Agenda Summary Report (ASR)

Franklin County Board of Commissioners

DATE SUBMITTED: PREPARED BY: Derrick Braaten

MEETING DATE REQUESTED: 3/6/2024 PRESENTED BY: Derrick Braaten

ITEM: Consent Agenda

SUBJECT:

Changing open-space requirement for Planned Unit Developments (PUD)

FISCAL IMPACT: None anticipated.

BACKGROUND:

Orginally this application was set to go before the Planning Commission back in April 2020, but was delayed unit April
2021 due to the Covid-19 pandemic distruption. Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted to recommend
approval to the Board of County Commissioners at their regular April 13, 0221 regular meeting. However, the item did not
make it to the BoCC, due in part to the building permit crisis back in the spring of 2021. When it was brought to staff's
attention that the application did not reach the BoCC, work began on moving the item forward.

Due to the amount of time elapsed and changes to the makeup of the Planning Commission, staff brought item back at
their April 11, 2023 meeting for discussion of their previous recommendation. Based upon said discussion, staff concluded
a new public hearing would need to be held. A new public hearing on the item was held by the Planning Commission at
their hearing on June 20, 2023 and was voted on to recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners.

A hearing was held before the BoCC on August 23, 2023, and continued to September 20, 2023. At that meeting, the
Board made a motion for approval, that died due to a lack of a second. The applicant has requested that this item be
brought back before the Board for a final determination on the matter.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff and the Planning Commission recommend approval of the proposed text amendment to Title 17, Section
17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements.

Suggested Motion: Pass ordinance # , amending Title 17, Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space

Requirements based on the findings.

COORDINATION:

In accordance with procedural requirements under RCW 36.70A.106, the proposed amendment to the Open Space
Requirements was provided to the state Department of Commerce. A SEPA DNS was issued on both March 12, 2020
and November 17, 2020 and there were no comments. The County’s prosecuting attorney’s office has reviewed the
proposed changes.

ATTACHMENTS: (Documents you are submitting to the Board)
None

HANDLING/ ROUTING: (Once document is fully executed it will be imported into Document
Manager. Please list name(s) of parties that will need a pdf)
{Once document is fully executed it will be imported into Document Manager. Please list name(s) of parties that will need a pdf}

To the Clerk of the Board: 1 Original Ordinance
To Planning: I1 Copy Ordinance (note: Planning will forward a copy to the State Dept. of Commerce)

/ \,b\/\k L N / Mike Gonzalez, Administrator




FRANKLIN COUNTY ORDINANCE_0 3~ 2024

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Amendment to Title 17, Section 17.58.080(F)

IN THE MATTER OF COUNTY PLANNING - AMENDING TITLE 17, SECTION 17.58.080(F)
CODE ADMINISTRATION, TO THE COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES

WHEREAS, on March 6, 2024, the Board of Franklin County Commissioners, via public
meeting, considered the positive recommendation of the Franklin County Planning
Commission to amend Title 17, Section 17.58.080(F) to the Franklin County Code of

Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, at the public meeting the Board has found that the County Planning Commission,

after a public hearing and consideration on TC 2020-02 did recommend the new
amendment be adopted, and the Planning Commission forwarded the following listed

findings of fact;

1. The proposal IS IN accord with the goals and policies of the Franklin County
Comprehensive Plan, including the county-wide planning policies.

a.

Amendment is supported by county-wide planning policy on open space and
recreation in that it encourages the retention of open space in order to
enhance the development of recreational opportunities (Pg. 57).

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element,
Goal #3, encouraging “..the maintenance, preservation, conservation and
otherwise continue in existence adequate open space lands (Pg. 36).”

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element,
Goal #6, which is to “encourage development of neighborhoods that support a
high quality of life (Pg. 37)."

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element,
Goal #1, which will encourage the maintaining of the rural character of the

County (Pg. 54).

Amendment will promote the development of Master Planned Resorts (MPRs)
as provided in Goal #3 of the Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element (Pg.
56).

Amendment will promote the utilization of wetland natural hazard area and
wildlife areas as open space as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive Plan
Capital Facilities Plan Element (Pg. 130).



g Amendment will “promote the protection, conservation, and restoration of
natural areas, shorelines, and critical areas,” as provided in Goal #1 of the
Comprehensive Plan Natural Environment Element (Pg. 86).

h. Amendment will help to “manage, conserve, and protect the County’s natural
resources through a balance of development activities complemented with
sound environmental practices” as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive
Plan Transportation & Circulation Element (Pg. 167).

2. The effect of the proposal WILL NOT be materially detrimental.

a. Requiring a 15% set aside for open space for a PUD still achieves the intent of
FCC 17.58.
b. A 15% set aside for open space is comparable to development requirements

of surrounding jurisdictions.
3. There IS merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole.

a. Reducing the required open space set aside may encourage the development
of more PUD residential communities.

4. Conditions ARE NOT required to be imposed in order to mitigate any significant
adverse impacts from the proposal.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

5. A concomitant agreement between the County and the petitioner IS NOT required for
this application.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

6. All Notifications of the Public Hearing were posted as per County Ordinances and
State law.

WHEREAS, A SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was originally issued on March
12, 2020, and re-issued on November 3, 2020. SEPA notices were sent to various federal,
state, and local commenting agencies; and

WHEREAS, In accordance with procedural requirements under RCW 36.70A.106, the
proposed text amendment to the County’s Development Regulations were provided to the
state Department of Commerce on May 3, 2023, for review in advance of potential adoption
of changes to the development regulations, for distribution to state agencies, to allow an
opportunity for agency comment; and



WHEREAS, an open public hearing was held before the BoCC on August 23, 2023, and continued to
September 20, 2023.

WHEREAS, at the September 20, 2023 meeting, the Board made a motion for approval, that died due
to a lack of a second.

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested that this item be brought back before the Board for a final -
determination on the matter.

WHEREAS, the County finds it in the public interest to approve said addition of text;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that amendment to Title 17, Section 17.58.080(F) be
added to the County Code of Ordinances as shown in Attachment A.

APPROVED THIS 6th DAY OF MARCH, 2024.
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

FRANKLIN COUNT W@'SHINGTON
AN M 2 1 [OVN

Attest ( _ E{}gq‘}\ %

< ) Clerkof the Board . Membér 7




Attachment A

17.58.080 - Design standards and requirements.

A.

Subdivision Requirements. If land or structures within a proposed PUD are to be sold to
more than one person, partnership, firm or corporation, or are to include the dedication of
land, then the proposed PUD shall be subject to the short plat or major subdivision
ordinances.

Right-of-Way Requirements. County policy with regards to the dedication of right-of-way
and right-of-way improvements may be waived in a PUD.

Zoning Requirements. A planned unit development shall be exempt from the minimum lot
size and setback standards of this title, except where on-site parking is located in front of a
structure that portion of the structure shall be set back twenty (20) feet from the property
line.

Density. The basic density in a planned unit development shall be established for each land
use as provided in the zoning districts. The planning commission may recommend and the
board of commissioners may authorize a density not more than twenty (20) percent greater
than what is otherwise permitted following findings that the amenities or design features
which promote the purposes of this chapter are provided.

Lot Requirements. Minimum lot areas, lot dimensions, building heights, lot coverage and
yard requirements shall be as established on the approved development plan.

Open Space Requirements. The PUD shall provide not less than fifteen (15) percent of the
gross land area for common open space.

Setbacks Between Buildings. A distance between all structures shall, at a minimum, comply
with the standards prescribed by the most current edition of the Uniform Building and Fire
Codes as adopted by the county.



PC MEETING SUMMARY
TC 2020-02
Franklin County — Amending FCC 17.58.080(F)

Request to Adjust Open Space Percentage Requirement



FACT SHEET /STAFF SUMMARY
Meeting before the Franklin County Planning Commission

Casefile: TC 2020-02 {Request to amend FCC 17.58.080(F)] and SEPA 2020-03.
PC Meeting Date: June 20, 2023

See the staff report for the application details, description, explanation of public notice, etc.

SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC HEARING:
The request to amend Franklin County Code (FCC) 17.58.080(F) to reduce the required open

space for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) from 35 to 15 percent went before the Planning
Commission on June 20, 2023. Several public comments against the proposal were received in
advance of the hearing, were concerned about potential loss of open space, and increased
density. There were no public comments were provided during the public hearing regarding the

proposal.

Staff provided a presentation and PowerPoint regarding the proposal. The applicant was given an
opportunity to speak about the proposal, but applicant was not at the meeting. Time was allowed
for clarification by the Planning Commission. (See Staff Report and draft minutes)

Findings of Fact Criteria Used by Planning Commission: The Planning

Commission made and entered findings from the record and conclusions thereof

as to whether or not:
1. The proposal is in accordance with the goals and policies of the
comprehensive plan;

2. The effect of the proposal on the immediate vicinity will be materially
detrimental;

3.  There is merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole;

4. Conditions should be imposed in order to mitigate any significant adverse impacts from the
proposal;

5. A concomitant agreement should be entered into between the County and the petitioner,
and if so, the terms and conditions of such an agreement;

6. All notifications of the public hearing were posted as per County ordinances and state law,

As proposed, the application to amend Franklin County Code (FCC) 17.58.080(F), to reduce the
required open space percentage from 35 to 15 percent.

At the June 20, 2023 meeting, the Planning Commission discussed the proposal, the comments
made, the record as provided, and findings of fact. A motion was made for a recommendation that
the Franklin County Board of Commissioners approve the request for the rezone of the properties,



regarding Application TC 2020-02, seconded, and approved, with the suggested six (6) findings of
fact, as provided below.

Findings of Fact - Planning Commission: The Planning Commission (with assistance from
Planning Staff) made and entered the following findings from the record, and conclusions thereof:

Suggested Findings of Fact:

1.

The proposal IS IN accord with the goals and policies of the Franklin County Comprehensive
Plan, including the county-wide planning policies.

a.

Amendment is supported by county-wide planning policy on open space and
recreation in that it encourages the retention of open space in order to enhance the
development of recreational opportunities (Pg. 5, 7).

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Goal #3,
encouraging “...the maintenance, preservation, conservation and otherwise continue
in existence adequate open space lands (Pg. 36).”

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Goal #6,
which is to “encourage development of neighborhoods that support a high quality of
life (Pg. 37}."

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element, Goal
#1, which will encourage the maintaining of the rural character of the County (Pg. 54).

Amendment will promote the development of Master Planned Resorts (MPRs} as
provided in Goal #3 of the Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element (Pg. 56).

Amendment will promote the utilization of wetland natural hazard area and wildlife
areas as open space as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive Plan Capital
Facilities Plan Element (Pg. 130).

Amendment will “promote the protection, conservation, and restoration of natural
areas, shorelines, and critical areas,” as provided in Goal #1 of the Comprehensive
Plan Natural Environment Element (Pg. 86).

Amendment will help to “manage, conserve, and protect the County's natural
resources through a balance of development activities complemented with sound
environmental practices” as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive Plan
Transportation & Circulation Element (Pg. 167).

The effect of the proposal WILL NOT be materiailly detrimental.

d.

Requiring a 15% set aside for open space for a PUD still achieves the intent of FCC
17.58.

A 15% set aside for open space is comparable to development requirements of
surrounding jurisdictions.



3. There IS merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole.

a. Reducing the required open space set aside may encourage the development of more
PUD residential communities.

4. Conditions ARE NOT required to be imposed in order to mitigate any significant adverse
impacts from the proposal.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

5. A concomitant agreement between the County and the petitioner IS NOT required for this
application.
a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

6. All Notifications of the Public Hearing were posted as per County Ordinances and State law.

Suggested Motion: “I move that the Board of County Commissioners adopt the
recommendation of the Planning Commission and approve TC 2020-02, based

upon the six (6) written findings of fact.”



PC MEETING MINUTES
&

POWERPOINT PRESENTAION
TC 2020-02
Franklin County — Amending FCC 17.58.080(F)

Request to Adjust Open Space Percentage Requirement



-
ITEM #3 — TC 2020-02 / SEPA 2020-03 (Planned Unit Developments)

Proposal is to amend Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development {PUD), specifically
Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements. The amendment seeks to reduce the required open
space for a PUD from 35 to 15 percent, bringing it into alignment with other neighboring jurisdictions
that have a 10-15 percent requirement range for open space.

APPLICANT: Aqtera Engineering, LLC

REPRESENTATIVE: Peter Harpster, or other designated representative

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING:
Commissioner Gutierrez declared the public hearing to be open at 8:09PM.

o Before the staff report, Mr. Braaten explained that there was no declarations made regarding
conflicts of interests earlier and it should have been stated since Commissioner Harpster does
represent the applicant for this agenda item. However, with this item being legislative and not
quasi-judicial, Commissioner Harpster does not have to recuse himself and can vote on this
agenda item.

e Commissioner Harpster also explained that he had talked with his employer’s attorney, the
County’s attorney, and MSRC online and found no reason for him to recuse himself being that it
is a legislative matter and not quasi-judicial.

e Mr. Braaten further explained that when the original decision was made, Mr. Harpster was not a
Planning Commissioner, but because there has been such a long delay on the item, things have
changed and through no fault of Aqtera or Mr. Harpster though this item had already been
done, only to realize that he had missed a step.

e Mr. Braaten wants the record to be clear that this is a legislative item, there is no requirement
or recusal needed. However, most of the public should be aware of Mr. Harpsters relationship
with Agtera and that he concurs with Mr. Harpster as it was mentioned at the last meeting. The
requirement to recuse oneself from a meeting are for quasi-judicial items. These are items that
are basically the decision is based on law and the rules on the books and that the body (i.e.
Planning Commission or the Board of County Commissioners) is acting like a judge in that they
are looking at the rules, the application, and determining whether or not it meets those rules,
they are making a judgement. Legislative items are not that and are changes to policy. Every
item on tonight’s agenda have been legislative items and are questions about our regulations
and our rules. People are not only allowed to talk about legislative items, but are encouraged to
talk about it, so the Planning Commission members can get a feel for an idea that community
would want and represent those ideals when doing the legislative actions.

e Commissioner Didier had a question regarding the County attorney clearing this issue as far as
this being legislative.

o Mr. Braaten responded by stating “yes and no, they didn’t have a choice because under
state law you don’t recuse yourself from legislative items. Otherwise the Board wouldn’t
be able to talk to anybody or the Planning Commissioners wouldn’t be able to talk to
anybody about our SMP or anything else that we (the County) are doing.”



| ITEM UNDER REVIEW FROM JUNE 20, 2023 PC MEETING ]

STAFF REPORT:
e Mr. Braaten presented on this agenda item. Presentation lasted approximately 16 minutes.

COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS FOR STAFF:
e Commissioner Didier asked about if there is a requirement for the open space to be contiguous
for a certain number of square feet or acreage or anything like that.

o Mr. Braaten responded by stating no, it's going to be 35 percent, but will have to double
check the contiguous as it is an interesting idea, however, he could also see where the
developer creates like three pocket parks, which serves the immediate residents.

e Commissioner Harpster added that it could be part of the discussion between any applicant and
County staff when an application comes in.

e Mr. Braaten added that staff does not just meet with the developer and its all said and done.
PUD’s are a quasi-judicial process and staff brings it up to the Planning Commission like a
subdivision. All the discussions and what we come up with and the rationales as to why and
where the deviations are, all comes out in the staff report and during the public hearing process.
Which the Planning Commission will then make its recommendation, as a quasi-judicial action,
meaning any such parties would recuse themselves, and then forward it to the Board of County

Commissioners.
e Mr. Braaten further added that to apply for a PUD, an applicant needs a minimum of 10 acres.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
¢ No public comments were made for, against, or neutral regarding this agenda item.

STAFF FINAL COMMENTS:
e No final comments from staff for this agenda item.

CLARIFICATION OF PUBLIC STATEMENTS:
» No clarification of public statements were needed by the audience.

CLOSING PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

e Commissioner Gutierrez closed the public hearing portion of this item around 8:40PM.
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION (before motion):

e No discussion amongst the Planning Commission prior fo the motion.

Commissioner Gutierrez entertained a motion.

Commissioner Harpster made a motion to forward to the Board of County Commissioners a positive
recommendation of TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03 with the six {6) suggested findings of fact.

Commissioner Didier seconded the motion.

PLANNING COMMISSION FURTHER DISCUSSION (after motion):
e No further discussion amongst the Commissioners after the motion was made.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 7 of 112



l ITEM UNDER REVIEW FROM JUNE 20, 2023 PC MEETING

ROLL CALL VOTE:

Mike Corrales: Absent

Melinda Didier: Yes (call-in)

Mike Vincent: Absent

Layton Lowe: Absent

Peter Harpster: Yes (This is a legislative item. Mr. Harpster did not have to recuse himself)
Manny Gutierrez: Yes

Stacy Kniveton: Yes (call-in)

The motion has been approved for TC 2020-02 / SEPA 2020-03 at 8:42 PM.

' The portions_of the meeting minutes regarding Plam;ing Commission meeting Item #1 and #2 is
| being EXCLUDED, as they address an item that has already been heard by the Board of County ‘
Commissioners at an earlier date, which is subject to the Washington State Appearance of Fairness

Doctrine. ‘




AGENDA ITEM # 3

TC 2020-02
TEXT CHANGE

AQTERA ENGINEERING, LLC

S 2023 BoCC Mesting

August 23
Page 9 of 112

FRANKLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, June 06, 2023




TC 2020-02

DESCRIPTION
T T T U R R e R e |

_.cnn_:o:" County-Wide

Request: Applicant request to amendment Franklin
County Code (FCC) 17.58.080(F) to change open space
minimum percentage requirement from 35 to 15 percent
for Planned Unit Developments (PUD).

Reasoning: To bring minimum percentage requirement
closer in line to nearby jurisdictions, along with
increasing the viability of PUDs as an option for
developers. Also the increased amount of PUDs would
allow in turn for more land set aside for open space.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting

Page 10 of 112



:

TC 2020-02

PUBLIC/AGENCY NOTICE
el

Public notice was originally published in the Franklin County Graphic and Tri-
City Herald on March 12, 2020 for the April 2020 Planning Commission
Meeting. This meeting was canceled due to Covid-19 Pandemic.

Second public notice was published in the Franklin County Graphic and Tri-

City Herald on April 1, 2021 for the April 2021 Planning Commission
meeting.

. A SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was originally issued on
March 12, 2020, with a comment period ending on March 26, 2020. A
second SEPA Determination of Non-Significance was issued on November 3,
2020, with a comment period ending on November 17, 2020. The reason for
second issuance, was the Covid-19 Pandemic and potential of agencies not
being able to comment during original comment period.

In accordance with procedural requirements under RCW 36.70A.106, the
proposed text amendment to the County’s Development Regulations was
provided to the Department of Commerce on May 3, 2023 for review.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting

Page 11 of 112



TC 2020-02

STAFF ANAYLSIS
L e e R PO S R e AR T

Originally application was to go before the Planning Commission back
in April 2020, but was postponed until April 2021 due to Covid-19
Pandemic.

Planning Commission held a public hearing in April 2021 and voted to
recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) on
the item.

However, said item did not reach the BoCC on account of the building
permit crisis during the spring of 2021.

When it was brought to staff’s attention that the application did not
reach the BoCC, staff began work on moving the item forward.

Due to the amount of time elapsed and membership changes to the
Planning Commission, staff brought the item back at their April 2023
meeting for discussion. Based upon said discussion, staff concluded that
a new public hearing would need to be held.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting

Page 12 of 112



TC 2020-02

STAFF ANAYLSIS
R T L B RS S P e e L

Planned Unit Development (PUD) allows for more
development flexibility, such that options not normally

allowed in traditional residential development may be
developed.

0 Clustered residential lot layouts, the allowance of mixed uses
(mixture of residential & commercial /retail spaces, or other
non-residential uses), neighborhood gathering and activity
centers, and often act as pilot projects regarding new
residential development concepts.

The PUD approval process involves discussion between
developers and staff in developing site layout and
proposed uses, along with making sure the proposed
development meets various PUD requirements (e.g.,
density standards, open space, setbacks, etc.).

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

STAFF ANAYLSIS
T S T R L S N e

Though overall, a PUD concept may be flexible, the
number of residential units permitted is limited to that
number normally allowed within the zone, unless specific

requirements are met allowing for a limited density
increase.

QO If all required elements are provided, then up to a 20 percent
density increase may be permitted.

One of the key components of PUDs is the requirement to
set aside a certain amount of land for open space.
O What counts as open space can vary from natural areas fo

developed parks, with any structures being ancillary to the
space, such as gazebos, playground equipment, etc.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

- STAFF ANAYLSIS
R O TR AR RP  EA P R T U A
Based on a staff analysis of other jurisdictions within the
Eastern Washington region, only Franklin County has an
open space requirement of 35 percent.

Most jurisdictions either have no percentage requirement
for open space or a 15 percent requirement.

Grant County is the closest with 30 percent.
City of Pasco requires 15 percent open space.

Yakima and Spokane Counties both have an open space
percentage requirement of 10 percent.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

STAFF ANAYLSIS
T S S SR G

35% Open Space Requirement — 1 15% Open Space Requirement —
10-acre, RC-1 zoned site 10-acre, RC-1 zoned site

0 Changing the open space requirement does not change the allowed number of
residential units.

0 PUD open space is not public open space, and is for the enjoyment of the residents
living in the development, unless the development desires to make it public.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

STAFF ANALYSIS
B e e o L

Applicant stated in their narrative that decreasing
open space percentage requirement would help the
County better achieve said open space goals as
were listed in the 2008 Comprehensive Plan, that
was at the time of submittal.

O Franklin County has since adopted the 2018-2038
Franklin County Comprehensive Plan, which contains

some of the same open space goals listed in the 2008
plan.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

STAFF ANALYSIS

LR A S T BTy T Y SR S
Staff concurs that decreasing the open space percentage
requirement may encourage more PUD developments,
allowing staff to better establish key areas to be preserved
for open space through the negotiation process, as opposed
to the subdivision regulatory process.

It may also make PUDs a more attractive option for
developers; encouraging them to set aside land for
preservation or recreational use, while at the same time
ensuring the development pencils out.

Additionally, the percentage change would help bring the
County into greater alignment with the City of Pasco’s

standard, which will minimize development conflicts in the
City’s Urban Growth Area (UGA).

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

PUBLIC COMMENTS
L R T R e R R N R I R N

Before the April 2023 Planning
Commission meeting, staff
received eleven (11) comments in  2aendundeme

PR From: Aaron Gunderson
ovnow_—.—os .—.o .—-—Jm Uﬂ.ovomma Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 3:28 PM
To: "musefarms@icloud.com’; ‘Marla Manvin'; ‘David Snyder’; jkrug540@gmail.cam
r ‘Lancaster, Staci’; ‘bobbcar@msn.com”: ‘lorisnyderi@gmail.com': ‘steveaagaard_3
n Q : Q mo @hotmail.com". 'Sandy tePage'
Cc Derrick Braaten: Ryan Nelson; Rebeca Gilley
Subject: Response to Comments on TC 2020-02

Public Commenters,

l—-—\dm >U w-m — .— .— ._.—.. 3 mm.—.m —J Q iQ m :o.—. Q Thank you for your comments, Please be advised, a public hearing on this em was haid on April 13, 2021 and that thers

is no public hearing/testimony scheduled for this item tanight. The reason the item is being brought back to the Planning
H H & Commission, i5 ta reacquaint the Planning Commisston with the item, because though it was enginally heard and
v C U _ _ n —.-m Q _\ _ : Q~ :o —\ iQ m .—.—J m —.—.m— _ — recommendad far approval at the Apnl 13, 2021 PC meeting, it was not brought to the County Commlissioners far finat
action. Due to this being a legislative action, the Planning Commission can move farward with its existing

U -Q m m:.—.m Q Q w w C n T N I os m<m —nﬁ recommendatian, or schedule additional hearings regarding the matter, at its discretion.

* 14 . . . There does seem 1o be a misunderstanding regarding the term “open space”, as used in 3 PUD. Open space, i this
U mn Q cmm ,—u—.— _ m _._.m 3 _ w Q m QQ _ m_ Q .W _ <® _33_:5_a?a8_-3cm_zmmn"3&12:ﬁn:_u<3n2orrn:aan:ﬁo::unmﬁEuEn:ﬁ:d&su_o?aoZ:m

pubtic at targe. A PUD’s apen space is maintained by a private HOA, pald for by the residents of that development, and

3 Q *.—.m R-N .WT owm no 3 3 m 3 .—-m im —\ m not the public. This raquest does not relate to the use of public lands or other public open spaces.
. if additlonal hearings are to be scheduled, they wauld likely take place in May or June of 2023,

enfered into the record and N

provided to the PC and BoCC. Ao Gondieen

Planner ]

Franklin County, WA | Planning & Building Dept.
509-848-3521
agqunderson@iranklincountywa.gov

T T,
ZRLES T Py

Commenters were provided with ()
a response, clarifying the matter. N7

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting

Page 19 of 112



TC 2020-02

AGENCY COMMENTS
R T R e U D T T R/ SN

Staff received comments from the following technical
agencies regarding this proposal:

O Franklin PUD — Later reached out to staff and confirmed a

withdrawn of their comments due to a misunderstanding of
the application.

o City of Pasco

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT
L T T DU Y Sy S R 1T

The proposal IS IN accord with the goals and
policies of the Franklin County Comprehensive
Plan, including the County-Wide planning policies.

The effect of the proposal WILL NOT be
materially detrimental.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT
L N T e DO PO S e O T S |

The IS merit and value in the proposal for the
community as a whole.

4. Conditions ARE NOT required to be imposed in
order to mitigate any significant adverse .

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT
A S SO O S S

A concomitant agreement between the County and
the petitioner IS NOT required for this application.

All notifications of the public hearing were posted
as per County Ordinances and State law.

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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TC 2020-02

SUGGESTED MOTION
L T e e N O A N S L TS KRR |

“I move that the Franklin County Planning
Commission adopt the findings of fact as
contained in the staff report, and recommend
approval of the proposed amendment of
Chapter 17.58 Planned Unit Development
(PUD) based on the findings.”
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Franklin County — Amending FCC 17.58.080(F)

Request to Adjust Open Space Percentage Requirement
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Agenda Item #3

STAFF REPORT/PUD ARTICLES
TC 2020-01

Aqtera Engineering, LLC — Text Change Amendment; FCC 17.58.080(F)



FACT SHEET/STAFF REVIEW

Hearing before the Franklin County Planning Commission

Case-file: TC 2020-02 / SEPA 2020-03
Amendment to Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit
Development (PUD}, Specifically Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space
Requirements.

Hearing Date: June 6, 2023
Applicant: Caleb Stromstad, Aqtera Engineering
Location: N/A —the code will apply to all lands in unincorporated Franklin County

ATTACHMENTS TO THIS STAFF REPORT:
1. DRAFT Ordinance for BOCC adoption [Proposed code is shown as Attachment A]
2. SEPA DNS and Checklist

APPLICATION DESCRIPTION:

This is a proposed amendment to Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit
Development (PUD), specifically Section 17.58.080(F} Open Space Requirements. The request
seeks to reduce the required open space for a PUD from 35 to 15 percent. The applicant has
stated the reason for this request, is to increase the availability of PUDs as a development option.
It was pointed out in the narrative that other nearby jurisdictions have either no minimum
percentage requirement or a 15 percent requirement. Additionally, the applicant mentioned that
the change to the PUD open space percentage could inadvertently increase the amount of open
space. This being due to the potential encouragement of PUD development over standard
subdivision development within the County.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

Originally, this application was set to go before the Planning Commission back in April 2020, but
was unfortunately delayed until April 2021 due to the Covid-19 pandemic disruption. Planning
Commission held a public hearing and voted to recommend approval to the Board of County
Commissioners (BoCC) on the item at their April 13, 2021 regular meeting. However, the item did
not make it to the BoCC, due in part to the building permit crisis back in the spring of 2021. When
it was brought to staff’s attention that the application did not reach the BoCC, work began on
moving the item forward.

Due to the amount of time elapsed and changes to the makeup of the Planning Commission, staff
brought item back at their April 11, 2023 meeting for discussion of the previous recommendation.
Based upon said discussion, staff concluded a new public hearing would need to be held.
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Planned Unit Development (PUD) allows for more development flexibility by allowing for options
not normally allowed in traditional residential development, such as, clustered residential lot
layouts and/or the allotment of mixed uses within a proposed development. The PUD process
involves a negotiation between developers and staff in developing the site layout, along with
making sure the proposed development meets the various PUD requirements (e.g., density
standards, open space, setbacks, etc.). One of the key components of PUDs is the ability to set
aside a certain amount of land for open space. What counts as open space within a PUD can vary
from natural areas to parks, with the understanding of it not being used for the building of
structures. Please refer to the attached APA quicknotes and MRSC articles for more information
on PUDs.

According to staff analysis of other jurisdictions within the Eastern Washington region, only
Franklin County has an open space requirement of 35 percent. Grant County is the closest with
an open space percentage requirement of 30 percent. City of Pasco had at one point a 35 percent
open space requirement, but has since rolled back the requirement to 15 percent in 2020. Other
jurisdictions in the area have either no percentage requirement for open space or a 15 percent
requirement. Both Yakima and Spokane counties have a lower open space percentage
requirement of 10 percent.

The applicant stated in their narrative that decreasing the open space percentage would help the
County better achieve said open space goals as were listed in the 2008 Franklin County
Comprehensive Plan, as this was in effect at the time of submittal. However since 2020, Franklin
County has approved the 2018-2038 Franklin County Comprehensive Plan, which nevertheless
contains some of the same open space goals as in the 2008 plan (Pg. 5, 7, 36, 54, 56, 86, 130,
167).

Staff concurs with the applicant that decreasing the open space percentage requirement would
allow for more open space, due in part to it increasing the flexibility of staff in being able to
establish key areas to be preserved for open space within the negotiation process. This would in
turn make PUDs more attractive for developers; due to the ability to both set aside land for
preservation while at the same time making sure the development pencils out. Over time, it
would allow more land to be preserved in comparison to traditional development. Additionally,
the change in the open space percentage requirement would bring the County more in line with
the City of Pasco, which is important due to the potential close proximity of some PUDs to the
Pasco Urban Growth Area (UGA).

PUBLIC NOTICE:

1. A Public Notice was published in the Franklin County Graphic and Tri-City Herald March
12, 2020 for the Planning Commission meeting on April 14, 2020. This meeting was
canceled due to Covid-19 Pandemic.

2. Second public natice was published in the Franklin County Graphic and Tri-City Herald on
April 1, 2021 for the Planning Commission meeting on April 13, 2021,
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3. ASEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was originally issued on March 12, 2020,
with a comment period ending on March 26, 2020. A second SEPA Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) was issued on November 3, 2020, with a comment period ending on
November 17, 2020. The reason for second issuance, was the Covid-19 Pandemic and
potential of agencies not being able to comment during the original comment period.

NOTICE TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, GROWTH MANAGEMENT SERVICES:

In accordance with procedural requirements under RCW 36.70A.106, the proposed text
amendment to the County’s Development Regulations was provided to the state Department of
Commerce on May 3, 2023, for review in advance of potential adoption of changes to the
development regulations, for distribution to state agencies, to allow an opportunity for agency
comment,

APPLICABLE STANDARDS/ORDINANCES:

Franklin County Comprehensive Plan.

Franklin County County-Wide Planning Policies.

Franklin County Code Chapter 14.60 Zoning and Subdivision Code Text Amendments.
Local Project Review Act (RCW 36.70B)

Land Use Petition Act (Chapter 36.70C RCW)

vk wnNe

ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
The County’s prosecuting attorney’s office has not reviewed this item yet. They will have a chance
to review this item before it is presented to the BoCC.

COMMENTS/CRITERIA FOR FINDINGS OF FACT:

As of the date of this staff report, two agency comments were received from Franklin PUD and
the City of Pasco. Franklin PUD’s comments were in opposition to the text change. Their
argument is based on the potential increased difficulty inherent with obtaining rights-of-way for
utilities and the room they need for equipment. Franklin PUD has since reached out to staff
confirming a withdrawn of their comments due to a misunderstanding of the application.

City of Pasco’s comments indicated that their main opposition to the text change is due in part
to the proposed changes only covering the open space percentage requirement, along with the
lack of jurisdictional consultation. Both agency comments are included within the packet for
review.

Additionally there were multiple emailed public comments received by our office before the item
went before the April 11, 2023 Planning Commission meeting. The public comments were against
the proposed change in the Planned Unit Development (PUD) ordinance. Due to what appeared
to be confusion from public commenters, staff send an email clarification on why the item was
not listed as public hearing item and what is meant by the term “open space.”

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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Any additional comments received by the Planning Department prior to the Public Hearing will
be distributed to the Planning Commission in an Exhibit packet for review at the Hearing.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: (TC 2020-02)

Consistent with Chapter 14.60, the Planning Commission shall:

1. After completion of an hearing on the petition for change to the development regulations,
the Planning Commission shall make and enter findings from the records and conclusions
thereof which support its recommendation and find whether or not:

b.

The proposal is in accord with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan
including the county-wide planning policies.

The effect of the proposal will be materially detrimental.

There is merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole.

2. Render a recommendation to approve, approve with modifications and/or conditions, or
reject the petition based on its findings and conclusions. The Planning Commission’s
recommendation, to include its findings and conclusions, shall be forwarded to the Board
of Commissioners at a regularly scheduled business meeting thereof.

Staff: Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION,
according to the following suggested findings of fact:

Suggested Findings of Fact:

1. The proposal IS IN accord with the goals and policies of the Franklin County
Comprehensive Plan, including the county-wide planning policies.

a.

Amendment is supported by county-wide planning policy on open space and
recreation in that it encourages the retention of open space in order to enhance
the development of recreational opportunities {Pg. 5, 7).

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Goal
#3, encouraging “...the maintenance, preservation, conservation and otherwise
continue in  existence adequate open space lands (Pg. 36).”

Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Goal
#6, which is to “encourage development of neighborhoods that support a high
quality of life (Pg. 37).”

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
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d. Amendment supports the intent of Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element,
Goal #1, which will encourage the maintaining of the rural character of the County
{(Pg. 54).

e. Amendment will promote the development of Master Planned Resorts (MPRs) as

provided in Goal #3 of the Comprehensive Plan Rural Lands Element (Pg. 56).

f. Amendment will promote the utilization of wetland natural hazard area and
wildlife areas as open space as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive Plan
Capital Facilities Plan Element (Pg. 130).

g. Amendment will “promote the protection, conservation, and restoration of
natural areas, shorelines, and critical areas,” as provided in Goal #1 of the
Comprehensive Plan Natural Environment Element (Pg. 86).

h. Amendment will help to “manage, conserve, and protect the County’s natural
resources through a balance of development activities complemented with sound
environmental practices” as provided in Goal #6 of the Comprehensive Plan
Transportation & Circulation Element (Pg. 167).

2. The effect of the proposal WILL NOT be materially detrimental.

a. Requiring a 15% set aside for open space for a PUD still achieves the intent of FCC
17.58.
a. A 15% set aside for open space is comparable to development requirements of

surrounding jurisdictions.
3. There IS merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole.

a. Reducing the required open space set aside may encourage the development of
more PUD residential communities.

4, Conditions ARE NOT required to be imposed in order to mitigate any significant adverse
impacts from the proposal.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

5. A concomitant agreement between the County and the petitioner IS NOT required for
this application.

a. N/ A - This criterion does nat apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.
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6. All Notifications of the Public Hearing were posted as per County Ordinances and State
law.
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move that the Planning Commission adopt the findings of fact as contained in the staff report,
and recommend approval of the proposed amendment of Chapter 17.58 Planned Unit
Development (PUD) based on the findings.
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Understanding Planned Unit Development

A planned unit development (PUD) is a large, integrated development ad hering to a comprehensive
plan and located on a single tract of land or on two or more tracts of land that may be separated only
by a street of other right-of-way. PUD is a form of development that, although conceived decades ago,
can be used today to advance a number of important smart growth and sustainability objectives. PUD
has a number of distinct advantages over conventional lot-by-lot development, Properly written and
administered, PUD can offer a degree of flexibility that allows creativity in land planning, site design,
and the protection of environmentally sensitive lands not possible with conventional subdivision and
land development practices. Moreaver, properly applied, PUD is capable of mixing residential and
nonresidential land uses, providing broader housing choices, allowing more compact development,
permanently preserving common open space, reducing vehicle trips, and providing pedestrian and
bicycle facilities. In exchange for design flexibility, developers are better able to provide amenities and
infrastructure improvements, and find it easier 1o accommodate environmental and scenic attributes.

PUD is particularly useful when applied to large developments approved in phases over a humber of
years, such as master planned communities. PUDs are typically approved by the local legislative
body (city council, board of supervisors, county commissioners) after a comprehensive review and
recommendation by the planning board or commission, which normally includes a public hearing.
Communities considering adoption of a PUD ordinance should be mindfu! that while planning
boards and commissions are given a good deal of discretionary power in acting on PUDs,
appropriate standards are essential. Moreover, a delicate balance must be found between the desire
1o be flexible in order to take into account unique site characteristics and the need to spell out
concrete standards and criteria.

WHY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT i$ POPULAR

PUD has grown increasingly popular, in part because standard subdivision ane zoning ordinances
have serious limitations. Many older vintage zoning ordinances prohibit mixed use. Single family,
muttifamily, and nonresidential uses are often not allowed in the same zoning district. Older
conventional ordinances also contaln uniform site development standards hat tend to produce
monotonous outcomes. Subdivision control ordinances deal with narrow concerns, such as street,
curb, and sidewalk standards and lot and biock layout. The lack of meaningful amounts of well-
placed, accessible open space and recreational amenities is another shortfall of conventional
development controls.

TYPES OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Planned unit developments can take many forms, ranging from modest residential developments
where housing units are clustered and open space is provided, to mixed use master planned
communities that caver thousands of acres.

Simple Residential Cluster. Simple cluster subdivisions allow smaller lots on some parts of the site
in exchange for permanently preserved common open space elsewhere on the site. Planning boards
or commissions normally require the open space ta be configured in a manner to protect sensitive
natural features such as streams and riparian areas, vernal pools, ponds, and lakes, and to take into
account hazard areas and areas of steep slope.

Comrnunities may either limit the gross density of the tract to what would be permitted under
conventional zoning, or may choose to offer a density bonus allowing more units than would other-

A Publication of the American Planning Association | PAS QuickNotes No. 22
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Showcasing a 120-acre regional
multi-purpose public park, pedestri-
an-friendly design, and a 1500+ acre
wetland system, the Buckwalter PUD
and the Buckwalter Place urban cen-
ter in Bluffton, South Carolina pro-
mote multiple aspects of sustainable
development.
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wise be allowed. By allowing a bonus, the community can require a greater percentage of the tract
as common open space. Theoretically, communities can choose to ailow any residential type (or
combination of types) on a parcel in the cluster plan—single-family houses, attached houses, town
houses, garden apartments, or high rises. As a practical matter, however, cluster subdivisions are
developed mostly for single-family homes on individual lots.

Mixed Uses. PUD builds on the simple residential cluster idea by allowing nonresidential uses, often
at higher densities. Retail and service establishments, restaurants, schools, libraries, churches,
recreation facilities, offices, and even industrial uses can be included in PUDs. Downtown or village
center development with apartments above shops and live-work arrangements are also possible.
The extreme case is the master planned community, which usually involves substantial acreage and
combines employment, office, retall, ard entertainment centers with associated self-contained
neighborhoods. This can include diverse housing types as well as retail, entertainment and

office centers.

WHICH ORDINANCE, WHICH AGENCY?

Individual state planning statutes control how communities handle the deliberative process
leading to a decision about a PUD. In mast states a PUD provision can be made part of the zoning
ordinance or it may be written as a stand-alone ordinance. In either case, the decision to approve,
approve with conditions, or disapprove a PUD falls to the legislative branch of local government.
Some communities permit a PUD through a discreticnary review process, such as a conditional or
special use permit. These permits can be approved by the legisiative body, planning commission,
or board of adjustment, depending on the state enabling legislation and local palicies. Some
communities provide for the administrative approval of mixed use developments that normally
require a discretionary PUD process.

The zoning ordinance is the most appropriate place to locate planned unit development regulations,
Basic legislative decisions on use and density are normally the responsibility of the legislative body.
Street design and infrastructure could also be resolved through PUD approval, though these
considerations are normally built into a unified development ordinance. Decisions about plan details
can be left to the planning board or commission and planning staff.

ZONING FOR PUD

Communities face a number of questions when deciding how to fit planned unit development
regulations into their zoning ordinances. One alternative is to provide for planned unit development
as-of-right. Under this guideline the ordinance would specify the requirements for a planned unit
development, and discretionary review and approval procedures would not be necessary.

Stand-alone PUD ordinances are now fairly common. Although there are variations, a typical
ordinance will include a purpose clause; a statement of the type or types of PUD that are
authorized; zoning procedures; and standards for approval. The ordinance may contain definitions.

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Consistency with the comprehensive plan should be required, especially if the PUD has & major effect
on growth and development in the comimunity and on public facilities. This will be true of master
planned communities. Many statutes now require zoning to be consistent with a comprehensive
plan, and consistency can be required by ordinance even if there is no statutory mandate. |

_ A Publication of the American Planning Association  PAS QuickNotes No, 27
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Planned Unit Developments - Real World Experiences

October 31, 2012 by Bob Bengford
Category: Guest Author, Subdivisions and Planned Developments
By Bob Bengford, AICP, MAKERS

Introduction

The concept of planned unit developments has been around now for quite some time. Most cities and
counties in Washington have adopted planned unit development ordinances. Much has been written over
the years about the technical and legal nature of PUDs. This article, however, takes a look at how some of
these ordinances are working in the real world. What are the major issues and challenges? Are PUD

ordinances even necessary?

What is a Planned Unit Development (PUD)?

A PUD is both a type of development and a regulatory process. Individual definitions can vary greatly
depending on the community or jurisdiction and its goals. The purpose of a PUD is generally to allow
greater flexibility in the configuration of buildings and/or uses on a site than is allowed in standard zoning
ordinances. A major goat of PUDs is often to encourage unified plans that provide a more complete and '
integrated package (hopefully including special amenities) over piecemeal development. A typical PUD
would include a cluster of small lots in conjunction with a common usable open space with some
recreational amenities and a protected natural area functioning as permanent open space. This ‘
arrangement can benefit both sides: A developer gets extra flexibility in configuring lots and buildings and
perhaps a density bonus and/or reduced infrastructure cost, while the city/county gets permanent open |
space and/or other desired amenities. |
wop |
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The most common PUD applications occur in suburban cities and rural county areas. Flexibility is the key
principle for applications in both types of areas. The protection of critical areas is a common theme of
many city PUDs. The protection of larger tracts of open space is a common theme for rural PUDs.
Flexibility in clustering small lots in rural areas, however, is more challenging in Washington State under
Growth Management Act provisions. Planned unit developments can range in size from large master
planned communities (Snoqualmie Ridge, Issaquah Highlands, and Redmond Ridge are the three largest
King County examples} to 1-2 acre projects containing a handful of lots. Many of the master planned
residential developments are classified as Planned Residential Developments (PRD), a variant of PUD.

Three Case Studies

This article is based on an examination of three case studies, including Bonner County (ID), Ellensburg
(WA), and Bayview Ridge Subarea (Skagit County, WA).

Bonner County, Idaho

Bonner County is a large rural county in northern Idaho, stretching from the Washington to Montana
borders. | served as an assistant planner in the mid 1990's processing a broad range of development
permits, including PUDs. Most PUDs were recreational-based properties near lakes, rivers, or Schweitzer
Mountain Ski Area. Nearly ali sites included wetlands, steep slopes, or other sensitive lands. Some notable
provisions of the ordinance in effect at the time included:

* PUDs functioned as a conditional use permit submitted in conjunction (or prior to) with a subdivision
application (preliminary plat).

* Large scale PUDs (more than 5 acres) had extra flexibility to add commercial uses provided they were
designed to support "primarily” the needs of the residents of the development. Flexibility with the types
of housing units were allowed in all PUDs provided the project met the density provisions and other
applicable standards.

* A minimum common open space requirement {(10%).
* Up to 25% density bonus based on an increase in the amount of common open space provided.

* Projects required a pre-application meeting, simple environmental analysis and land capability report, a
homeowners association, and covenants/articles of incorporation to be recorded with the final plat (as
an enforcement tool).

While I processed a handful of PUDs during my two years with the county, the great majority of new lots
were created through the standard subdivision process. Most of these were simple land divisions - for
example, dividing a 20 acre parcel into four-five acre lots, surveyed into perfect rectangles, regardless of
the site’s features.

Several years later, working as a consultant with MAKERS, I had the chance to help the county update their
entire land use code - to comprehensively examine objectives, issues, and opportunities. In the
PUC wrea, changes were sought that would promote clustered development, greater design

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 36 of 112




flexibility, and environmental protections. While the code update only resulted in some relatively minor
PUD ordinance updates, the most notable change was to allow lot clustering as part of the regular
subdivision process (as part of a "Conservation Subdivision™. The resulting "Conservation Subdivision”
provision allowed for "meaningful” density bonuses while it enhanced the standards for common open
space and offered density bonuses for other public amenities {most notably public access and trails). The
density bonuses were increased over existing PUD provisions to provide a greater incentive for their use.
The open space in the conservation subdivision has to be valued as wildlife habitat, wetlands. timberland,
active recreation, and/or include other unique vegetative gualities.

Conservation Subdivision

Standard Subdivision 40 agres with ten 1-acre lols” and 30
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Bonner County Land Use Code illustration comparing a standard subdivision with a conservation
subdivision.

It's noteworthy that had Bonner County been under GMA jurisdiction, the ordinance would have run up
against GMA's laws governing urban and rural development. The conservation subdivision option allows
urban-sized lots in rural areas, provided projects met the overall density provisions - in addition to other
applicable requirements. The issue (urban lots in rural areas) was a concern amongst participants, but it was
determined that the potential benefits of clustered development outwaghed the drawbacks in this case -
particularly after factoring in other standards and approval criteria. This included compatibility issues,
adequate infrastructure, and access to services.

Project Status: Economic conditions in the region have substantially decreased the number and types of
development applications since the updated code was adopted (2008). Planning Director Clare Marley
noted that only three PUD applications have been processed (most! ly in more urbanized areas) and the
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conservation subdivision provision hasn't been used yet (though several developers and property owners
have expressed interest).

City of Ellensburg, WA

Ellensburg is a small city of 20,000 in central Washington featuring a historic downtown and Central
Washington University, surrounded by farms at the foothills of the Cascades. My firm (MAKERS) was hired
in 2010 (along with O'Brien & Company, Transpo Group, and Cascadia Green Building Council} to update
the city's land use code following the update of its comprehensive plan.

During the early visioning/analysis stage, we learned that the city's extensive PUD ordinance {adopted in
2001) had only been used once. Planning Director Mike Smith noted that the ordinance was perceived as
too complicated and the incentives too small to encourage its use. Developers were utilizing the standard
subdivision process in piecemeal fashion, Most of the newer subdivisions were simple, monotonous, and
often pootly coordinated. The community sought code changes that would promote a more compact and
connected development pattern that promoted walking and bicycling, and enhanced the character of
Ellensburg.

After a targeted outreach process with public officials and stakeholders, we ultimately decided to eliminate
the PUD provision altogether. The solution was two-fold: Integrate design flexibility (clustering and density
bonuses) into the subdivision process and update subdivision and street design standards to meet
community objectives. Perhaps the biggest change was to eliminate the lot size minimum requirement in
favor of the density averaging concept. Other notable changes:

* Allow a small increase in overall density in most districts combined with new design standards
(house/garage frontage standards, streetscape design, better road and trail connectivity, and fence
location and design standards).

* Adopt a density bonus system for key suburban zones - with generous bonuses (some up to 50%
increase and beyond) for desired design and/or amenity features (trails, extra parkland, mix of housing
types, energy efficient design, etc.).

* Allow for flexible tot design (zero lot line, courtyard access, etc.).

* lllustrate desirable subdivision layout examples.

The biggest challenge with these changes was to craft the density bonus system in a way that met
community policy objectives AND was simple enough (for a small city) to administer. In this case, we
employed prescriptive, measurable benchmarks wherever practical - to provide a level of certainty and
predictability. Measures eligible for density bonuses included a mixture of housing types (measured by
percentages), integrating trails (measured by linear foot), and park/open space (measured by area). Another
key bonus provision emphasized increased energy efficiency. Project teammate Katie Spataro (Cascadia
Green Building Council) recommended specific environmental certification levels tied to a tiered system of
density bonus levels. This requires third party verification and helps to simplify enforcement for staff. For
exar Backto ongoing certification is required during construction and project certification must be
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completed prior to final occupancy. The most challenging density bonus provisions to craft were the
affordable housing, historic preservation, and transfer of development rights (TDR) provisions. All were
high priorities among project stakeholders and public officials and each includes specific benchmarks to
help ensure compliance. Each, however, include their own unique implementation challenges. The TDR
provision is subject to the city adopting a TDR program:.
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As part of the code update, we took an undeveloped site and illustrated how it could be developed
consistent with the code and integrating key density bonus provisions. The case study was particularly
useful during the process as it resulted in reduced density bonus percentages for most of the features.

Extend Helana and Cora
to form 8 backbone for the
“modified gnd”
Singte tamily nomes

v Coltage housing g\
S \e\__,_-_

Meke connections
L oxisting subdivision
Aleys can be doswable \ Q"':r
connactivity elements - ihey \K
can also provide vehicular
8ccess for fots along
antenal sireels
Midblock connecion
lo Iron Horse Trai .
{pedesirian sccessway) :::;; g
faraily
Smail Int subdivision
single family
ALINDIS

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 39 of 112



Project Status: The Ellensburg provisions, in the works since mid 2010, are now being refined and are
scheduled for Planning Commission and City Council review during Winter 2013,

Bayview Ridge Urban Growth Area (Skagit County, WA)

MAKERS was hired to work with the Port of Skagit County, property owners, and Skagit County to write a
PUD ordinance that would implement a recently adopted subarea plan. The project site is within an
"island” urban growth area surrounding the Skagit County Airport, northwest of Mount Vernon and west of
Burlington, in northwest Washington. The Urban Growth Area (UGA) includes industrial port lands
surrounding the airport with large vacant tracts, scattered residential development, and subdivisions
surrounding a golf course. The UGA sits on a bluff and is separated from nearby cities {(Mount Vernon and

Burlington) by farmland and floodplain.
The focus of the work was large tracts of vacant land owned primarily by a single property owner. Most of

the land was designated for residential development between 4-6 dwelling units per acre, with a small
village center (retail/mixed-use), a school (hopefully), and some additional light industrial land closer to the

airport.
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The focus area of the ordinance is the land highlighted in green and other color coded larger parcels to the

east of the airport,

Project participants assumed that a PUD would be the regulatory mechanism needed to implement the
plan ==~ i~+~=~22 with the county's land use code. Since Skagit County did not have an existing PUD
0 top
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ordinance, a decision was needed on whether such an ordinance would or could apply countywide, be
area-specific, or some combination of both. In developing a proper solution, it was necessary to examine
all the components and issues. The chart below identifies some of the key issues together with the solution
that the committee came up with.

Table 1: Key Issues and Solutions for Bayview Ridge

Issue Proposed Solution

Require a PUD for new land divisions in the planning area. PUD must include a conceptual
development plan illustrating circulation, land use(s), design features, and planned phases.
Permit Applicants may submit a PUD prior to subdivision or binding site plan or one "integrated"
processing application. Thus a PUD could cover a large site with multiple phases - including one or more
subdivisions. Like all subdivision ordinances, the PUD ordinance includes provisions involving the
alteration of PUDs and time limits.

Praspective PUD applicants must conduct a pre-submittal neighborhood meeting to present and

Community discuss the conceptual development plan and hear issues and concerns by area residents.
outreach and Otherwise, PUDs follow similar review process for subdivisions. The County may hire outside
design review design review consultant to assist with the projects’ review (subject to a reimbursement

agreement made between the County and the applicant).

Zoning
provisions - Zoning district provisions were updated to meet density and design goals. Zoning provisions
update per allow lot size variety {density averaging).

subarea plan

Community Adopt community design standards for planning area addressing street design, road and trail
design connectivity, school and park integration, and block frontage standards.

Adopt project design standards for new development in planning area. This includes standards
Project design for permitted housing types, site and building design standards, and landscaping and fencing
standards.

While the PUD provision was a major discussion topic of the group and ultimately included in the
proposed code provisions for Bayview Ridge, it was ultimately just one component of the proposed
"Bayview Ridge Development Standards” The proposed new chapter encompasses a purpose statement,
applicationfreview process, zoning provisions, and design standards. The most important PUD component
used in the draft ordinance is the "conceptual development plan While development standards were
crafted to ensure that new subdivisions and binding site plans met the road and trail connectivity
provisions and other key community design provisions, the county advocated for a conceptual
development plan - as a means to ensure that property owners/applicants are looking at the big picture.
This required applicants (of the key larger parcels} to illustrate how contiguously-owned parcels would be
developed over a number of phases (see example below). The level of detail could vary depending on the
size of the property and the number of phases. For example, a shadow plat could be shown for second
phases. while more conceptual "bubble” maps could be used in longer term phases. These conceptual

plan ©  useful tool for all participants, particularly the county and interested citizens.
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Project Status: The Bayview Ridge provisions, in the works since late 2011, are scheduled for Planning
Commission and City Council review during Winter 2013.

'*“‘h' }Rxed-Use PUD Concept
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Example ofa conceptual a’eve/opment p[an map lllustatmg mu[trp!e anticipated phases. The concept
includes plans for streets and trails, parks and open space corridors, and land uses/housing types. Such
plans would be accompanied by sketches and photos of development examples, and numbers and/or
parameters for the types and amount of development. A detasled subdivision application for Phase 1 could
be submitted simultaneous with the PUD appilication, or within a specified time frame after PUD approval

Other Case Studies

As part of the research for this article, | sought a variety of case studies and resources that might be
instructive. They include a full range of development contexts from an urban city (Bellevue, WA) to a small
resort town in central Washington (Chelan, WA). | wanted ta include a rapidly growing suburban
community (Marysville, WA) as well as a large county (Whatcom County, WA). | also spoke with a planner
and an attorney from the planning law firm Van Ness Feldman GordonDerr who have considerable
experience with PUD ordinances.

Table 2, available in PDF or Word, provides a comparison of the PUD ordinances of these four
communities, documenting the purpose and emphasis of each, whether there are any bonuses, use
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flexibility, or street design flexibility, and unique provisions of each. Conclusions from each case study
include:

Bellevue {based on discussion with Matthews Jackson, Neighborhood Development Planning Manager):

* Since Bellevue is largely built-out, there have onty been six projects completed since the last PUD
ordinance update in 2006. Most projects have been relatively small and all involve critical areas. While
some projects have utilized density bonuses, the primary reason for doing a PUD is to getrelief from
strict lot size minimums in applicable zones.

* Bellevue has adopted special critical area subdivision provisions - that allow for reduced lot sizes,
setbacks, lot coverage, and impervious area in exchange for larger conservation/open space areas. This
provision reduces the number of projects that would otherwise use the PUD concept to achieve the
desired flexibility.

¢ There is interest in updating the code to allow more administrative flexibility with lot sizes and housing
types {cottage housing, for example) in applicable districts, perhaps without going through a PUD
process. Redmond and Kirkland were cited as good code examples - both feature innovative housing
demonstration projects.

Whatcom County (based on discussion with Amy Keenan, Senior Planner):

* Nearly all of the PUDs are in Birch Bay, an unincorporated UGA island. Most are single famity
developments and none have used the density bonus provision; All are impacted by critical areas - thus
asking for reduced setbacks and changes to road standards.

* The county has been slow to enforce specific PUD conditions of approval.

Marysville (based on discussion with Gloria Hirashima, Chief Administrator and Community Development
Director):

* The current {planned residential) ordinance, adopted in 2006, has been used three times, and only once
since 2008 (economic slowdown). The ordinance offers flexibility in housing types (such as
townhouses), which has been the primary draw for each use.

* Inone example, owners were able to reconfigure a county-approved subdivision to integrate multiple
housing types.

* The subdivision ordinance allows considerable flexibility in design, so it often reduces the need or desire
to doa PRD.

* City should revisit density bonus provisions (increase density bonus percentages) to better incentivize
high quality design and community amenity features.

Chelan (based on discussion with Craig Gildroy, Planning Director):
io
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While "innovative” provisions in the ordinance are good, the lack of parameters and design criteria make
the ordinance difficult to administer.

Most applicants appear to use the PUD process to circumvent code. but the city is not getting innovative
development and desirable amenities in large part due to the lack of "teeth” in the code.

Conclusions/Lessons Learned

White there are a great number of conclusions and lessons learned from analysis of these case studies,

below are three primary conclusions:

PUDs can be a good tool for jurisdictions, particularly where the land use code doesn't offer a lot of
flexibility. For communities with existing PUD ordinances, it's important to continually reassess the
ordinance over time to examine what's working, what isn't, and draft/review possible amendments.

In urbanized cities, PUD ordinances may not be needed at all, particularly if the code integrates use
and design flexibility, and master planning/phasing provisions in other sections of the code.

Consider integrating PUD design and flexibility features into code as "by right" features and part of the
design standards for new development. The flexibility provisions could reduce regulatory burden on
applicants and encourage greater use of more innovative design techniques. Cities and counties are
increasingly realizing the importance of setting good minimum design standards - to ensure that the
most critical features are incorporated into all developments.

Additional conclusions and lessons learned:

Identify primary goals and objectives when examining an existing PUD ordinance or creating new
ordinances. Examine the range of regulatory and other options to help meet those goals and objectives.
A new or revised PUD ordinance may be one of those tools that help to meet those objectives. Maybe a
combination of flexible zoning, design standards, and master planning provisions will be sufficient to

meet those goals.

Test it. Take possible development sites (preferably a site where an owner is interested in developing)
and sketch development plans under the proposed code to see how it might work (or not work). For
provisions affecting height, density, and land uses, it's essential to factor in the local economics to make
sure the ordinance can be viable,

Involve the development community in PUD ordinance changes or consideration of a new ordinance.
This was particularly valuable in the three case studies above, notably in the Bayview Ridge project.

* Key PUD ordinance issues warrant close examination;

° Pre-application conference between the applicant and key staff is essential and should typically be a
requirement.
° Concept plans. Since PUDs can involve projects with multiple phases, where anly the near term

~k=-~- ~~ detailed and certain, the ordinance should define what information is needed to illustrate
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the later phases of development. Such concept plans are often referred to as sketch or "bubble” plans
and typically include general circulation elements, land uses/mix, and special features.

© Vesting. Make sure that the provisions for vesting are very clear, particularly in multi-phase
developments. For example, while the concept plans mentioned above can be very useful planning
and communication tools, they may not have enough detailed information to warrant vested rights in
terms of density or ather key features,

© Phasing and time limits. In both Washington State case studies discussed above, the code ties the
time limit for the initial phase to State requirements for final plats (RCW 58.17.170). For subsequent
phases, the code references time limits set forth by RCW 58.17.140 or "other" approved phasing plan
for the development. How are infrastructure and amenities phased in? Bayview's PUD ordinance
requires implementation on a proportional basis, as reflected in Skagit County's concurrency
ordinance (completing infrastructure and amenities on a basis roughly proportional to percentage of
the completed development, where possible).

o Clear conditions of approval need to be recorded with the approved development plan - so that the
applicant and staff understand the rules as time goes by. Good record-keeping by staff over time will
be immensely helpful as well.

© Plan amendments. Multi-phased development projects change mare often than not. and PUD
ordinances need to identify what the procedures and standards are for any amendments,

Resources
APA Zoning Practice: PUDs, June, 2007:
http://www.planning.org/zoningpractice/2007/pdf/jun.pdf

PSRC webpage: Tool: Planned Unit Development:
https.//www.psrc.org/planned-unit-development-pud

University of Wisconsin Extension: Planning Implementation Tools Planned Unit Developments:
ftp:lfftp.wi.gov/DOA/public/comprehensivep[ans/lmplementationToolkit/Documents/PUD.pdf

State of Georgia: Planned Unit Development "How to” Guide:
http://www.dca state.ga.us/intra_nonpub/Toolkit/Guides/PUD.pdf

Sequim PUD webpage:
http://www.sequimwa.gov/index?NID=377

Article titled "Planned Unit Developments” by attorney Mary McMaster:
http://www.planningreports.com/wfiles/w490.htrml

Article titled "Planned Unit Developments” by Michael Murphy, Senior Research Associate and Joseph
Sting~—~ €~~~ Pagearch Associate:
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http://landuse.law.pace.eduflanduse/documents/PublishedArticle/PlanUnitDevel.doc

A Guide to Planned Unit Development - prepared by the NYS Legislative Commission on Rural Resources:
http://www.dos.ny.gov/[g/publications/Planned_Unit_Development_Guide.pdf

Redmond Innovative Housing Demonstration Project:
htp://www.codepublishing.com/wa/redmond/cdg/redg20c/RCDG20C3062.html

MRSC is a private nonprofit organization serving local governments in Washington State. Eligible
government agencies in Washington State may use our free, one-on-one Ask MRSC service to get answers
to legal, policy, or financial questions.

About Bob Bengford
Bob Bengford writes for MRSC as a guest author.

Bob Bengford, AICP, is a Partner with MAKERS architecture, planning and urban
design firm. Bob's community design work encompasses all transects. from urban

downtowns and transit-oriented development to rural area planning. Bob's
specialty has been helping communities craft usable development regulations and
design guidelines.

The views expressed in guest author columns represent the opinions of the author
and do not necessarily reflect those of MRSC.

VIEW ALL POSTS BY BOB BENGFORD

Topics

Stay Informed

Subscribe to E-Newsletters

MRSC Insight Blog
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Agenda ltem #3

DRAFT ORDINANCE
TC 2020-01

Aqtera Engineering, LLC — Text Change Amendment; FCC 17.58.080(F)
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FRANKLIN COUNTY ORDINANCE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Amendment to Chapter 17.58 Planned Unit Development, Subsection 1 7.58.080(F)

IN THE MATTER OF COUNTY PLANNING - AMENDING CHAPTER 17.58, SUBSECTION
17.58.080(F), IN THE COUNTY CODE OF ORDINANCES

WHEREAS, on , 2023, the Board of Franklin County Commissioners, via
public meeting, considered the positive recommendation of the Franklin County Planning
Commission to amend Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development
(PUD), specifically Subsection 17.58.080(F), Open Space Requirements, in the Franklin
County Code of Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, at the public meeting the Board has found that the County Planning Commission,
after a public hearing and consideration on TC 2620-01, did recommend the amendment be
adopted, and the Planning Commission forwarded the following listed findings of fact;

1. The proposal IS IN accordance with the goals and policies of the Franklin County
Comprehensive Plan,

a. The amendment is supported by the intent of Comprehensive Plan Housing,
Goal #1, encouraging the availability of affordable housing to all economic
segments of the population.

2. The effect of the proposal on the immediate vicinity WILL NOT be materially

detrimental.

a. Requiring a 15% set aside for open space for a PUD still achieves the intent of
FCC17.58.

b. A 15% set aside for open space is comparable to development requirements

of surrounding jurisdictions.
3. There IS merit and value in the proposal for the community as a whole.

a. Reducing the required open space set aside may encourage the development
of more PUD residential communities.

4, Conditions ARE NOT required to be imposed in order to mitigate any significant
adverse impacts from the proposal.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.
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5. A concomitant agreement between the County and the petitioner IS NOT required for
this application.

a. N/ A - This criterion does not apply as this is not a change to the Zoning Map.

6. All Notifications of the Public Hearing were posted as per County Ordinances and
State law.

WHEREAS, A SEPA Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) was issued on March 12, 2020,
with a comment period ending on March 26, 2020; and

WHEREAS, In accordance with procedural requirements under RCW 36.70A.106, the
proposed text amendment to the County’s Development Regulations were provided to the
state Department of Commerce on May 3, 2023, for review in advance of potential adoption
of changes to the development regulations, for distribution to state agencies, to allow an
opportunity for agency comment; and

WHEREAS, the intent of the amendment is to bring Franklin County’s Planned Unit
Development (PUD) development standards into better alignment with surrounding
jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, the County finds it to be in the public interest to approve said amendment of text;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned
Unit Development, specifically Subsection 17.58.080(F) be amended, as shown in
Attachment A.

APPROVED THIS DAY OF , 2023.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Chair

Chair Pro-Tem

Attest:
Clerk of the Board Member

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 49 of 112



Attachment A

17.58.080 - Design standards and requirements.

A.

Subdivision Requirements. If land or structures within a proposed PUD are to be sold to
more than one person, partnership, firm or corporation, or are to include the dedication of
land, then the proposed PUD shall be subject to the short plat or major subdivision
ordinances.

Right-of-Way Requirements. County policy with regards to the dedication of right-of-way
and right-of-way improvements may be waived in a PUD.

Zoning Requirements. A planned vnit development shall be exempt from the minimum lot
size and setback standards of this title, except where on-site parking is located in front of a
structure that portion of the structure shall be set back twenty (20) feet from the property
line.

Density. The basic density in a planned unit development shall be established for each land
use as provided in the zoning districts. The planning commission may recommend and the
board of commissioners may authorize a density not more than twenty (20) percent greater
than what is otherwise permitted following findings that the amenities or design features
which promote the purposes of this chapter are provided.

Lot Requirements. Minimum lot areas, lot dimensions, building heights, lot coverage and
yard requirements shall be as established on the approved development plan.

Open Space Requirements. The PUD shall provide not less than fifteen (15) percent of the
gross land area for common open space.

Setbacks Between Buildings. A distance between all structures shall, at 2 minimum, comply
with the standards prescribed by the most current edition of the Uniform Building and Fire
Codes as adopted by the county.
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Agenda Item #3

APPLICATION/SEPA CHECKLIST
TC 2020-01

Aqtera Engineering, LLC - Text Change Amendment; FCC 17.58.080(F)
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/ L_"RI\ | FRANKLIN COUNTY
NS | PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

GENERAL LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLIGATION.
ooy EIVED

[ FILE &:

E g Total. Fees: $ Reviewed by: |

58 \ Receipt #: Hearing Date: |' FRANKLIN COUNTY

& 4 | Date of Pre-App meeting: _PLANNING T
Bt ' Date deemed complete: o . - -

[J Comprehensive Plan Amendment O Boundary Line Adjustment

+ O Conditional Use Permit [J Shoreline Substantial Development

> O3 variance 0 Shoreline Conditional Use Permit

E ... O Rezone U Shoreline Variance

o E’ [ Non-Conforming Use Determination LT Shoreline Exemption

5 E (1 Zoning Interpretation / Administrative [ Shoreline Non-Conforming

E g Decision [=] SEPA Environmental Checkfist

& = i short Plat [0 Appeal fFite # of the item appealed J

k= & | U Subdivision {Long Plat) [ Critical Areas Determination / Review /

= E [ Binding Site Plan Reasonable Use Exemption

= & | O Lot Segregation Request O Temporary Use Permit

: § | O] Alteration / Vacation U0 Home Occupation

§ w L1 Planned Unit Development UJ H2A Farm Worker Housing (2oning review)

© ¥ [s] Other: Development Code Text Amendment

for | CONTACT INFORMATION

contact
rson: | S = o - - - B B
| Property Owner
Name: N/A
Mailing Address:
Phone: Email:

" Applicant / Agent / Contractor (if different)
Company: Big Sky Developers, LLC  Name: Dave Greeno

Address: 12406 Eagle Reach Court, Pasco, WA 99301

e Phone: 509-521-4834 __ Email: ccolre@aol.com

Zl Surveyor / Engineer

: Company: Agtera Engineering, LLC Name: Caleb Stromstad
Address: 2705 St Andrews Loop, Suite C, Pasco, WA 99301

_ |Phone:509-845-0208  Email: caleb@aqtera.com

LAND USE — ZONING CODE _ BUILDING CODE ~ FIRE CODE — GODE ENFORCEMENT ~ BUSINESS REGISTRATION
502W. Bomstrzzs ﬁ%@@,@ﬁi 853070[508] 545-3521 - FAX [508] 546-3367 - BURN LINE {500] 545-3588 - BLDG. INSP. LINE [505] 545-3522
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR REQUEST: B - )
Amend FCC 17.58.080(F) to reduce Planned Unit Development open space requirement.

RECEIVED

|
|
— — — —— — S 4

PROPERTY INFORMATION: _ | IErtare—
Parcel number(s) (9-digit tax number): P me‘é Sﬁi'igTﬂMENT |

N/A

| Legal_Dgc_ription EPropérty: |

IN/A

Site Add ress {describe location if no address is as;i_gned):
County Wide

——— —

e All appropriate fees must accompany this application. Fees are non-refundable and subject to
change. Please contact the Planning Department for current fee totals.

* This application, including attachments, must be completed in its entirety for all items
applicable to your project.

* Supplemental information is generally required for land use approvals. Ensure that all required
information is submitted along with this application form,

* If the property is owned by a corporation or LLC please attach documentation showing that the
person signing as the “owner” has the authority to sign on behalif of the corporation or LLC. if
there are muitiple owners, provide an attachment in the same format and with the same
declarations.

l, the undersigned, hereby authorize the filing of this application and certify under penalty of perjury that
the information contained in this application is complete and correct to the best of my knowledge.
Further, | hereby grant Franklin County staff or representatives to enter my property during the course of
this review to inspect my property as needed.

| understand that any information submitted to the Franklin County Planning/Building Department is
subject to public records disclosure laws for the State of Washington (RCW Chapter 42.17) and all other
applicable laws that may require the release of the documents to the public.

I@ This authorizes the designated Applicant's representative (if applicable) to act on behalf of the
t applicant for the processing of this request. /

ey '
WA 44 Y _2/2_1;_/'20

Owner Date Applicant/ ::J.epresen“tativg; - Date
Linred

.
Print Name: B - Print Name: 5 '/ _§

}({; » g" 4 "7 Rev. Jan 2019
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ASAQTERA

£ GINEERING

RECEIVED |

February 28, 2020 i
Mr. Derrick Braaten !

Planning and Buijlding Director N GOUNTY
Franklin County ! pi_;‘fmm(e_u DEPARTMENT |
502 W. Boeing Street

Pasco, WA 99301

RE: Narrative to Support Amendment Request for FCC 17.58 — Planned Unit Development

Dear Mr. Braaten:
On behalf of our client, Big Sky Developers, we are requesting an amendment to the Franklin County

Code section 17.58.080(F). The referenced section provides the minimum open space requirement for a
Planned Unit Development (PUD).

Proposed Code Amendment - 17.58.080/F):

F. Open Space Requirements, The PUD shall provide not less than thirty-five-(35 fifieen
(15) percent of the grass land area for common open space. (Ordinanice 7-2005)

Per FCC 17.58.010, the purpose of the Planned Unit Development code is to provide opportunities for
innovation, creativity and flexibility in land development. The intent for this amendment is to allow the
purposes of the PUD code 1o be realized. Developing a PUD under the current code is cost prohibitive,
primarily due to the steep minimum requirement for open space. This is supported by the lack of built or
proposed PUDs in the County.

As a reference point we’ve summarized some similar PUD open space minimum requirements for the
neighboring jurisdictions:

* Benton County: No minimum requirement (BCC | 1.21)

»  City of Pasco: 15% (PCC 21.140, Ordinance 4481)

¢ City of Kennewick: 15% (KCC 18.45)

» City of Richland: No minimum requirement (RMC 23.50)

Amendment Supports the Goals of the Com rehensive Plan and Growth Manacement Act:
© The Growth Management Act (GMA) seeks to provide a managed framework for growth and
development throughout the state. The County’s Comprehensive Plan provides the specific
guidance and policies necessary to implement the goals of the GMA within Franklin County.
Compliance with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan is by default compliance with the goals of
the GMA.

* Franklin County Comprehensive Plan (FCCP), Economic Development, County Environment
Goal #7 (pg 26): Maintain the environmental quality of life so that Franklin County is a preferred
place to work.

o Open space can help provide a sense of tranquility in a neighborhood, enhancing the
quality of iife for the nearby residents.

* FCCP, Natural Element, County Environmental Goal #1 (pg 34): Preserve the natural
environment when possible.

© Encouraging development with open space requirements will help preserve more of the
natural environment in Franklin County.

2705 SuAndreves maq; Suitsiqy | Pasco, WA 99301 [ 509.845.0208 i caleb@aqtera.com AQTERA.COM

e
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* FCCP, Land Usg, Purpose Statement 7, Goal #1 (pg 51): Encourage development of
neighborhoods, which support a high quality of life.

¢ Open space requirements encourage the development of parks and trails which promote
physical activity, supporting a high quality of life.

» FCCP, Housing, Goal #1 (pg 65): Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all
economic segments of the population, promote a variety of residential densities and housing and
encourage preservation of existing housing stock.

o A planned unit development encourages a variety of lot sizes which translates to more
housing options for various economic segments of the population,

This proposal will increase the amount of open space in the County by encouraging PUD development. It
also provides developers more flexibility to provide a variety of housing types for Franklin County
residents. These results help achieve the goals outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and serve the interests
of the public. Thank you for considering our request. I am available at (509) 845-0208 or
caleb@agtera.com should you have any further questions.

Sincergly, 4
J 1 = - /"’

# __)' L~ -

Caleb Stromstad, PE
Principle Engineer

Aqtera Engineering
FRANKLIN COUNTY
[ PLANNING DEPARTMENT
M. Braaten

February 28, 2020
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FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)
DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS)

Description of proposal: The proposal is requesting an amendment to Franklin County Codel)
Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically Section 17.58.080(F)
Open Space Requirements. This request secks to reduce the required open space for a
PUD from 35% to 15%.

File Number; SEPA 2020-03 (TC 2020-02)

Proponent: Big Sky Developers, LLC
Dave Greeno
12406 Eagle Reach Court
Pasco, WA 99301

Location: Countywide

Lead agency: Franklin County, Washington.

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant
adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c). This decision was made after review of a completed
environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This information is
available to the public on request,

This DNS is issued under WAC 1971 1-350; the lead agency will not act on this proposal for 14
days from the date of publication {March 12, 2020). Comments must be submitted by:
November 17, 2020,

Responsible official: Derrick Braaten

Positionftitle/Phone: Planning and Building Director — (509) 545-3521

Address: 502 W Boeing St. Pasco, Washingron 99301
Date/Signature: 11/3/2020 - —

Any agency or person may appeal this SEPA determination by filing a written appeal to the
responsible official no later than November 17,2020, Contact the responsible official to read or
ask about the procedure for SEPA appeals.
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
FRANKLIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON

’_RECEIVED

FRANKLIN COUNTY
|_PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Purpose of checklist:

Govermmental 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.

Iﬁguidance on completing this form or assistance in un&éTs'faﬁucfiﬁg‘; a question, visit
http:/fwww.ecy.wa.goviprograms/sea/sepa/ChecklistGuidance.html

The SEPA Handbook is available online at:
___http:iiwww.ecy.wa.goviprograms/sealsepa/handbk/hbintro.htmi

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, reguiations, plans and programs), complete the applicable
parts of sections A and B plus the supplemental sheet for nonproject actions (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.
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A. Background

1 Name of proposed project, if applicable:
Planned Unit Development Text Amendment

2. Name of applicant:

Big Sky Developers, LLC

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:;

Applicant:

Big Sky Developers, LLC

c/o Dave Greeno

12406 Eagle Reach Court, Pasco, WA 99301
(509) 521-4834

Applicant Representative:
Agtera Engineering

c/o Caleb Stromstad

2705 St Andrews Lp, Ste C
Pasco, WA 99301

(509) 845-0208

4. Date checklist prepared:
02/24/2020

5. Agency requesting checklist:
Franklin County.

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

Immediate adoption upon County approval.

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.
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Not Applicable.

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other
proposals directly affecting the property coverad by your proposal? If yes, explain.

No.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known,

A Franklin County Code Text Amendment approval to reduce the planned unit
development open space requirement (FCC 17.58.080(F)).

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 additiona specific information on project

description.)

This proposal is to amend a portion of text in FCC 17.58.080(F) to reduce the planned
unit development open space requirement from 35% to 15% of the gross land area.

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 pfan, vicinity map, and topegraphic
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.

County wide proposal.
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70 Be Completed by Applicant:

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth
a. General description of the site:

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

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.
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.

Not Applicable.

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the
immediate vicinity? if so, describe.

Not Applicable,

. 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.

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If €0,
generally describe.

Not Applicable,

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces
after project construction (for exampie, asphalt or buildings)?

Not Applicable.

h. Proposed measures fo reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the
earth, if any:
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To Be Completed by Applicant:

Not Applicable.

2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposatl during
construction,_operation, and maintenance when the project is
completed? if any, generally describe and give approximate quantities if
known.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to
air, if any:

Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

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.

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.
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

Not Applicable.

5) Daes the proposali lie within a 100-year floadplain? If so, note
location on the site plan.

Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

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.

¢. 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? |f SO0,
describe.

Not Applicable.

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If S0,
generally describe.

Not Applicable.
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To Be Completed by Applicant:

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

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

4. Plants
a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:

deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
shrubs

____ crop or grain

—— Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.

— __wet soil plants: catiail, buttercup, bulirush, skunk cabbage,
other

—_water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other

____other types of vegetation

Not Applicable.
b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the
site.
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

Not Applicable.

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:
mamimals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.
c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.

Not Applicable.
The entire Columbia Basin is a migration route.

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
Not Applicable.

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.
Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.
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-
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To Be Completed by Applicant;

Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from

present or past uses.

Not Applicable.

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect

3)

4)

5)

project development and design. This includes underground
hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located within the
project area and in the vicinity.
Not Applicable.

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.

All existing chemicals being stored onsite for farming operations
are in compliance with current regulatory requirements. No
additional chemicals associated with this proposal.

Describe special emergency services that might be required.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

b. Noise

1)

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

Not Applicable.
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To Be Compieted by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

2) What types and leveis 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)? Indicate what hours noise would
come from the site.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

8. Land and Shoreline Use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the
proposal affect curent land uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If
80, describe.

Not Applicabie.

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest
lands? If so, describe. How much agricultural or forest land of iong-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 nonforest use?

Not Applicable.
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:

Not Applicable.

c¢. Describe any structures on the site.
Not Applicable.

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?
Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for

Agency Use
Only:
f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Not Applicable.
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.
Not Applicable.
i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed
project?
Not Applicable.
|- Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
Not Applicable.
k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any"
Not Applicable.
l. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing
and projected land uses and plans, if any:
This text amendment will allow for more effective, innovative, and
creative land development techniques that remain in compliance
with their respective current comprehensive plan land use
designations.
m. Propased measures to reduce or control impacts to agricultural and
forest lands of long-term commercial significance, if any:
Not Applicable.
9. Housing
a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate
whether high, middle, or low-income housing.
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:
Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

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.
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
Not Applicable.

11. Light and Glare

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?

Not Applicable.
c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
Not Applicable.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

Not Applicable.

12. Recreation

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

Not Applicable.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If
80, describe.

Not Applicable.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation,
including recreation opportunities to be provided by the project or
applicant, if any:

Not Applicable.

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.

Not Applicable.

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
culturat importance on or near the site? Please list any professionai
studies conducted at the site to identify such resources.

Not Applicable.

¢. 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.

Not Applicable,

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.
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To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

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?

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

e. Wil the project or proposal use {or occur in the immediate vicinity of)
water, rail, or air transportation? If so, generally describe.

Not Applicable.

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 nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation
models were used to make these estimates?

Not Applicable.

SEPA Environmentsl checkilst (WAC 197-11-260) FRANKLIN COUNTY - DEC 2016 Page 14 of 18

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 70 of 112



To Be Completed by Applicant: Evaluation for
Agency Use
Only:

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 S0,
generally describe.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicabie.

15. Pubilic 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.

Not Applicable.

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

Not Applicable.

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site:
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer,
sepfic system, other

Not Applicable.

b. 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.

Not Applicable.
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C. Signature

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand that the

lead agency is relying ondhem to make iis decision.

L
re &
4

, {r%wf%(

Signature: {t 2 "
Name of signes 422 amsTE,
. ‘ _
Position and Agency/Organization  ~ /04 - »p,0// uw ol
£ - 7

Date Submitted: = ‘24 2.0
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D. supplemental sheet for nonproject actions

(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; pro-
duction, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:

The text amendment proposal would have no affect on the above mentioned items.

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?
Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:

Based on current development trends, the proposal would allow for more land to stay in,
its natural state, which would conserve native plants and provide habitat for animals.
Presently standard long plats do not require open space. Reducing the open space
requirement for PUDs will allow development to utilize this land use process and provide
open space in the County. The present 35% open space requiment is cost prohibitive for
development and as a result PUDs are not being developed.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

The text amendment proposal would have no direct affect on the above mentioned items.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (cr 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?

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

Encouraging development consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan could
reduce negative impacts for the mentioned items. Development is a regulated and
conditioned activity which can result in new protection measures being placed to protect
sensitive and/or critical areas.
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. How wouid the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, inciuding whether it
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?
Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:
Allowing for development with open space requirements will encourage uses compatible
with the Comprehensive Plan.

. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public

services and utilities?
Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

The text amendment proposal would have no direct affect on the demands of
transportation or public services and utilities.

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

No known conflicts,
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PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
502 W. Boeing St.

Pasco, WA 99301 Receipt Number: PL20-00438
509-545-3521
Payer/Payee: BIG SKY DEVELOPERS, LLC/AQTERA Cashier: Rebeca Giliey Date: 02/28/2020
ENGINEERING, LLC
12406 EAGLE REACH COURT
PASCO WA 99301
Fee Description Fec Amount AmountPaid Fee Balance
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) - $150.00 $150.00 $0.00_
$150.00 $150.00 $0.00
CHECK 2791 $150.00
Total Paid: _ _ $150.00
Printed 02/28/2020 0921200 b) Rétaca Page 10f 1
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Agenda ltem #3
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
TC 2020-01
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August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 76 of 112



FRANKLIN COUNTY

| PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

FRANKLIN COUNTY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING & SEPA DETERMINATION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that there has been proposed to the Franklin County Planning
Commission an application by Big Sky Developments, LLC, 12406 Eagle Reach Court, Pasco,
WA 99301 for a zoning text change, TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03.

Said application is a text amendment to the Franklin County Development Regulations (Zoning
Ordinance) 1-2005. Said text amendment request is to amend the zoning text to reduce the
required open space set-aside for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) from 35% to 15%. The
text requested to be amended is included in the following Chapter(s) and Section(s) of Title 17,
of the Franklin County Development Regulations {Zoning) Ordinance #1-2005:

1 Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development (PUD)

Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that said application will be considered by the Franklin
County Planning Commission. Said consideration will be a public hearing on April 14, 2020 at
the hour of 6:30¢ p.m. in the Commissioners Chambers, Room 201 of the Franklin County
Courthouse, 1016 N. 4th Ave.. Pasco, WA 99301 and all concerned may appear and present
any support for or objections to the application.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that said proposal has been reviewed under the requirements
of the State Environmental Policy Act, as amended, along with the Environmental Checklist and
other information. A determination has been made as to the environmental impacts of the
proposal and a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS) has been issued. Accordingly, an
Environmental Impact Statement is mot required. This determination was made on March 12
and comments regarding the determination and the environmental impacts of the proposal
can be made to the Planning Department by March 26, 2020,

Information concerning the proposal can be oblained at the Franklin County Planning
Department, 1016 North 4th, Pasco, Washington 99301, or by calling 545-3521.

DATED AT PASCO, WASHINGTON ON THIS 6 DAY OF MARCH 2020.

Detrick Braaten, Planning and Building Director

PUBLISH:
Franklin County Graphic: March 12, 2020
Tri-Cities Herald: March 12, 2020
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| FRANKLIN COUNTY

l PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING & SEPA DETERMINATION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that there has been proposed to the Franklin County Planning Commission
an application by Big Sky Developments, LLC, 12406 Eagle Reach Court, Pasco, WA 99301 for a zoning
text change, TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03.

Said application is a text amendment to the Franklin County Development Regulations (Zoning Ordinance)
1-2005. Said text amendment request is to amend the zoning text to reduce the required open space set-
aside for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) from 35% to 15%. The text requested to be amended is
included in the following Chapter(s) and Section(s) of Title 17, of the Franklin County Development
Regulations (Zoning) Ordinance #1-2005:

1) Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development (PUD)

Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that said application will be considered by the Franklin County Planning
Commission. A public hearing will be held on April 13, 2021 at 6:30 PM. Due to the Covid-19 emergency
declaration, the public may not attend in person. Written comments are accepted prior to public hearing
and those comments shall be submitted by either email at planninginquiry@co. franklin.wa.us, or by reguiar
mail to Franklin County Planning Department, 502 W, Boeing Strect, Pasco, WA 99301. Written
Comments shall be submitted by 4:00 PM ON APRIL 12, 2021. Further information on how to participate
in the meeting is provided below.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that said proposal has been reviewed under the requirements of the State
Environmental Policy Act, as amended, along with the Environmental Checklist and other information. A
determination has been made as to the environmental impacts of the proposal and a Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) has been issued. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.
This determination was made on November 3. 2020 and comment period for determination and
environmental impacts of proposal was closed on November 17, 2020.

HOW TO ATTEND VIRTUAL MEETING: To participate in meeting, you will have to pre-register by
phone at 509-545-3521 or email at planninginquiry@co.franklin.wa.us before end of business day (4:00
PM) April 9, 2021. WebEx invitations will be sent out through email April 12, 2021 by 4:00 PM. You
can watch the proceeding on YouTube Live, by going to the Franklin County, WA agenda page at

https://www.co.franklin.wa.ns/planning/agenda.html. There you can access the virtual agenda with the

YouTube Live link. Virtual agendas will be posted by the Friday before said meeting date.

Information concerning the proposal can be obtained by email at planninginguirya.co.franklin wa.us or by
calling 509-545-3521.

DATED AT PASCO, WASHINGTON ON THIS 1* DAY OF APRIL 2021.

PUBLISH:
Franklin County Graphic: April 1, 2021
Tri-City Herald: April 1, 2021
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I FRANKLIN COUNTY

| PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

AGENCY COMMENTS (TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03)

DATE: November 6, 2020

RE: TC 2020-02

TO: County Engineer Irr. Dist(FCID_X SCBID_X )
Benton-Franklin Health Dist. FireDist. #_1,2.3.4.5
Fire Code Official Elec.Utility (PUD_X BBEC X )
Assessor/GIS County Building Official
County E-911 Bureau of Reclamation
WSDOT City of Pasco

FROM: Derrick Braaten, Planning & Building Director

CC: Matt Mahoney, Rebeca Gilley, Derrick Braaten

Agency Representative:

Enclosed is a copy of a proposed Text Change Amendment (TC) application. The TC is a
request to amend FCC Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically
subsection 17.58.080(F), seeking to reduce the 35% open-space requirement foraPUD to a
15% open-space requirement.

We would appreciate your review and comments within ten (10) working days of the above

listed date, if possible. If it will take longer to review the CUP, please contact this office at
(509) 545-3521.

Sincerely,

Derrick Braaten
Planning & Building Director

See attached for additional information

REPLY:

Signed: Date;
Title:
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“"T,‘ Pasco

March 24, 2020

Franklin County
502 W Boeing Street
Pasco, Washington 99301

Attn:  Derrick Braaten

RE: SEPA 2020-003 - Planned Unit Developments 17.58
Determination of Non-Significance

The City of Pasco has received the proposed code amendment to Franklin County Code 17.58
seeking to reduce the open space requirements from 35% to 15%.

During the review of the proposed code amendment, City of Pasco staff have the following
comments:

The Franklin County County-Wide Planning Policies approved through Resolution
2019-312 in October 2019 established a framework to ensure that county and city
comprehensive plans are consistent with one another as required by the Washington
State Growth Management Act.

Approximately 16% of Pasco’s current Urban Growth Area resides within
Unincorporated Franklin County.

City of Pasco staff requests that the proposed Planned Unit Development code
amendment align with Ordinance 4481 approved by the Pasco City Council in February
2020.

Adopting the same standard for Planned Unit Developments within the Urban Growth
Area would be in agreement with the Franklin County County-Wide Planning Policies
identified below:

15. Joint county/city standard shall be established for development within each
urban growth boundary, but beyond corporate limits of cities. It is in the public
interest that joint standards be developed to preclude the creation of
development patterns without municipal utilities and substandard infrastructure
and property division that would burden the public with unnecessary costs to
correct or compromise the ability of the UGA to accommodate the
municipality’s 20-year population forecast.
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28. City and county planning efforts will be coordinated within urban growth
areas,

29. The county and each city shall jointly develop and implement
development, land division, building standards, and coordinate permit
procedures for the review and permitting of new subdivisions within Urban
Growth Areas.

The City of Pasco’s recent update to the Planned Unit Development (see attached) include
considerations of affordable housing, transportation access, private streets, parking and open
space requirements. The existing Franklin County Chapter on Planned Unit Developments does
not include specific guidelines on the above items in the Design Standards and Requirements
(17.58.080).

It should also be noted that the City of Pasco is currently updating its Comprehensive Plan that
includes a proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Area Boundary (approximately 3,500 acres).
The proposed expansion will accommodate the estimated population growth (over 48,000) as
allocated by Franklin County.

Staff requests that the proposed code amendment be coordinated between Franklin County and
the City of Pasco to ensure that planning goals required per RCW 36.70A.020 are met.

Sincerely,

Ll

Rick White, Director
Community & Economic Development Department
City of Pasco

cc: Will Simpson, AICP,
Senior Planner, Growth Management Services
Washington State Department of Commerce
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ORDINANCE NO. 4481

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASCO, WASHINGTON
AMENDING CHAPTER 25.140 “PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT”

WHEREAS, pursuant to PMC 21.05.020, the City has identified that regulating the
division of land within the Pasco Urban Growth Area to promote the health, safety, convenience,
comfort, prosperity and general welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the Pasco Urban
Growth Area; and

WHEREAS, Title 25 “Zoning” of the Pasco Municipal Code states that the City must
encourage and facilitate the orderly growth and development of the Pasco Urban Area; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of a Planned Unit Development is to provide opportunities for
innovation, creativity and flexibility in land development within the City; and

WHEREAS, the Planned Unit Development is intended to encourage the use of new
techniques and technology resulting in a more creative approach to development of land that will
realize economies of scale and permit flexibility that provides for aesthetic diversification of site
layout and spatial arrangements as identified in PMC 25.140.010; and

WHEREAS, the regulations of the Planned Unit Development were last updated in April,
1999 through Ordinance No 3354; and

WHEREAS, the population of Pasco has increased by 133% from the year 2000 through
2018; and

WHEREAS, the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) population
estimates expect a 63% increase to a total of 121,828 in Pasco by the year 2038; and

WHEREAS, the minimum site area requirement of ten acres has been a limiting factor in
the application of a planned unit development in Pasco; and

WHEREAS, the minimum density requirement will ensure that a proposed Planned Unit
Development will meet the intent of the Land Use Classifications identified in the Comprehensive
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Bonus Criteria for Density and Open Space for a Planned Unit
Development is now established; and

WHEREAS, the use of private streets is now clearly defined with approved standards as
provided by the City of Pasco Public Works Department; and

WHEREAS, Policy LU-3-B of the City’s Comprehensive Plan identified the

encouragement of infill and density development to protect open space and critical areas, and to
accommodate population increases and provide support for more walkable neighborhood; and

Ordinance — PMC 25.140 - 1
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WHEREAS, Goal H-2 of the City Comprehensive Plan states that Pasco strive to maintain
a variety of housing consistent with the local and regional market; and

WHEREAS, City Council Goals from 2018-2019 include growth management strategies
of infill and consideration of affordable housing needs. NOW THEREFORE,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PASCO, WASHINGTON, DOES
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That Chapter 25.140 of the Pasco Municipal Code shall be amended and shall
read as follows.

Chapter 25.140 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Sections:

25.140.010 - Purpose.

25.140.020 - Permitted uses.

25.140.030 - Minimum site area.

25.140.040 - Relationship to adjacent areas.

25.140.050 - Phased development.

25.140.660 - Combined preliminary and final PUD,

25.140.070 - Concurrent platting.

25.140.080 - Design standards and requirements,

25.140.090 - Procedure for approval of planned unit developments.
25.140.100 - Effective preliminary planned unit development approval.
25.140.110 - Preliminary PUD approval expiration.

25.140.120 - Final PUD application.

25.140.130 - Expiration of time limits.

25.140,140 - Changes and modifications.

25.140.150 - Building permits,

25.140.010 - Purpaese.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide opportunities for innovation, creativity and flexibility in
land development within the City. i

Furthermore, it is the purpose of this chapter to:

Ordinance — PMC 25.140-2
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1) Encourage devclopment that enhances the quality of life while protecting the health,
safety ol : of residents;

@

(3) Preserve to the e
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(5°) Provide guidelines for development of planned unit developments. [Ord. 3354 § 2,
1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.010.]

25.150.020 — Permitted uses.

The planned unit development district may be approved for any use or combination of uses
permitted by this title except combinations of residential and industrial uses. Uses permitted in any
specific PUD district shall be envmerated in the ordinance establishing such a district. [Ord. 3354
§ 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.020.}

25.140.030 - Minimum site area.

25.140.040 - Relationship to adjacent areas.
The design and layout of a PUD shall take into account the relationship of the site to the
swrrounding areas.

W : |

Ordinance - PMC 25.140 - 3
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25.140.050 - Phased development.

Development of a planned unit development may be phased, in which case all the property
anticipated for PUD development shall be submitted as a preliminary PUD showing a conceptual
depiction of the eventual development through all phases. Subsequent to legislative approval of
the preliminary PUD plan, portions of the development may be submitted as a final PUD for review
and approval. [Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.050.]

25.140.060 - Combined preliminary and final PUD,
In all cases, the preliminary PUD and final PUD may be combined and processed as a final PUD.
[Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.060.]

25.140.070 - Concurrent platting.
Plats for PUDs requiring platting may be processed concurrently with the PUD approval
procedures. [Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.070.)

25.140.080 - Design standards and requirements.
(1) Subdivision Requirements. If land or structures within a proposed PUD are to be sold
to more than one person, partnership, firm or corporation, or are to include the dedication
of land, then the proposed PUD shall be subject to the short plat or long plat procedures of
PMC Title 21;

(2) Right-of-Way Requirements. City policy with regards to the dedication of right-of-
way and right-of-way improvements as established in Resolution No. 1372 and PMC
12.04.100 are waived in a PUD;

(3) Zoning Requirements. A planned unit development shall be exempt from the minimum

lot size and setback standards of this title except, where on-site parking is located in front
of a structure, that portion of the structure shall be set back 20 feet from the property line;

Ordinance - PMC 25.140 - 4
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(>4) Density

Xarnuer may authonze a

densuy not more than 20 percent greater than what is otherw1se permitted o e nnderds ins
lar , following findings that the amemtles or design features whwh promote the
purposes of this chapter are ¢/catls idonsifiad <. provided;

$ AT ‘ M, Open SJJ_a.cce. R&’M_LM&LJ)LOMMC not less thanéé

e

(’#) Lot Requirements. Minimum lot areas, lot dimensions, building heights, lot coverage
and yard requirements shall be as established on the approved development plan;

(72} Setbacks between Buildings. A distance between all structures shall at a minimum
comply with the standards prescribed by the most current edition of the International
Building and Fire Codes as adopted by the City Council;

iy

kg s
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(.2%) Residential design standards: See PMC 25.165.100. [Ord. 3731 §§ 20 & 21, 2005,
Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.080.]

25.140.090 - Procedure for approval of planned unit developments.

The approval of a planned unit development shall be by the City Council, upon recominendation
of the Hearing Examiner, and shall be processed in accordance with the following procedures:

(1) Who May Apply. Any owner or group of owners of contiguous property acting jointly
may submit an application for a PUD.

(2) Pre-application. Prior to the acceptance of an application for PUD approval. a pre-
application conference between representatives of the City and the potential applicant is
required. This conference shall be set by the Planning Department at the request of the
potential applicant. The purpose of the pre-application conference is to acquaint the
applicant with various code requirements affecting PUD districts.

(3) Application. The applicant shall file a PUD district application for preliminary plan
approval with the Planning Division. All applications will be processed in accordance with

Ordinance - PMC 25.140 - 6
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the provisions of Chapter 25.210 PMC. The application shall be accompanied by the
following:

(a) A filing fee in an amount equal to the rezone fee;

(b) A completed SEPA checklist;

(¢) A vicinity map; and

(d) Twelve copies of maps and drawings comprising the preliminary plan.

(4) Preliminary Plan. The preliminary PUD district plan shall indicate or include the
following:

(a) Written documents, including but not limited to:

(i) A legal description;

(i) Statement of present ownership;

(iif) Statement of intent, including any plans for selling or renting the
property;

(v} A timetable of development, including a phasing schedule if project
will be developed in phases;

(v) Provisions to assure maintenance of all common areas; and

(vi) Proposed resirictive covenants, if any.

(b) Relationship of the property to the surrounding area, including identification of
land use and zoning of both the site and vicinal properties.

(c) Names and dimensions of streets bounding, traversing or touching upon the
site.

(d) Location and width of proposed streets and pedestrian ways, arrangement of
common off-street parking and recreational vehicle storage areas.

(e) Location, layout and conceptual landscape design of all common yards, open
space and recreational areas.

(f) Proposed method of street lighting and signing,
(g) Existing and proposed utility systems, including irrigation plan.

(h) Existing site conditions, showing contours at five-foot intervals and location of
significant geographic features.

(i) Approximate building locations, buildable areas and building heights.

{5) Public Hearing Before the Hearing Examiner. Following a public hearing, the Hearing
Examiner may recommend approval or denial of the application and accompanying PUD
plans or may recommend imposition of such conditions of approval as are necessary to

Ordinance — PMC 25.140 -7
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ensure conformity to all applicable regulations and the purposes of the PUD district. A
PUD may be recommended for approval only when it has been determined that:

(2) The PUD district development will be compatible with nearby developments
and uses.

(b) Peripheral treatment ensures proper transition between PUD uses and nearby
external uses and developments.

(c) The development will be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the
purposes of the PUD district.

(d) The public health, safety and welfare have been served. [Ord. 4433 § 1, 2019;
Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.090.]

25.140.100 - Effective preliminary planned unit development approval

Legislative approval of a preliminary PUD shall constitute a zone change of the subject property
from the former zoning designation to a planned unit development zone. The ordinance
establishing a PUD zone will enumerate the uses permitted and the district. [Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999;
Code 1970 § 25.62.100.]

25.140.110 - Preliminary PUD approval expiration.

Preliminary PUD approval shall be effective for five years from the date of approval by the City
Council, during which time a final PUD or the first phase of a staged PUD shall be submitted for
approval. If the final PUD or initial phase is not submitted within the five-year approval period,
the preliminary PUD shall be null and void, unless the Hearing Examiner grants an extension not
to exceed a one-year period. A one-year extension of the preliminary PUD approval does not
require a public hearing. In a phased PUD, successive phases are to be approved and constructed
within five years of the previously approved phase. [Ord. 4433 § 2, 2019; Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999;
Code 1970 § 25.62.110.]

25.140.120 - Final PUD application.

After receiving preliminary approval, the applicant may submit a detailed final development plan
in conformity to the approved preliminary PUD. The procedures for final PUD approval shall be
as those prescribed for preliminary PUD approval in PMC 25.140.090, except the Hearing
Examiner review is not required for final PUD approval under this section. Detailed development
plans shall contain the following information:

(1) Vicinity map;

(2) A detailed site plan in conformance with the approved preliminary plan showing land

uses and vehicular and pedestrian cisovletionzccass snd circulation;
(3) Boundary survey of the entire property or the development phase;

{4) Construction specification for streets and pedestrian ways, including a typical roadway
section showing location of all utilities;

Ordinance — PMC 25.140 - 8
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(5) Location and height of all buildings indicating either the dimensions or the limits
within which buildings will be constructed;

(6) Preliminary engineering plans for water, sewer, storm drainage, electric power,
telephone and gas;

(7) Preliminary subdivision plat if the property is to be subdivided;

(8) Landscape plans for open space, common areas, streets, pedestrian ways and
recreational facilities;

(9) Location, arrangement and dimensions of parking facilities and loading areas;
(10) Preliminary architectural plans and elevations of typical buildings and structures; and

(11) Covenants, property owner agreements or other provisions that will govern the use,
maintenance and perpetual care of the PUD and all of its open space and property held in
common. [Ord. 4433 § 3, 2019; Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.120.]

25.140.130 - Expiration of time limits.

Construction of improvements in a PUD shall begin within one year from the date of final PUD
approval by the City Council. An extension of time for improvements (streets and utilities) may
be requested in writing by the applicant, and such request shall be granted by the City Council for
a period of one year. If construction does not occur within five years from the legislative approval,
the PUD district designation shall be dropped from the official zoning map and zoning shall revert
to the former district designation. [Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999: Code 1970 § 25.62.130.]

25.140.140 - Changes and modifications.

(1) Major changes in the approved final development plan shall be considered as a new
application for preliminary approval. Major changes include:

(a) Change in use;

(b) Major realignment of vehicular circulation patterns;

{c) Increase in density or relocation of density pattern;

{d} Reduction of open space;

(e) Change in exterior boundaries, except survey adjustments;
{f) Increase in building height.

(2) The Planning Division may approve changes in the development plan that are minor
in nature and are consistent with the approved plan. [Ord. 4433 § 4, 2019; Ord. 3354 § 2,
1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.140.]

25.140.150 - Building permits.

No building permits shall be issued until final PUD or phase approval has been granted by the City
Council. The consiruction and development of all common areas and open space of each project

Ordinance - PMC 25.140 -6
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phase shall be completed to coincide with the completion of structures. For example, when 25
percent of the structures are completed, 25 percent of the common areas are required to be
completed. [Ord. 3354 § 2, 1999; Code 1970 § 25.62.150.]

Section 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect five days after passage and
publication as required by the law.

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Pasco, Washington and approved as provided
by law this 3" day of February, 2020.

Saul Martinez

Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Debra Barham, CMC Kerr Feriuson Law, PLLC
City Clerk Ciiz"Attomey

&

PuagTsHED T R[S/ 2020
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Q Department of Commerce

THANKYOU

Ne have received your amendment submission. Please altow 1-3 business days for review. Please keep the Submittal 1D as your receipt and for any future
juestions. We will also send an email receipt to all contacts listed in the submittal.

Submittal ID: 2023-S-6044

Submittal Date Time: 05/03/2023

submittal Information

urisdiction Franklin County

submittal Type 60-day Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment
imendment Type Development Regulation Amendment

Amendment Information

3rief Description
“ext amendment raquest is to amend the zoning text [Franklin County Code 17.58.080(F)] to reduce the required open space set-aside for a Planned Unit
Jevelopment (PUD) from 35% to 15%.

J Ve, this is a part of the 10-year periodic update schedule, required under RCW 36.70A.130.

Anticipated/Proposed Date of Adoption 07/11/2023

-ategories

wubmittal Category
levelopment Regulations

\ttachments

tachment Type File Name Upload Date
revelopment Regulation Amendment - Draft TC 2020-02 Draft Ordinance.doex 05/03/2023 10:03 AM
EPA Materials SEPA 2020-03 DNS.pdf 05/03/2023 10:05 AM
EPA Materials SEPA 2020-03 Checklist.pdf 05/03/2023 10:05 AM
laterials Submitted TC 2020-02 Application.pdf 05/03/2023 10:06 AM
laterials Submitted TC 2020-02 Narrative.pdf 05/03/2023 10:06 AM
ublic Notice TC 2020-02 FC Graphic.pdf 05/03/2023 10:22 AM
sblic Notice TC 2020-02 TC Herald.pdf 05/03/2023 10:22 AM
Jblic Notice TC 2020-02 Public Notice.doc 05/03/2023 10:27 AM
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Zontact Information

refix Mr.

‘irst Neme Aaron

ast Name Gunderson

fitle Planneri

Mork (509) 545-3521

well

imail agunderson@franklincountywa gov

J  Yes, | would like to be contacted for Technical Assistance.

-ertification

B Icertify that | am authorized to submlt this Amendment for the Jurisdiction identified in this Submittal and all information provided is true and
accurate to the best of my knowledge.

‘ull Name Aaron Gunderson
imail agunderson@franklincountywa.gov
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Aaron Gunderson

From: Aaron Gunderson
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 3:28 PM
To: 'musefarms@icloud.com’; 'Marla Marvin'; ‘David Snyder’; ‘krug540@gmail.com’;

‘Lancaster, Staci’; 'bobbcar@msn.com’; ‘lorisnyder1@gmail.com’; ‘steveaagaard 3
@hotmail.com’; 'Sandy LePage'

Ce: Derrick Braaten; Ryan Nelson; Rebeca Gilley

Subject: Response to Comments on TC 2020-02

Public Commenters,

Thank you for your comments. Please be advised, a public hearing on this item was held on April 13, 2021 and that there
is no public hearing/testimony scheduled for this item tonight. The reason the item is being brought back to the Planning
Commission, is to reacquaint the Planning Commission with the item, because though it was originally heard and
recommended for approval at the April 13, 2021 PC meeting, it was not brought to the County Commissioners for final
action. Due to this being a legislative action, the Planning Commission can move forward with its existing
recommendation, or schedule additional hearings regarding the matter, at its discretion.

There does seem to be a misunderstanding regarding the term “open space”, as used in a PUD. Open space, in this
instance, refers to land being set aside for the enjoyment of the residents of the development/subdivision, not the
public at large. A PUD's open space is maintained by a private HOA, paid for by the residents of that development, and
not the public. This request does not relate to the use of public lands or other public open spaces.

If additional hearings are to be scheduied, they would likely take place in May or June of 2023.

Thank you,

Planner I

Franklin County, WA | Planning & Building Dept.
509-545-3521
agunderson@franklincountywa.gov
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Aaron Gunderson

From: cynthia muse <musefarms@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2023 5:40 PM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: [EXTERNAL] PUD 15% open space proposal

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening
attachments.

NO

We just got back from NW ARK where planning and development of rural lands around large cities is being done with
large lots, open space for walking and cycling and plenty of drainage space {which is not an issue here.} We can do better
here. Doing the right thing now will be a win-win later and will honor the land on which rural ag. emerged and thrived.
Leave urban density where it belongs!

Thank you,

Doug and Cynthia Muse

River ridge

Pasco

Sent from my iPhone
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Aaron Gunderson

From: Marla Marvin <marla_marvin@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2023 5:58 PM

To: planninginquiry

Cc: Aaron Gunderson; Marla Marvin
Subject: (EXTERNAL] Open Space

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments. :

Dear Planning Commission —

I understand you are considering a MAJOR reduction in requirements for open space for planned unit developments.
hope you side with the citizens who would likely, if polled, overwhelmingly say, “Please retain the status quo.
Development is proceeding at a significant pace. Developers clearly do not need incentives to transition farmland into
housing developments so please maintain the current open space requirement.” Because | can’t be certain about others,
| will unequivocally say that | and the other two voters in my household strongly oppose a change from 35 percent to 15
percent — or any reduction at all.

| am sorry { am unable to attend the meeting tomorrow night, but | do assure you | will be watching this. Such a
tremendous change is particularly loathsome given Franklin County does not have any county parks (at least that is my
understanding). | hope that changes, too.

Thank you for your work representing the people of Franklin County. The work of this commission is vital and
challenging. Please protect the interests of the citizens and current taxpayers.

All the Best,
Marla Marvin

71 Terrace Dr.
Pasco, WA 99301

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Aaron Gunderson

From; David Snyder <snyderdave 1 @gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, April 10, 2023 7:09 PM

To: planninginquiry

Ce Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] April 11, 2023, Franklin County Planning Commission, Other Business item
TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03, Reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit
Developments,

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.
Planning Commission Members,

I've learned there is an attempt to reduce open space requirements for planned unit development in Franklin
county.

I am strongly opposed such measures and hope you keep Franklin county residents' desires above the desires of
a few developers who are driven by increased profit margins.

If the planning committee member employed by an engineering company which stands to profit from changes
to platting, votes in favor of this reduced open space endeavor, I will wholly support any litigation against the
county as this is clearly a conflict of interest.

Respectfuily,
LTC David Snyder
US Amy Retired
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Aaron Gunderson

From: Jeff Krug <jkrug540@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 7:07 AM
To: planninginquiry; Aaron Gunderson
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PUD section 17.58080 F

CAUTION This emall ongmated from outs:de of Franklin County Be careful when fo]lowmg lmks or opening attachments

Iam requesting the PUD recommend against the reduction of open space requlrements
Preserve our open spaces in Franklin County.
Thank you.

Jeff Krug
540 McDonald Dr, Pasco, WA 99301
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Aaron Gunderson

From: Lancaster, Staci <Staci.Lancaster@ctt.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 9:.00 AM

To: planninginquiry

Cc: Aaron Gunderson

Subject: (EXTERNAL] April 11, 2023, Franklin County Planning Commission, Other Business item
TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03, Reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit
Developments

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

| strongly object to the proposal to reduce open space requirements in Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58,
Planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements. The whole
point of moving into this area with these regulations was to have MORE open space, not to have more open
space UNTIL developers decide to lobby to take that away from us by changing the rules AFTER we already
have invested in an area set to protect those open spaces. The planning commission should uphold the PUD
rules that we invested in, not allow changes for a developer to come in and make more money by taking
away our grandfathered in rules. The county open space requirement of 35% must be upheld in PUD’s.

In another matter, traffic control/traffic improvements for the amount of development going on near the
RD100/Burns area is severely insufficient. | have almost been hit several times trying to take my kids to
school across that intersection. Not to mention watching kids on bikes dodge cars trying to get to school.
Someone is going to get hurt, or worse, if something isn’t done at the Burns/100 intersection as well as
burns all the way to the river. Is there an ETA for the improvements that should have had to be completed
before the permits for additional housing were issued for the neighborhood under construction just NW of
RD 100/Burns and to the East of Columbia River Elementary and the site development South of Burns/Dent?
The increased traffic these projects have brought to the area has compounded the issue greatly and needs
to be addressed immediately.

Staci Lancaster
6702 Recurve Rd
Pasco, WA 99301
(509) 412-2950

NOTICE: The information contained in this message is proprietary and/or confidential and may be privileged. If
you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified to: (1) delete the message and
all copies; (ii) do not disclose, distribute or use the message in any manner; and (iii) notify the sender
immediately.
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Aaron Gunderson

From: ROBERT CARQSING <bobbcar@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 12:24 PM

To: planninginquiry; Derrick Braaten; Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Subject: Apri! 11, 2023, Franklin County Planning Commission, Other

Business item TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03, Reduction in apen space requirements for
Planned Unit Developments.

| E_Af’_TlOi\': 'T_his email o_ri;na_ted fro;n outsid__e(l_fFranldTiCounty. Be care_ful chn following links or o_pening attachr;e;s.
Subject: April 11, 2023, Franklin County Planning Commission, Other Business item TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-
03, Reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit Developments.

To: Franklin County Planning Commission
Derrick Braaten, Director, Planning and Building Department
Franklin County Board of Commissioners

On behalf of myself and all other citizens of Franklin County, | am requesting that the Franklin County
Planning Commission (FCPP) offer an additional opportunity for Public Comment on this proposal, and that
the FCPP disapprove of the requested reduction in Open Space requirements for Planned Unit
Developments (PUD}).

The history of this proposal demonstrates that it has not had adequate opportunity for public comment,
and that the proposed reduction in open space is not in the best interests of the general citizens of Franklin
County.

Apparently, this proposal was made back in February of 2020 by the development consortium of Big Sky
Developers and their representative Aqtera Engineering. The initial opportunity for public comment was
cancelled due to the covid epidemic. It was apparently re-set for consideration on April 1, 2021, for a
Planning Commission Meeting on April 13, 2021. This meeting was in the middle of the worst health
pandemic that this nation has ever faced, and the citizens of Franklin County did not have the capacity or
opportunity at the time to reasonably provide input to this decision. The notice Frankiin County sent is
difficult to understand and issued in a time period of limited public interaction, with no physical meeting
opportunities, and most people just trying to exist during the pandemic. This past action simply did not
provide adequate opportunity for public comment on a proposal of this significance. As the record shows,
the only comment received was from Franklin County PUD, which opposed the requested reduction in open
space.

Then suddenly on April 5, 2023, after two years of inaction, six days of notice are given to the public, in a
notice of a Planning Commission Meeting for April 11, 2023, under an item listed as "Other Business".

Providing the opportunity for the public to comment on this proposal at the current time will demonstrate
that this County is governed by the will of the people, and not be the desire of a single land development
consortium. From a legai standpoint, the existence of the covid pandemic, that passage of time, and the
changed facts regarding development opportunities in Franklin County and Pasco, make the past action on
this matter stale, out of date and inadequate to support a Planning Commission recommendation on this
matter.

1
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Not only did the public not have an adequate opportunity to comment during the covid pandemic, but the
situation has changed dramatically during the subsequent two years.

Since the 2020-time frame, a vast portion of Frankiin County land north of Pasco has been incorporated
into the Pasco Urban Growth Boundaries, and approximately 3,000 acres of this land has already been
annexed into the Pasco City Limits. Therefore, there are massive amounts of land in Pasco that can be
developed to standards under the Pasco PUD requirements and smaller subdivision lot sizes that Pasco
allows.

There is no need for unincorporated land in Franklin County to be developed with the reduced open space
that the Big Sky Developers and their representative Aqtera Engineering were seeking. Franklin County
residents cherish, and wish to protect open space in the County, and support the 35% open space
requirement that the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan contemplates, and that the County Code requires
at FCC Ch. 17.58.080F.

The applicant suggests that this change will protect open space in the County. That is simply incorrect. it
will do nothing to limit future development in areas of the county that are zoned for residentiai
development, as other landowners will seek to develop their land in whatever way they deem most
effective. Rather, it will reduce the open space in PUDs, and replace developments that would be on single
family lots that are required to be of one acre or larger in size. The open space on one acre or larger single
family residential lots is much, much more than 15%, so there will be a net reduction in open space in the
county under the proposal! Please don't play developer games with the citizens of Frankiin County!

The Franklin County Planning Commission is required to represent the interests of the General Citizens of
Franklin County. It shouid be obvious to the FCPP, if they have ever talked to their neighbors, that citizens
are not in favor of this request, and that it will not lead to preservation of open space as the applicant
suggests. But rather it wili lead to development of land that would otherwise require one acre or larger
lots, into much smaller PUD parcels with greater density and far less open space. A 15% level of open space
in a PUD would leave much less open space than exists on individual lots, while the 35% current PUD
requirement provides at least some closer ievel of compatibility, and the 35% requirement should be
retained.

And we cannot count on other limitations, such as water or sewage availability, to limit tthe density of a
PUD. Big Sky has in the past sought to have the city of Pasco supply water and sewer utilities to lands in
the County narth of Dent Road, and it could certainly do so again.

The residents of Franklin County have recently demonstrated their interest in protecting open space by their
comments on the Kohler and Underwood rezoning proposals submitted by Aqtera which proposals violated
the Frankiin County Comprehensive Plan, and which proposals were subsequently withdrawn by the
applicant. They feel the same way about this proposai.

On behalf of myself and the citizens of Franklin County, | urge the Franklin County Planning Commission to
accept additional public comment, and to deny the requested reduction in Open Space requirements in
PUDs from 35% to 15%, and therefore not recommend the proposed Code change to FCC Ch. 17.58.080F
which has been sought by the applicant.

Respectfully submitted,
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Robert M. Carosino
130 Terrace Drive
Franklin County, Pasco WA 99301
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Aaron Gunderson

From: LORI SNYDER <lorisnyder1@gmail.com>

Sent; Tuesday, April 11, 2023 1:01 PM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: [EXTERNAL] April 11,2023 Franklin County Planning Commission, Other business item
TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-3, Reduction in open space requirements for planned Unit
development

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.
I'strongly object to the proposal to reduce open space requirements in Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58,
planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically Section 17.58.080(F) Open space requirements. It is the duty of
the Planning Commission to work in the best interest of the communities they represent, and should recommend
against the change.

Regards,

Lori Snyder

285 McDonald Drive
Pasco,WA 99301

August 23, 2023 BoCC Meeting
Page 106 of 112



Aaron Gunderson

From: Steve Aagaard <steveaagaard_3@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 1:39 PM

To: planninginquiry; Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Other business item: TC 202002/SEPA 2020-03

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments. ~
Dear Franklin County,

Once again, Big Sky Developers is proposing that the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan be changed to allow
for increased housing density in rural Franklin County.

t object to this proposed change. Keep rural Franklin County rural.
Steven Aagaard

60 Terrace Drive
Pasco
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Aaron Gunderson

From: Sandra LePage <sdlepage830@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 2:51 PM

To: planninginquiry

Ce: Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reduction in Open Space

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening
attachments.

Franklin Co. Planning Commission:

As a 44 year resident of Franklin Co. | object to the proposed reduction in open space requirements for Franklin
County Planned Unit Developments. We can see the urbanization of West Pasco every time we drive to town and we do
not want that same density of development in rural Franklin County. Please help preserve our rural way of life by not
allowing this reduction in open space requirements.

Sincerely,
Sandra LePage
{505} 531-5445

Sent from my iPhone
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Aaron Gunderson

From: ROBERT CAROSINO <bobbcar®@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 3:46 PM

To: Aaron Gunderson; musefarms@icloud.com; Marla Marvin; David Snyder; jkrug540
@gmail.com; Lancaster, Staci; lorisnyder1@gmail.com; steveaagaard_3@hotmail.com;
Sandy LePage

Ce: Derrick Braaten; Ryan Nelson; Rebeca Gilley

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Response to Comments on TC 2020-02

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.
Dear Mr. Gunderson,

Thanks for your email. We believe that the comments submitted by Robert Carosino explain why the Planning
Commission should not take action on this stale matter, without any further opportunity for public

comment. His comments explain the reason that additional consideration and opportunity for public
comment is needed.

We sincerely hope and trust that the Board will do the right thing for the citizens of Franklin County and defer
this matter for consideration of additional public input.

Robert Carosino

Sent from Outlook

From: Aaron Gunderson <agunderson@franklincountywa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 3:27 PM

To: musefarms@icloud.com <musefarms@icloud.com>; Marla Marvin <marla_marvin@msn.com>; David Snyder
<snyderdavel@gmail.com>; jkrugS40@gmail.com <jkrug540@gmail.com>; Lancaster, Staci <Staci.Lancaster@ctt.com>;
bobbcar@msn.com <bobbcar@msn.com>; lorisnyderl@gmail.com <lorisnyderi@gmail.com>;
steveaagaard_3@hotmail.com <steveaagaard_3@hotmail.com>; Sandy LePage <sdlepage830@gmail.com>

Ce: Derrick Braaten <dbraaten@franklincountywa.gov>; Ryan Nelson <ryann@frankiincountywa.gov>; Rebeca Gilley
<rgilley@franklincountywa.gov>

Subject: Response to Comments on TC 2020-02

Public Commenters,

Thank you for your comments. Please be advised, a public hearing on this item was held on April 13, 2021 and that there
is no public hearing/testimony scheduled for this item tonight. The reason the item is being brought back to the Planning
Cammission, is to reacquaint the Planning Commission with the item, because though it was originally heard and
recommended for approval at the April 13, 2021 PC meeting, it was not brought to the County Commissicners for final
action. Due to this being a legislative action, the Planning Commission can move forward with its existing
recommendation, or schedule additional hearings regarding the matter, at its discretion.

There does seem to be a misunderstanding regarding the term “open space”, as used in a PUD. Open space, in this
instance, refers to land being set aside for the enjoyment of the residents of the development/subdivision, not the
public at large. A PUD’s open space is maintained by a private HOA, paid for by the residents of that development, and
not the public. This request does not relate to the use of public lands or other public open spaces.

If additional hearings are to be scheduled, they would likely take place in May or June of 2023.

Thank you,
%ww funaorann
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Planner I

Franklin County, WA | Planning & Building Dept.
509-545-3521
agunderson@franklincountywa.gov
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Aaron Gunderson

From: markhahn5@gmail.com

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2023 5:52 PM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: {(EXTERNAL] April 11, 2023, Franklin County Planning Commission, Other Business item
TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03, Reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit
Developments.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

I strongly objeEt to the proposal to reduce open space requirements in Franklin County Code Chapter 17?58,'
Planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically Section 17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements. | request

that the Planning Commission must recommend against the change.

Mark Hahn
23 Sunnybank Rd
Pasco, WA 99301
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Aaron Gunderson

From: david mitchell <drmitchell2010@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2023 12:38 AM

To: planninginquiry

Ce: drmitchell2010@hotmai.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] open space in Franklin county

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

[ am a Franklin county resident. | want time to review and comment on the proposal for reduction of open space .
Personally I'm against it. Mail for Windows
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PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER

PACKET WAS SENT TO PC
TC 2020-02
Franklin County — Amending FCC 17.58.080(F)

Request to Adjust Open Space Percentage Requirement



Aaron Gunderson

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Scott and Kristin Hoey <sk2rji3@msn.com>

Tuesday, June 6, 2023 1:08 PM

planninginquiry

ROBERT CAROSINO

[EXTERNAL] REDUCTION IN OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening

attachments.

To whom it may concern,

I have written in opposition to changing the open space requirement in past challenges. It seems to me this zoning
requirement was not in error. The zoning was established for a reason and those reasons do not change because of
different new ownership. Changing the open spaces zoning is for monetary gain only. Franklin county please enforce the
zoning as is changes are not needed or wanted.

Thank you,
Scott & Kristin Hoey
260 McDonald dr

Sent from my iPhone



Aaron Gunderson

From: Ron Carlson <carlsonron@usa.net>

Sent: Monday, June 5, 2023 8:40 AM

To: planninginquiry

Cc: Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Franklin County Planning Commission Meeting 6/6/2023 At 7:00PM. ltem 3

Reduction in Planned Unit Developments Open Space

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening itta_chments. -

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this topic.

I can appreciate that the developer wishes to maximize the value of his investment. However, the purpose of
zoning and codes is to provide limits beneficial to the public in the face of the pursuit of developer profits. A
similar detrimental perspective is: Don't build public parks, because that reduces the amount of land available
for developers to build housing. Obviously, the public benefits from a reasonable amount of space preserved
for public parks.

My persenal opinion is that the current land density requirements of 35% are reasonable and I don't want the
number reduced at the request of a developer. If the request to reduce the numbcer came from an initiative from
the people put to a public vote then I would be much more likely to consider supporting it.

I do not support the developer's request to reduce the land space for each dwelling.

Thanks,

Ron Carlson, 140 Ridgeview Dr, Pasco WA

R L SR e P b R R R i i s - gt e o S e R e
Ron Carlson carlsonrcn@usa.net
(e B R R R Rt B SR S e R SR R HE S R g i SR ot i i b e S S i

From: ROBERT CAROSINO <bebbcar(g:msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 4, 2023 10:14 PM

To: Chrissy Langdon <Chrissylangdon3@gmail.com>; Erin Vasquez <eelizabethk{hotmail.com>; Bonnie
Bates <johnbonniebatesi@msn.com>; Karyn C Watson <8560mom @ gmail.com>; Lorenck
<lorenckwcomceast.net>; Luke Ellis <lukestevenellisf@:gmail.com>; Luke S <luke s_ellistwrl.gov>; Ruby
Johnson <rubvduanejohnson(@outlook.com>; sandra (sandy) LePage <sdlepage830@gmail.com>; Staci
<staci.lancaster@ctt.com>; Hale Kari and Ron <khale370(@gmail.com>; Sandra LePage
<dalebenson?(@gmail.com>; Dave (Sheri) Mitchell <drmitchell2010@hotmail.com>; David Snyder
<snyderdavel @gmail.com>; steve honeycutt <huneycuttsvi@gmail.com>; Scott Hoey <sk2rji3@msn.com>;
cdygrant@email.com; ROBERT CAROSINO <bobbcari@msn.com>; Phil France <francephild(e gmail.com>;
Matthew Passage <matthewpassage79 (@ vahoo.com>; Lori <lorisnvderl(wgmail.com>; tallettll¢zyahoo.com;
Jeannie Strasser <jeannie.strasser@icloud.com>; Jeff Krug <jkrug540(@gmail.com>; Spring Nanda
<spring.nanda@gmail.com>; Cindy Rog <rogsi@humboldt] .com>; cynthia muse <musetarmswicloud.com>;
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reidclan2 @:gmail.com; Marla Marvin <marla marvin(@msn.com>
Subject: Fw: Franklin County Planning Commission Meeting 6/6/2023 At 7:00PM. Item 3 Reduction in
Planned Unit Developments Open Space

T am forwarding on to you the notice of the Tuesday June 6 meeting of the Franklin County Planning
Commission where item 3 will be consideration of the request by Aqtera Engineering to reduce the requirement
for Open Space in Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) from 35% of land area to 15%.

I looked at the Planned Unit Development regulations and they allow a developer to propose a PUD
development that includes residences on smaller lots than otherwise allowed, and that can be clustered together
to allow open space that is available to all the residents in the PUD. The open space can be limited to use by
just residents of the development and can exclude other residents of the county. The PUD rules give developers
a bonus of allowing up to 20% more lots than the zoning for an area allows for standard subdivisions. That
means that in a 100-acre area with | acre size minimum lots sizes that could include somewhere close to 100
residences, the PUD on that same size could include somewhere near 120 residences. Thus, it increases the
density, or number of residences, that can be built on the same piece of land. If the area is zoned for /2 acre
lots, it would allow close to 240 residences, instead of the normal 200 on that same piece of land. ( I have not
calculated in land for roads in these examples, but they give you the general idea of the 20% increase that is
allowed for PUDs.).

The current rules require that 35% of the land area in a PUD must be left in open space.

This seems a reasonable requirement given the increased density that is allowed in PUDS in this County, that is
they are allowed to build more housing units.

The request to reduce the area of open space to 15% of the land in a PUD, is not well supported. Rather the
proponent, (who has recently tried to reduce zoning requirements to %; acre lots from the required 1 acre lots for
land near our homes, and who may try again to do so) simply says that other jurisdictions do not require 35%
open space and that it would be less expensive to develop with less open space.

1 do not think that is an acceptable reason to change the open space requirements in PUDs. Franklin County is
primarily a farming community that does not have plans to develop roads and parks to levels equivalent to what
other cities and counties may do, and that 35% open space requirement is a reasonable trade-off for the 20%
increased number of residences that can be built in a PUD in this County.

In the packet of materials included in the notice of the meeting that discuss PUDs in Washington, there was one
Washington city, that said that in their area, the developers were using the PUDs to try to play games and get
around density requirements. Given the recent actions of the proponent of this change, this is a concern worth
considering.
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It also appears that this proposal was made some time ago, and conditions have now changed such that the
action is not necessary in Franklin County. Pasco has expanded its Urban Growth Boundaries and has annexed
several thousand acres of Franklin County land near our area. Developers can build upon that land and use the
Pasco PUD rules if they want to build this type of development. There is no need for Franklin County to
change its rules, as there is now a very large part of land that was formerly under Franklin County development
rules that is now part of Pasco.

However, it appears that in this case, the Franklin County Planning department staff supports the reduction in
open space, on the theory of having a similar requirement to local cities.

You should each conduct your own review and decide how you might want to proceed. You can attend the

meeting, or send comments before 4 PM on Tuesday by email to planninginquiry@franklincountywa.gov , with
a copy to Aaron Gunderson at agunderson@franklincountywa.gov . , or not comment on this matter at all.

My earlier comments, and those that secme of you provided earlier, are included in the record that you can review
by clicking on the links in the email below.

Hope this helps,

Bob C.

Sent from Qutlook

From: Franklin County Planning & Building <listserviaicivicplus.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2023 3:32 PM

To: bobbcaridimsn.com <bobbcar/iimsn.com>

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 6/6/2023 At 7:00PM

View this in vour browser




PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA
6/6/2023
7:00 PM

PUBLIC HEARING - ITEM #1 — TC 2023-02/SEPA 2023-06 (Franklin County)

Text code amendments to Ch. 18.08 “Critical Area/Resource Area Protection Standards” or Critical Areas Ordinance
{CAOQ) of the Franklin County Code.

APPLICANT: Franklin County

REPRESENTATIVE: Nicole Stickney of AHBL (or other designated representative)

PUBLIC HEARING — ITEM #2 — TC 2023-01/SEPA 2023-0S (Franklin County)

Proposed amendment to Franklin County Code Chapter 17.66, Swimming Pools & Hot Tubs, specifically Section
17.66.220 Swimming Pool Barrier. This amendment seeks to lower the required barrier height for a residential
swimming pool from five (5) feet in height to four (4} feet in height.

APPLICANT: Franklin County

REPRESENTATIVE: Derrick Braaten (or other designated representative)

PUBLIC HEARING — ITEM #3 — TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03 (Agtera Engineering, LLC)

Proposal is to amend to Franklin County Code Chapter 17.58, Planned Unit Development (PUD), specifically Section
17.58.080(F) Open Space Requirements. The amendment seeks to reduce the required open space for a PUD from
35 to 15 percent, bringing it into alignment with other neighboring jurisdictions that have a 10-15 percent range for
open space requirement.

APPLICANT: Agtera Engineering, LLC
REPRESENTATIVE: Peter Harpster (or other designated representative)

For more information on the above items, please contact the Franklin County Planning and Building
Departiment by phone at 509-545-3521 or by email at planninginguiry@franklincountywa.gov.

You are receiving this message because you are subscribed to Franklin County Planning/Building on
www . franklincountywa.gov. To unsubscribe, click the following link:
Unsubscribe



Ryan Nelson

From: ROBERT CAROSINO <bobbcar@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 11:39 AM

To: planninginguiry; Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for FRANKLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC

HEARING — ITEM #3 — TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03 {Aqtera Engineering, LLC) REDUCTION
IN OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

CAUTION: This email ongmated ﬁ'om outside of Franklin County. Be careful when followmg Imks or openmg attachments.

Please provide these comments to the Franklin County Planning Commission and ¢ County s Commissioners for
consideration in the June 6, 2023 Public Hearing on the above referenced proposal to reduce the amount of
open space in Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)from 35% of land area, to 15% of land area.

I reconfirm my objection to the proposed change in open space requirements for Planned Unit Development
rules for Franklin County, which were made in my earlier submitted comments, as included in the existing
public record.

Having reviewed the matter in additional detail, | remain convinced that this action is not in the best interests
of citizens of Franklin County and will only be of benefit to a minor number of developers.

My reasons for the objection to this change are as foillows:

1. This proposed change to open space requirements in PUDs was requested several years ago, and the
situation has now changed significantly. Since that time, thousands of acres of former Franklin County
tand that was subject to Franklin County building codes, has been annexed into the city of Pasco, and
there is ample land available for developers to turn into PUDs in the city under city of Pasco PUD rules,
if they so choose.

2. The request was never well supported, and merely suggested that it would be easier to develop if the
open space requirement was less, and that other cities in the area did not require 35% open space in
PUDs. These bald assertions that the 35 % open space requirement was precluding PUDs is simply an
assertion , not a proven fact.

3. Franklin County is not like cities, and should not endeavor to follow what others do. it is a County that
is proud of its farming heritage, and seeks to maintain less dense development in the non-city areas of
the County,

4. The PUD ruies allow a deveioper much flexibility and offer cost savings on developing roadways and
other standard requirements of subdivisions. Most importantly, it allows a developer to increase the
number of housing units that can be built in the development, by up to 20% more than the area
20ning codes would otherwise allow. The 35% open space requirement is an appropriate
counterpalance to the increase in density that the 20% higher number of housing units will allow.

5. The PUD rules can be applied to any zoning type. Thus, if a developer is able to obtain a change in
zoning to % acre lots, instead of the generally applicable one-acre lot size, that developer can then
apply the PUD rules to allow 20% more hausing units than the % acre zoning would allow. On a 100-
acre development that would increase the number of housing units from somewhere around 100
hiousing units for 1 acre zoning, to 240 housing units for a PUD on a % acre zoned plat. {exclusive of
street areas} This is a huge increase in potential density. And this type of potential increase in
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density is not just a hypothetical possibility. We have seen this same developer, Aqtera Engineering,
submit recent land use applications that have attempted to circumvent the Franklin County
Comprehensive Land Use Plan requirements, and allow land to be rezoned for % acre lots in violation
of the Comprehensive Plan (e.g. recent Kohler rezone request ZC 2022-05/SEPA 2022-27). It was willing
to make incorrect interpretations of county regulations in order to request these rezoning
actions. While those rezone requests were withdrawn, they could be refiled. And then when a
subdivision proposal is later made after a rezone has been approved, it could propose a PUD instead of
a standard subdivision. Thus, the developer couid bump up the density by over double what would
normally be allowed.

6. Franklin County does not have the infrastructure, or even plans for future infrastructure, of roadways
and other services that are needed to support these denser developments.

| speak for myself and many other citizens of Franklin County who ask that the County not approve the
requested reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit Developments in Franklin County. We have
already given greatly to those who seek further urbanization, through the recent increase in size of the Pasco
Urban Growth Boundary, and the annexation of thousands of acres into the city limits of Pasco. Those former
County controlled lands are now available for developers to do as they wish under Pasco development

rules. They do not need to destroy the rural environment of Franklin County outside city areas, with increased
density. The current requirement that 35% of the area in a Planned Unit Development in a PUD be set aside as
open space is a reasonable requirement that provides a necessary offset to the 20% greater density that is

allowed in a PUD.

Please protect those who sought Franklin County for the rural environment which it offers.

Thanks,

Robert Carosino
130 Terrace Drive
Franklin County



Aaron Gunderson

From: jwr22222@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, June 5, 2023 8:12 AM

To: planninginguiry; Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL} Item 3 Reduction in Planned Unit Developments Open Space

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening
attachments.

I'm commenting on my concern about the consideration of allowing reduction of open space in Franklin County.

I have lived Franklin County for over forty years. | seen many changes. The small farms are mostly gone. The current
development of housing developments have surpassed the existing infrastructure such as roads and sewer.

Allowing additional housing density without first investing in roads and sewers would be a mistake. Especially the roads
as it is quite challenging to get into town as it currently stands with traffic on two lane roads with no shoulders. I'm
currently being passed by impatient drivers that want to flee their development and get into town.

Please consider my comments before you make your decision.

Regards

John Wright



Aaron Gunderson

From: cynthia muse <musefarms@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 5:11 AM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Open Space In Franklin County

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

For developers and engineers wanting to amend our way of life in the beautiful open spaces of Franklin County...what part of
RURAL do you not understand?

If you want 15% densities in “creative” new configurations that align with the neighbors, then develop your plans within the city
limits!

Rural agricultural settings are or will be “Trusted” ireasures as every other counties except Benton/Franklin have in place in the state
of Washington. To allow developer greed and short sided influence is wrong for you most likely will not live in or live with
consequences of your requested changes or actions.

The Franklin County Planning Commission and the staff within the planning department know what is right for the future here.

Thank you.
Doug and Cynthia Muse
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Sent from my iPhone



Ryan Netson . - ——

—i—

From: cynthia muse <musefarms@icloud.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 7:59 AM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: [EXTERNAL] County density issues and their impact on governmental services

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

Viii: extensions of urban governmental services (as connections into and impact upon nort/south laterals at Road 100, Road 68, and

North 4(h/Glade.)

These choke points will only get worse as the population grows to the north. With the river to the west and a freeway/railway to the
east, southerly traffic flow is already at capacity for urban or rural governmental entities to solve. The new proposed ramps and
overpasses only solve the existing traffic problems. Logical thinking limits dense growth to urban boundaries.
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shown on the future land use map. Rural
densities are a range of densities that:

(i) Are compatible with the primary use
of land for natural resource production;

(ii) Do not make intensive use of the
land:

(iii) Alow open space, the natural
landscape, and vegetation to predominate
over the built environment;

(iv) Foster traditional rural lifestyles,
rural-based economies, and opportunities to
both live and work in rural areas;

(v) Provide visual landscapes that are
traditionally found in rural areas and
communities;

(vi) Are compatible with the use of the
land by wildlife and for fish and wildlife
habitat;

(vii) Reduce the inappropriate
conversion of undeveloped land into
sprawling, low-density development;

(viii) Generally do not require the
extension of urban governmental services;

(ix) Are consistent with the protection
of natural surface water flows and ground
water and surface water recharge and
discharge areas; and

(x) Do not create urban densities in
rural areas or abrogate the county's
responsibility to encourage new development
in urban areas.
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Aaron Gunderson

From: ROBERT CAROSINO <bobbcar@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 18, 2023 6:27 AM

To: planninginquiry; Aaron Gunderson

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for FRANKLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC

HEARING — ITEM #3 — TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03 (Agtera Engineering, LLC) REDUCTION
N OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

From: ROBERT CAROSING

To: planninginquiry <planninginquiry@franklincountywa.gov>; Aaron Gunderson <agunderson@franklincountywa.gov>
Subject: Comments for FRANKLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING — ITEM #3 — TC 2020-02/SEPA
2020-03 (Aqtera Engineering, LLC) REDUCTION IN OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTT

Please provide these comments to the Franklin County Planning Commission and County Commissioners for
consideration in the June 6, 2023 Public Hearing on the above referenced proposal to reduce the amount of
open space in Planned Unit Developments {PUDs) from 35% of land area, to 15% of land area.

| am adding an additional reason to my objection to the reduction in Open Space requirements for Planned
Unit Developments.

NEW REASON: The CHANGE IS PIECE-MEAL CHANGE, AND INCONSISTENT WITH OTHER GOALS OF FRANKLIN
COUNTY, INCLUDING THE GOAL OF FOSTERING GREATGER ACCESS TO THE COLUMBIA RIVER SHORELINE BY
MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC IN NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

This proposal is intended by the engineering firm/developer requestor, to make Planned Unit Developments
more likely to be proposed, by significantly reducing the Open Space requirements in PUDs.

This change is a piece-meal amendment of the PUD regulations and should not be adopted as it significantly
changes the overall impact of the PUD process on Franklin County land use. If it were to be adopted, the PUD
rules sheould be changed at the same time to offset the negative effect of the change with other changes that
will foster current Franklin County goals and needs.

For example, the County has recognized that as the Columbia River subunit area becomes more developed for
residential use, there must be more access for the general public to the areas along the river shoreline.

In contrast to this goal of increasing public access, the proposed PUD change will allow and foster, the creation
of more gated communities along the shoreline, with no general access to the public, and therefore preclude
or further hinder general public access to areas along the shoreline, or access to the public Corp of Engineers
land along the river that should be open to the public. The PUD rules would need to be amended to preclude
the use of Open Space lands by just the residents of the PUD community, and make those lands, at least lands
along the river, and associated paths and trails leading to the river in the PUD, open to the General Public.

This example shows how a piece-meal amendment to the PUD regulations can have unintended and
unforeseen consequences that would be inconsistent with other development goals of Franklin County.
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Therefore, the current request to reduce the Open Space requirements in PUDs should be denied.

I reconfirm my objection to the proposed change in open space requirements for Planned Unit Development
rules for Franklin County, which were made in my earlier submitted comments, as included in the existing
public record.

Having reviewed the matter in additional detail, | remain convinced that this action is not in the best interests
of citizens of Franklin County and will only be of benefit to a minor number of developers.

My earlier submitted reasons for the objection to this change are as follows:

1.

This proposed change to open space requirements in PUDs was requested several years ago, and the
situation has now changed significantly. Since that time, thousands of acres of former Franklin County
land that was subject to Franklin County building codes, has been annexed into the city of Pasco, and
there is ample land available for developers to turn into PUDs in the city under city of Pasco PUD rules,
if they so choose.

The request was never well supported, and merely suggested that it would be easier to develop if the
open space requirement was less, and that other cities in the area did not require 35% open space in
PUDs. These bald assertions that the 35 % open space requirement was precluding PUDs is simply an
assertion , not a proven fact.

Franklin County is not like cities, and should not endeavor to follow what others do. It is a County that
is proud of its farming heritage, and seeks to maintain less dense development in the non-city areas of
the County,

The PUD rules allow a developer much flexibility and offer cost savings on developing roadways and
other standard requirements of subdivisions. Most importantly, it allows a developer to increase the
number of housing units that can be built in the development, by up to 20% more than the area
zoning codes would otherwise ailow. The 35% open space requirement is an appropriate
counterbalance to the increase in density that the 20% higher number of housing units will allow.

The PUD rules can be applied to any zoning type. Thus, if a developer is able to obtain a change in
zoning to % acre lots, instead of the generally applicable one-acre lot size, that developer can then
apply the PUD rules to allow 20% more housing units than the % acre zoning would allow. On a 100-
acre development that would increase the number of housing units from somewhere around 100
housing units for 1 acre zoning, to 240 housing units for a PUD on a % acre zoned plat. {exclusive of
street areas) This is a huge increase in potential density. And this type of potential increase in
density is not just a hypothetical possibility. We have seen this same developer, Aqtera Engineering,
submit recent land use applications that have attempted to circumvent the Franklin County
Comprehensive Land Use Plan requirements, and allow land to be rezoned for % acre lots in violation
of the Comprehensive Plan {e.g. recent Kohler rezone request ZC 2022-05/SEPA 2022-27). It was willing
to make incorrect interpretations of county regulations in order to request these rezoning

actions. While those rezone requests were withdrawn, they could be refiled. And then when a
subdivision proposal is later made after a rezone has been approved, it could propose a PUD instead of
a standard subdivision. Thus, the developer could bump up the density by over double what would
normally be allowed.

Franklin County does not have the infrastructure, or even plans for future infrastructure, of roadways
and other services that are needed to support these denser developments.




| speak for myself and many other citizens of Franklin County who ask that the County not approve the
requested reduction in open space requirements for Planned Unit Developments in Franklin County. We have
already given greatly to those who seek further urbanization, through the recent increase in size of the Pasco
Urban Growth Boundary, and the annexation of thousands of acres into the city limits of Pasco. Those former
County controlled lands are now available for developers to do as they wish under Pasco development

rules. They do not need to destroy the rural environment of Franklin County outside city areas, with increased
density. The current requirement that 35% of the area in a Planned Unit Development in a PUD be set aside as
open space is a reasonable requirement that provides a necessary offset to the 20% greater density that is

allowed in a PUD.

Please protect those who sought Franklin County for the rural environment which it offers.

Thanks,

Robert Carosino
130 Terrace Drive
Franklin County



Aaron Gunderson

From: James H <bbbshot@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 19, 2023 8:52 AM

To: planninginquiry

Subject: [EXTERNAL] June 20th Special Meeting Comment - Planning Commission

CAUTION This email originated from outsnde of Franklin County Be careful when followmg links or opening attachments

Please consider my objection to the proposed change in open space reqmrements faor Franklin County  which is
to be discussed at the June 20™ special meeting. After reviewing the impacts | feel it would not be in the best
interest of the current landowners or the county.

Please forward if necessary to the correct committee or personnel.
Thank you,

James Henriksen

50 Ridgeview Dr
Pasco

Franklin Co Resident



Aaron Gunderson

From: Marla Marvin <marla_marvin@msn.com>

Sent: Monday, June 19, 2023 6:01 PM

To: planninginquiry; Aaron Gunderson

Cc: Marla Marvin

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FRANKLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING - ITEM #3

- TC 2020-02/SEPA 2020-03 {Aqgtera Engineering, LLC) REDUCTION IN OPEN SPACE
REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Franklin County. Be careful when following links or opening attachments.

Planning Commission Members —

Please do not reduce the open space requirements for county planned unit developments. Franklin county is a rural
county and should remain so. The commission should support the vision of those who put in place requirements that
protected that rural lifestyle. While it may be true that some cities require less open space, that is as it should be: cities
are, by definition, designed to be dense and may, understandably, provide less open space. Let’s celebrate and maintain
Franklin County’s open space requirements for current and future residents.

| am part of a newly-formed organization — Save Our Shoreline -- that is trying to protect access to the Columbia River,
seeking to preserve existing access and develop new access. Where developments are planned, having a higher
requirement for open space increases the likelihood that at least those in the new development may have a way to the
river instead of limiting access only to those lucky enough to afford the few river access lots. We would like to work with
the Commission to learn how we could collaborate to protect shoreline access. The river is an amazing asset to Franklin
County — let’s develop its shorelines {and the rest of it} responsibly.

Please vote against the above-referenced request by Agtera to reduce open space requirements.

Thank you,

Marla Marvin

71 Terrace Dr.
Pasco, WA 99301
509-845-2373



