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Prologue

Snohomish County is to be commended for its proactive planning process by looking ahead to high-density,
high-quality transit-oriented development. The planning trajectory is shared by other communities grappling with
growth challenges.

The County is refining its regulatory and incentive tools and investment priorities to encourage development that
is compatible with urban centers. These tools and priorities will guide and encourage private investments and
sustainable development both in the near term and long term.

General suggestions of the panel include:

-Be mindful of regional transit and development patterns, both within and outside of Snohomish County.

-Capitalize on the southwest County's location; it is at the nexus of potential smart, sustainable development.

-Getting to the next stage may require identifying different typologies for urban development, in addition to
transit-oriented urban centers. These may include urban villages or master planned development.

-While the County's priorities should be clear, zoning should be flexible enough to respond to development
partners,
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Ouestion ii

Snohomish County is planning seven "Urban Centers" in unincorporated urban areas, with new development
regulations designed to create higher-density mixed-use developments near transit nodes. The County has
proposed new floor area ratios (FARs), height limits, and design requirements to provide aframework for urban
development and create incentives to developers, while providing public benefits.

Are the proposed FARs and other new development regulations appropriate?
Will they encourage the type of development the County desires?

County is heading in the right direction. Good planning basis to take this to the next level.
Current approach is generalized "max flex"; it will generate amorphous growth. No framework for urban development. We
recommend refinements that :
- Create a "there there" for each urban center (i.e., establish a character or reason for people to be there; the town center;
heart location). The best way to accomplish this is acatalyst for development, such as a community college, library, community
center, etc. That catalyst may not happen immediately due to the current recession.
-Address each urban center differently; one size does not fit all. Boots-on-the-ground planning: synthesize where the
opportunities are for each area.
-Encourage station area plan overlays for each urban center, which provides further analysis of the unique characteristics of
each urban center.
-Provide for gradations: transition zoning from center to edge. There should be no abrupt transitions.
-While we do not believe the current height and density regulations proposed are necessarily wrong, they will need refinement
to respond to opportunities in each center.
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- FARs could be higher.

-Retail can work at a low FAR (e.g. .25 FAR), but it will encourage higher FAR development surrounding it. For
instance, Mill Creek retail illustrates this phenomenon: low FAR retail has catalyzed higher FAR residential
development surrounding it.

-Parking in clusters will allow you to park once and do many things, including phased surface and structured
parking. Shared parking for multiple developments.

-No FAR bonus for health clubs. These districts are big enough; you do not want to encourage these uses
everywhere. Also, health clubs are "parking hogs. JI

-Consider: Street level commercial could be exempt from the FAR calculation as a way to incentivize retail.

-No FAR bonus for LEED or Built Green; it is not necessary to incentivize this, as it already occurs. Green is a
"no brainer" now. Could reward specific innovations such as green roofs or district energy.

-Height: reasonable, but still should be subject to the same gradations. Step-backs and street edge features
(partiCUlarly in first 40 feet) may make height less ofa concern.

-Structured parking above grade: Needs to be shielded with another use.

x~Affordable housin : should be considered as an 0 tion for FAR bonus.
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'1 continued

Should the County set ratios for the mix of uses in the urban centers? If so, in
what manner?

-No ratios or mix of uses should be set; this is market-driven.

-Guidelines will ensure a mix of uses, but precise mix should be market- and location-driven.
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C)uestion 2: project approvals

The County has held aseries of public meetings to discuss plans for the Urban Centers.
The County's objective is to make sure that there has been sufficient opportunity for
input by the public and neighboring cities while also encouraging development by
creating a permitting process for developers that is relatively simple and not overly
burdensome.

What is the best way to administer project approvals?

-Consider enhanced community participation process through formalized design review process.
- Pre hearing examiner public meetings/mediation will reduce likelihood ofappeals.
-Open record hearing and closed record hearing: Hearing examiner as open record review will
ensure professional review process; appeal to superior court. Streamlines potential Council review.
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Should this be an administrative decision (made by the Planning Director) or a
quasi-judicial decision (made by the Hearing Examiner)? What are the pros and
cons of each alternative?

Quasi-judicial decision allows a more transparent, formalized public input. In contrast, an
administrative decision may result in the public feeling disenfranchised because they don't have an
opportunity to provide input.

Pro for admin decision: speed and efficiency. Con: project is more likely to be appealed. This is
because the public "has not had its day in court"; the public feels that it has not been heard.

Design review process is sometimes seen as a way to stymie development by lengthening the
approval process. It is also seen by the public as their only opporiunity for input, but design review
only touches halfof the process. SEPA issues are not handled by design review; staff handles
SEPA review.

Planned action EIS could minimize individual permit appeals and delay.
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Quality transit service to the Urban Centers is a priority. Most of this service will be by
bus in the short term, including rapid-ride; in the long term, transit will include light rail.

Given the location of designated Urban Centers, what standards or incentives are
needed to promote successful transit-oriented development in these areas? What
improvements for pedestrians, bicycles, cars and buses should be considered or
required to ensure that transit is aviable alternative to single occupancy vehicles
in and around the Urban Centers? What improvements for pedestrians, bicycles,
cars and buses should be considered or required to ensure that transit is aviable
alternative to single occupancy vehicles in and around the Urban Centers?
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Answers must be approached comprehensively:
- Strategic investment in public infrastructure (roads, utilities, shared parking garages, etc.) may be
necessary.
-For transit to drive development, the transit needs to be high-quality (fast, reliable, predictable,
comforlable). County plays leadership role in establishing coordinated locations for transit routes
and station areas.
-Reward the pedestrian, not the car. Station areas should prioritize pedestrian and bicycle
c;rculation. Incentivize wider sidewalks.
-Walking radius: %mile for bus transit; ~ mile for true rapid transit, but only if that ~ mile is safe
and pleasant.
-Every station area needs to have aparking strategy that is incremental. At first, parking ratios will
be high. Over time, infi// can occur over time to replace temporary parking areas.
-Business improvement districts allow properly owners to self fund for pedestrian and bicycle
amenities.
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Many thanks to:

- Snohomish County for presenting this exciting opportunity to help maximize the potential
for environmental and economic prosperity in the County

• Our esteemed panelists for contributing their time, energy, and expertise

-Our volunteers and support team for keeping us on track and informed throughout this
process
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ULI's mission is to provide leadership in the responsible use of land
and in creating and sustaining thriving communities worldwide.
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Attachment C: 
 
ULI Presentation Webcast: 
http://snohomish.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=1678&meta_id
=98192 
 

 



Attachment D: 
 
Snohomish County Planning Special Meeting Webcast 
 
http://snohomish.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=1698 
 

 


