MASTER PLAN

12. Natural Features & Sensitive Areas
13. Signage Location & Design

Guidelines applicable to Nlulti-family Designations (NIFNI) rvithin the ll6th Street
IVlaster Plan area boundary:

l. Site Entry Features
2. Front Yard Setback
3. Common Outdoor Spaces

4. Private Outdoor Speces

5. Fences and Walls

Preliminary Estimates of Probable Cost

Potential costs for each development alternltire \\'ere prepared and analyzed. Table B summarizes tlre
preliminary cost estimates for the Recommended N{aster Plan. The costs are \ery _general and only
include arearvide or shared costs. and do not include parcel specific costs such as drivervays. side sewers.
on-site utilities etc.

TABLE B
PRELI}IINAR}' COST ESTINIATES

(In Year 2000, in millions)

Sources: Bucher. Willis & Ratlitf: Hrmmond Collier Wade Liv'ingstone Associates Inc
Hough. Beck ct Baird

Summarl' of Key' Implementation Decisions

The follorv'ing is a brief summar_'- of decisions that the City must make in order to adopt and inrplement
the NI:rster PIan.

I ) Cornprehensivc Plan Rer ision

Action should be taken on the Conrprehensire Plan and Zoning lvlap amendment request to chunge the

Irnd use desienation from llediunt Densitr Single-Fanrily Residential to Frc'eu a1' Serr ices artd

Conrrnercial Busi ness.

l) lvlaster Plan Adoprion

The Nlaster Plan should be approreci. includinc the rer ised project boundaries

3) Resolve Central Boulererd Locliion

The prirat.'property o!!ners must rgree upon the elignment ol the Central Boul:rrrd ancl execute an

casenlent riith tlre Tulalip Tribes. The propert\ o\\ners rrust a-gree upon the ali::nruent of the Central
Boulerard *ithin 6 months olthe approrrI ola derelopment proposalls) that trieeers the installation ol

s6.8 - E.3 S2.9 s r.0- 1.i sl.s - 3.0 s2.-t s 15.6 -
l8.l

RO.{DS SANITARI
SE\\'ER

\\.,.\TER STOR}IWATER
(PER CURRENT
REGULATIONS)

ROADT\'.{\'
L.\NDSCAPI\G

/BUFFER
TRAILS

TOTALS

0 I 05 lladopLctl.doc -ll \h1 2001
Page 88 of 94



116th Street NE Plannin9 Area
MASTER PLAN

the single, signalized intersection on I l6s Street NE. Failure to do so will result in the Master plan being
referred to the Planning Commission for recommendation of a roadway ali_enment to the City Council.

5) Finalize Utility Design and Financing

Once the alignment of the Central Boulevard is resolved the plans for provicling rvarer. selver, and surface
uater flcilities must be finalized and a decision made on horv best to hnance thirn.

6) Establish Financing Mechanism

A decision needs to be made regarding the means of financing the required road. rvater. se*er. and
stormwater improvements. If LID funding is the prefened mechanism. a City must decicle rvherher to
initiate the LID or rvait for the private property o\\.ners to do so.

7) Revise Development Re_eulations

In order to fully realize the benefits ol the i\laster PIan. City developmenr regulations relatin,e to signage.
landscaping and design must be updated. This can be accomplishecl by amending respectite code
sections or through the adoption of a nerv chapter applicable to commercial Master Plan developmenrs.

8) Revierv Stormwater Re_eulations

Nerv state regulations may require an overall rerision to the City's stormwater regulations. Either as a
part of this revierv. or as a stand-alone item. the Citl should consider arnending the re-sulations to alloir..
subject to conditions. storn'luv'ater detention facilities in wetland buffers.
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ll6th Street Planning Area lVlaster PIan
February 22,2000

Meeting Notes

I How rvere the boundaries for the plannin-q area estabiished? Can the norrhern boundaries be
expanded?

To rvhat extent will the interests of long time residents and property orvners be considered. in
addition to the interests of newer property owners and developers?

Will alternative access routes be eramined?

Some of the parcels in the vicinity of the site are u'ithin the City's Urban Gro*th Area
boundaries, but not in the City' limits.

Will the impacts of nerv muhi-family housing on schools be considered?

Setbacks and buffers from I-5 should be considered.

A concern tvas expressed that new' multi-family housing may have an affect on nelrbr sinele
flmi I v nei elrborhoods.

Arethereplanstoextendsewerlinesnortirof Il6'hStreet?Whatif propen) orvnersoutside of rhe
pianning area $'ant to be rdded ro a prospective LID:I

Has the Citl' received an1' reports of drainfield failures in the planning area') There mal bu' parcels
on l16h Street whose septic systems have failed.

r0. A property orvner in the area *'as previously cited for illegal loe_eing practices and required to
remove a bridge that w'as adverseiv affecting a stream.

t1 The importance of preserr ins the '.i etland functions c-rn the site ',r as identified.

Will it be possible to install a nerr p3ill6rd crossins to access the site from State Avenu:.'

A concern was expressed. about the potential economic impact that a LID for sevvers crruld have
on certain propert)- owners.

Are there altemative methods o[ s:rier assessment']

Can 116t1'street be extended to -il" Avenue?15

i6. The current southbound traffic on Srate Street is queuing up to make. a rieht turn onro SS'h Str.'et
\E and is blocking traffic on Str: Street. It vias surgesreC that Statc Sireer urav be t,.r- cios.. to
the railroad tracks to permit the installation of a right tum lane.

.\re tltere plans to uicL'n ll6'l'Si:e.'r andior to improre the reilroaci crcrssing? Can rr::igrriu,r
ltleastlres be required to fi consii'.i:ted prior to the issuance of cenif-rcates of occupanc . i

J

.t+
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6.

7.

S

9
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18. What improvements will be required prior to development?

19. A concern was expressed about the compatibility of the proposed mixed-use zone and
surrounding land uses.

20. How will pass through trips from unincorporated Snohomish County be addressed?

21. Has the City captured impact fees from previous developments in the planning area?

22. will the existing need for a park in the plannin_s area be addressed?

23. A concern rvas expressed re-earding the compatibiliry of the multi-family zone rvirh existin_s
single-family land uses.

21. It is estimated that the area south of I l6th Street NE, excluding the Tribal Trust land, inctudes i9
acres zoned commercial, 12 acres zoned multi-family, 70 acres 'zoned mixed use. and
approximately 20 acres designated as buffers or open space.

?5. will there be opporrunities to build up. as opposed to out, on the sire?

26. can trees be preserved as an air qualitl' and noise protection measure?

27. It was noted that DOT may own addition property between the freervay and the site u ith mature
trees that should nor be disrurbed.

28. Can gated, locked emergency access across the railroacl tracks be secured?

29. It u'as noted that itLID petition-s are circuiated that they be clearly described. rvith a descriprion
of opt out provisions. and a cop), lefr u.ith the signator.
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April 13,2000
Hough Beck
& Bolrd lnc.

LAN0 SCA PE Ara. CH ITECTUR E
PLANNING
UFBAN DESTGN

OPEN HOUSE NIEETING

2

Location: lvlarshall Elementary. school Library

Time: April 12,2000

l\leeting Notes:

lt

Where are park facilities and schools goin-e to be? (City noted they rvill be collectin_e mitigation
t'ees for parks and schools - park not expected to be locatecl in this area mainly due to alreidy
diminished derelopable area: trails through buffers: schools is rhe responsibility olthe school
board).
Has plannin-e commission/cit1' put anl- more thou,qht into improvements to I16"'th4n ther. did at
SS " - tor limitin-g access and roadrr al widths? (BWR noted goal to limit access olf l l6"'i City
expected minimum 4 lanes alon_e I l6'n).
\\'hv isn't a bLrft'er shorvn in Bridge option betlveen IvIFM on sollthwest comer of plannine area
and adjacent single-family residentiul areii south?
Is proposed zoning locking in place? (BWR noted in -9eneral, ).es, though some changed miiy.
b.'come apparent if the bridge option is not viable as shorvn on plans).
Concern that brid-se r,vould not onll'disturb immediate errea. bur w'ould likely clisturb much Iar-ser
arr'il throLl_qh construction. as r,,ell - doesn't seem \\,ofth it.
Questions feasibility r,vith a RR crossins siven BNR polic)- to close crossings with increasecl
train speeds and had previously'closed this very crossin_e in question.
Concem lvith the impact for lelt hand tr"rrns onto State for the neishbors to thc- south if r.ou lclcl
ilnother light on State as part ol this plan.

Questions re-earding ilccess tr-r 36"'('l)nor1h of I [6"'next to freeuar - rr,ill this access tre
'maintainc-cl'l (BWR noted concems ;:nc'i problems r.i'ith this intersection ancl some ol the oprions
available).
\\'ould an additional access to State reliere any prcssLlr-e to I lG"?
Concem raised that propc'rties betueen existing planning ilrea to the north of ll6"'and the
lrees'av (that access oflol36") shoLrld be included in the procc-Ss r.rs *ell ancl lrill Lrc implcted
Lrv tlte oLltcome oi the master plan. tCitv noted there is a petition to inclucle that area. uill bc- run
os a sepi.lriite process. some considerltion sil,en to access alreadr.).
Druina_se svstc'ms \\erL. a conCc'l-n - ;rlreadv some flooding in l-c..-€ot histor.r north ol 1 l(r . u ill
eristins drainase prol-rlems be adclressed br this plan as rr,,ell'j (B\\'R noted Citl.is currenrii
tt'ring address eristing draintse concerns. thev lrill trv to coord.inate efforrs riith eristrns
drainage and proposed impact olthrs planning area. but the properr,\,o\\ners u.illonl,i b.-
responsiblc- for addr.-ssing incrc'aseC -.tornr \\ atL'l' lrom their cler elopments. pc'r Citr stuncl.rrcl-s ).
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12. Need to consider impacts to 38* and existing road capacity, improvements, etc. if considering
making a connection through that neighborhood - existing roads old and not very u'ide.

13. Horv rvill roadrvay over Indian Creek be mitigated? (BWR noted possibilities of srream and
associated wetland enhancements in immediate area of the proposed road crossin-e).

14. Area r,vest of Quilcene Creek would be ideal for a park site.
15. Questioned proposed access to triangle properties bet'ween proposed access road, railroad spurs

and State, especially if 4l" is closed ofland BWR won't allolr,'additionll crossin_ss.
16. \\rhat is the difference, proportionally, in cost betrveen the different oprions? (B\iR noted

Bridge option is most expensive, other tlvo rvould be relatively equat; citv noted property
olvners will pay for roadways but Cit1" has policy/revierv authority ouer nlhere aciesj ri,iil ,so.traffic i mpacts/fees, etc.).

17. Concern with safety of nerv MFI\'IllvlU residential areas and proposed access to Srate - people
r,vill use site and a short cut to I16"'.

18. Concern lvith intersection of ll6'n and State, especially'time alloried for peclestrians ro cross
intersection. (Robyn noted City r,r'ould be making improvements to that intersection tor both
vehicular iind pedestri an circulation).

19. Horv many of the property owners are "developers"? (BWR stated onl,v- l-l propenies are orvned
by developers or developer ,eroups).

o scLrsslons o e propo anges to
movements at that intersection? (BWR stated they would have a say in anl* proposed chan

-ses)21. Is there a stopli_eht proposed on I16"'ar the freeway? Traffic is alreadv backed Lrp onro rhe
freeway trying to _set to State. (Roby,n noted the re was currentlv a signal being placed at that
intersection)

22' Consider a frontage road nor-th and south of I l6'n to alleviate driveway access issues.
23. Adjust buffer on tribal properties rvhere it looks a little small near "fingers".
21. Are ponds the only option to control storm rrarer'l (B\\'R explainecl iniiltrarion option and

restrictions based on soils. etc. - u ill be Iooked at furrher).
25. Avoidasituationsimilartou'hathappenedatsunnySidewherehousesuherebuildin6,hatw,as

suppose to be a buff'er- will t'encin-e be reqLrired & existing trees saved *irhin the buft'ers? (City
stated that fencin-g would be required durin-e construction to avoid impacts to buft'ers).
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