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CITY OF EDMONDS PLANNING BOARD  

Minutes of Virtual Meeting 

Via Zoom 
 

October 28, 2020 

 

 

Chair Robles called the virtual meeting of the Edmonds Planning Board to order at 7:00 p.m.   

 

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FOR INDIGENOUS PEOPLES 

 

We acknowledge the original inhabitants of this place, the Sdohobsh (Snohomish) people and their successors the Tulalip 

Tribes, who since time immemorial have hunted, fished, gathered, and taken care of these lands.  We respect their sovereignty, 

their right to self-determination, and we honor their sacred spiritual connection with the land and water.   

 

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT 

Daniel Robles, Chair 

Mike Rosen, Vice Chair 

Matthew Cheung 

Todd Cloutier 

Nathan Monroe 

Carreen Nordling Rubenkonig 

Roger Pence 

Conner Bryan, Student Representative 

 

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT 

Alicia Crank, excused 

 

STAFF PRESENT 

Rob Chave, Planning Division Manager 

Kernen Lien, Environmental Program Manager 

Rob English, City Engineer 

Shannon Burley, Deputy Director, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services   

Angie Feser, Director, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services  

 

READING/APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

VICE CHAIR ROSEN MOVED THAT THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 14, 2020 BE APPROVED AS PRESENTED.  

BOARD MEMBER MONROE SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA 

 

The agenda was accepted as presented. 

 

AUDIENCE COMMENTS 

 

There were no public comments.   

 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR REPORT TO PLANNING BOARD 

 

Vice Chair Rosen said he was curious about why the Architectural Design Board hasn’t met since August.  Mr. Chave pointed 

out that larger projects that require Architectural Design Board approval tend to come in during the summer months.  There 

haven’t been any large projects for them to review in recent months.   
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Chair Robles noted that, as per the report, the deadline for applications for the student positions on the City Council, Youth 

Commission and Arts Commission was September 18th.   He asked if that date was extended, and Mr. Chave said he couldn’t 

answer that question.   

 

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE PROPOSED 2021 – 2026 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN (CFP)/CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT PLANS (CIP) 

 

Board Member Pence asked what public notice was given for the public hearing.  He said his search did not find record of any 

public notice.  Mr. Chave said that, typically, the Planning Board agendas are published online and public notices are placed 

on the City’s website and in the local newspapers. Board Member Pence responded that no public notice was posted on the 

website.  The Public Information Officer sent out her regular newsletter on October 27 th, but it did not include notice of the 

hearing.  Mr. Chave said they don’t normally do press releases for public hearings.  Board Member Cloutier pointed out that 

notifications are done according to law.  These legal notices are published in the newspaper of record, which for the City of 

Edmonds is The Everett Herald.  The City doesn’t have the flexibility to start publishing notices in other places without 

officially changing the rules, particularly advertising that costs money.  Mr. Chave said he would check with the Public 

Information Officer to learn the schedule for her newsletters, which would be a relatively easy way to notify the public.   

 

Board Member Pence recalled that the Board hard a long discussion at their earlier retreat about the need to do better outreach 

and civic engagement to get the public involved in the work of the Planning Board.  There are few things more basic to the 

work of the Board than holding public hearings on important matter of City business.  The City hired a Public Information 

Officer with the intent of having her provide public information, and it sounds like she isn’t even in the loop when it comes to 

advertising public hearings.  If it were his decision, he would change the title of this item from “public hearing” to “staff  

presentation.”   

 

Vice Chair Rosen observed that there is a public meeting notice page on the City’s website, but the hearing was not included.  

He assumes the laws referenced by Board Member Cloutier are the minimum required rather than the maximum.  He agreed 

with Board Member Pence that, if there was not adequate public notice, the hearing should be postponed.  Board Member 

Pence said the only notice he found on the City’s website was buried in the middle of the Planning Board’s agenda packet.  As 

someone who has done community outreach in his professional life, while the notice may meet the legal requirement, it does 

not adequately inform members of the public of the hearing.  

 

Chair Robles noted that no members of the public have joined the Zoom meeting to participate in the hearing.  How money is 

spent for public outreach is an important topic for the Board to consider.  The specificity of the CFP and CIP drills down into 

the very neighborhoods where people live.  He would think the subject warrants postponing the hearing to provide better public 

outreach.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig asked if reference was made to the public hearing before the Planning Board when the CIP and 

CFP were presented to the City Council on October 27th.  Ms. Feser said she presented the Parks, Recreation and Cultural 

Services portion of the CIP and CFP to the City Council, and she does not recall that the Planning Board hearing was specifically 

mentioned.  The presentation lasted well over an hour, and it may have been mentioned at the beginning.  She suggested there 

are two issues for the Board to consider.  The first is making sure that the City meets the legal requirements of a public hearing.  

Beyond the minimum requirements, it would be nice to promote the hearing additionally.  However, she noted that the Public 

Information Officer is only part-time, and they are in the middle of a pandemic.  A lot of issues come up quickly every day, 

especially with the case numbers increasing.  Unfortunately, she has limited time, and a lot of priority communication needs to 

be done in a very short turn around.   

 

Board Member Monroe asked how postponing the hearing would impact the process.  Mr. English said the initial presentation 

of the CIP/CFP is scheduled on the City Council’s November 10th agenda, and the public hearing would follow on November 

24th.  Mr. Chave noted that the Planning Board’s next meeting isn’t until November 18th.  Ms. Feser said there are some timing 

implications related to the Council’s public hearing on the CIP/CFP and final adoption of the 2021 budget.   

 

Board Member Cheung said he empathizes with the concerns.  It would have been nice if there had been more public notice of 

the hearing.  However, the City has fulfilled its legal requirement for posting notices.  He voiced concern about changing the 

public notice process for this one hearing.  Postponing the hearing would disrupt the City Council’s process and create 
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confusion.  He noted that, even when the Board met in person, very few people typically participate in public hearings on more 

general issues such as amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and the CIP/CFP.  He agreed that a discussion is warranted at 

some point about how public notice could be improved without costing additional money.  For example, the Public Information 

Officer could send a notice to The Edmonds Beacon and My Edmonds News, recognizing it would be up to the local newspapers 

whether or not to publish it.  While they might be willing to publish an announcement about the tree code amendments, he 

doesn’t imagine that many citizens have a strong interest in reviewing and commenting on the CIP/CFP.  He noted that one 

comment letter was received regarding the subject of the hearing.   

 

Chair Robles explained that the Board’s role is to forward a recommendation to the City Council regarding the CIP/CFP.  The 

truth is, the City is in the middle of a pandemic, and no one has joined the Zoom meeting to participate in the hearing.  The 

City is understaffed, as well.  He suggested that the Board’s statement going forward to the City Council could be that they 

tried, but were unable to formulate a recommendation due to these factors.  Therefore, the City Council should act as it sees fit.   

 

Board Member Cloutier summarized that the public hearing notices followed the same procedure that has been used previously.  

Deciding to postpone the hearing at the hearing is not good public process.  If the Board is dissatisfied with the process, they 

can have a discussion with staff about how to change it going forward.  However, the Board cannot just demand by fiat that the 

process be changed on game day.  He agreed that staff could do a better job of pushing information, and they should have a 

discussion at a future meeting about what changes would be reasonable.  Again, he said staff met the legal requirement for 

public notice, and the Board has an obligation to conduct the hearing and make a recommendation to the City Council.  Board 

Member Cheung agreed.  He suggested that, in their recommendation, the Board could make the point that there wasn’t any 

public input during the hearing.   

 

Mr. Chave reviewed, that historically, people tend to show up for issues that directly affect them.  Things like comprehensive 

plans, general polices, CIP’s and CFP’s are hard for many people to understand and they tend not to participate in the hearing 

process. On the other hand, amendments to the tree codes or specific development code amendments, which strike closer to 

home, tend to have greater public participation. That being said, he felt it would be worthwhile to work with the Public 

Information Officer to possibly include announcements in the periodic newsletters regarding topics of interest and public 

hearings.  This would be another avenue of public notice beyond the legal requirement.   

 

Chair Robles felt that more people would have shown up for the hearing if it had been better advertised.  That being said, he 

suggested they let the minutes stand as the public record for the hearing.  The Board could forward a recommendation to the 

City Council, with reservations, and then let the City Council read the minutes to learn more about what the Board discussed.  

Mr. Chave agreed that the Board’s comments (minutes) would be included in the information that is forwarded to the City 

Council along with the Planning Board’s recommendation.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig commented that the Board Members all had aspirations at the beginning of the year for better 

relations, and the Planning Board took on a certain amount of responsibility that hasn’t been met because of the pandemic.  She 

summarized that the point has been strongly made, and it needed to be made.  It was difficult to find any notice of the hearing 

outside of the usual protocol.  The Board has discussed the problem, and staff needs to act upon the Planning Board’s interest.  

She said she would prefer to conduct the public hearing and make a recommendation to the City Council without postponement.  

The issue of public notice could be a topic of discussion at the Board’s next meeting to follow up and ensure that appropriate 

action is taken moving forward.   

 

Chair Robles observed that staff has been very responsive to Planning Board requests.  He believes that they will step up and 

take notice of the discussion and come back with a reasonable solution.  Mr. Chave advised that information is already being 

disseminated regarding the tree code amendments and the tentative public hearing that is scheduled for December 9th.  Because 

this issue will more directly impact citizens, there will likely be more public interest at the hearing.   

 

Chair Robles briefly reviewed the rules and procedures and then opened the hearing.   

 

Mr. English explained that the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is tied to the Comprehensive Plan and is required by the Growth 

Management Act to identify long-term capital needs to address the City’s growth.  It covers a planning horizon of 6 and 20 

years with projects to address level of service (LOS), safety and transportation.  The CIP is tied to the City’s budget and is 

organized by the City’s financial funds.  It includes not only projects that are budgeted for the upcoming year, but also identifies 
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projects anticipated over the next 6-year planning horizon.  It matches expenses against the anticipated revenues for the 

upcoming years.  The two plans intersect when identifying the 6-year capital projects with funding sources.  The CIP includes 

capital maintenance projects for maintaining the City’s infrastructure, which is significant.  These projects are not identified in 

the CFP.   

 

Mr. English explained that projects are added to the CFP and CIP based on adopted elements of the City’s Comprehensive 

Plan, and a description of each project was included.  The Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan, the Transportation 

Plan and Utility Plans all go through extensive public processes of updating and establishing policies and goals.  The CIP is 

tied to the City’s budget and several funds make up the overall document: 

 

 Fund 112 is a Transportation Fund that is managed by the Public Works Department.  It is funded via grants and the 

gas tax. 

 Fund 125 is a Capital Projects Fund that is managed by both the Public Works and Parks, Recreation and Cultural 

Services Departments.  It is funded by the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET). 

 Fund 126 is a Special Capital Project and Parks Acquisition Fund that is managed by both the Public Works and Parks, 

Recreation and Cultural Services Departments.  It is also funded by REET. 

 Fund 332 is a Parks Construction Fund that is managed by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department. 

It is funded by grants.   

 Fund 421 is the Water Utility Fund that is managed by the Public Works Department. 

 Fund 422 is the Stormwater Utility Fund that is managed by the Public Works Department. 

 Fund 423 is the Sewer and Wastewater Treatment Fund that is managed by the Public Works Department.  

 

Mr. English shared the following Public Works related highlights: 

 

 Pavement Preservation Program.  The 2020 Pavement Preservation Program accomplished 4.7 lane miles at a 

project cost of about $1 million.  The bulk of the funding was provided by REET revenue, with a smaller contribution 

from the General Fund and Fund 112.  In 2021, $800,000 is budgeted for the program, and the plan is to pave 2.9 lane 

miles.   

 Pedestrian Walkway Plan.  Quite a number of sidewalk projects were done in 2020.  The Transportation Plan 

includes both a short and long-term list of walkway projects, which was developed through public input in 2015 when 

the plan was updated.  A committee scored and prioritized the projects, and two high-priority projects were 

accomplished in 2020 (Dayton Street from 7th Avenue to 8th Avenue and Walnut Street from 3rd Avenue to 4th Avenue).  

Both projects were funded via a State Complete Streets Grant with no local dollars required.   

 The Highway 99 Revitalization Project.  This project continued in 2020 utilizing a $10 million state grant, with 

some money from the 126 Fund.  The entire cost of the project is estimated to be $183 million.  The corridor study 

was completed a few years ago, and the City has been working on a plan for improvements on the corridor since that 

time.  Earlier this year, the City Council agreed to move forward a safety beautification project, the installation of a 

center median to control the left-turning traffic on Highway 99.  There are a high number of accidents along the 

corridor, which is directly tied to the 2-way left turn lane in the center of the roadway.  These lanes will be replaced 

with a median and isolated left turn pockets to control access.  This should bring the accident history down.   Another 

big component is a Hawk signal just north of 234th Street to improve pedestrian safety in crossing the highway.   

Gateway signs will also be added.  Design will continue in 2021, with the goal to start construction in 2022.   

 Bicycle Improvement Project.  In 2021, the 112 Fund will fund the design of a citywide bicycle improvement project, 

with anticipated construction in 2022.  There has been a lot of conversation at the City Council level about the impacts 

of adding bike lanes or sharrows on key streets:  100th Street Southwest/9th Avenue from 244th Street Southwest to 

Walnut Street; Bowdoin Way from 9th Avenue to 84th Avenue, 228th Street Southwest from 80th Avenue to 78th 

Avenue, and 80th Avenue from 228th Street Southwest to 220th Street Southwest.  These projects will all be funded by 

a Sound Transit grant.   

 Citywide Pedestrian Crossing Project.  This project is funded with federal dollars, with matching funds from the 

126 Fund.  A request for construction bids for this project were just advertised this week, and bids will be opened on 

November 19th. The City is hopeful it will receive good bids so that project can move forward in 2021.  The project 

includes 2 Hawk signals (one on 196th Street near 80th Avenue and another on SR-104 at about 232nd Street) and 7 
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rapid-flashing beacons at nine different intersection.  It also includes Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

improvements to crosswalks at different locations within the City.   

 76th Street Overlay.  The City received a Federal grant to overlay 76th Avenue between Perrinville and 196th Street.  

This project will be a joint effort with the City of Lynnwood.  He commended Mr. Hauss, the City’s Transportation 

Engineer, who has done an excellent job securing grant funding for City transportation projects.   

 Other Transportation Projects.  In addition to the Pavement Preservation Program, the REET funds will support a 

number of other transportation projects.  A small amount ($35,000) is earmarked in 2021 for the Pedestrian Safety 

Program (i.e. radar feedback signs, rapid-flashing beacons, bulb outs, etc.).  The public can recommend where the 

City might want to take action to improve pedestrian safety.   

 Traffic Signal Upgrades.  Several upgrades will be done in 2021 using REET funding.  The Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) continues to add more features that are necessary and good additions to the system to allow 

differently-abled people to find and access safe street crossings.   

 Sidewalk Capital Maintenance Program.  A few years ago, the City staffed a crew that builds small segments of 

sidewalk or ramps, and the 2021 CIP identifies REET funding to continue that program.   

 Traffic Calming.  REET funding will be used for traffic calming, with the intent of slowing cars down.  This also 

provides pedestrian safety benefits.  The City Council will be considering a decision package that will increase the 

funding for this program from $18,000 to as much as $33,000 in 2021.   

 Sidewalk Project on Elm Street.  Design work will be done for a project on Elm Way from 9th Avenue going west.  

Children walk to school along this corridor, but there are several places of missing sidewalks.  The project will be 

more complicated because the topography is quite steep in places and retaining walls will likely be involved.  Once 

the design work is done, the City can apply for grant funding.   

 Guardrail replacement and repair.  Several guardrails in the City have questionable structural integrity.  The City 

has spent, and will continue to spend $20,000 each year to replace them as needed.   

 Dayton Street Utility Improvement.  This project was substantially completed in 2020.  All of the water, storm and 

sewer infrastructure on Dayton Avenue from 9th Avenue to 3rd Avenue have been replaced.  The street was repaved, 

and a new sidewalk section (funded by a State grant) was installed.  

 Utility Infrastructure Replacement.  At the end of 2020, approximately 4,000 feet of watermain, 1,600 feet of storm 

pipe and 2,400 feet of sewer main will have been replaced.  Another 3,546 feet of sewer main was rehabilitated with 

a fiberglass liner, which is a less costly option than total replacement.  About 2,000 feet of sewer main replacement is 

planned for 2021, along with about 2,000 feet of sewer main rehabilitation.   

 The Dayton Street Pump Station.  This project at Beach Place was designed to reduce and virtually eliminate the 

flooding that occurs at the intersection of Dayton Street and SR-104 during heavy storm events.  It will also take 

stormwater from Harbor Square, which currently flows into the Edmonds Marsh.  The project is now complete, and 

they are currently working out the programming.  The project was funded via the stormwater fund, a State grant and 

a loan from Snohomish County.   

 Utility Projects in 2021.  In 2021 the City will replace about 6,200 feet of new watermain, which will also require 

overlaying about .75 miles of street.  About 2,400 feet of storm pipe will also be replaced. 

 Storm-Related Projects.  The City will work on other storm-related projects, including the 2nd phase of the infiltration 

facility at Sea View Park.  It will be the same size as the first one, and will take the load off of Perrinville Creek.  Over 

the years, with climate change and development, any significant rain storm creates a very rapid response in flows in 

Perrinville Creek, and erosion is a huge problem.  The project will help reduce the peak flows.   

 Ballinger Regional Infiltration Facility.  The City is looking into adding a regional infiltration facility at Lake 

Ballinger that would take a lot of the runoff from Highway 99, which currently flows to Lake Ballinger.  The water 

would be treated, so Lake Ballinger would benefit from goth a quality and quantity standpoint.  The project will enter 

into the design phase in 2021. 

 Comprehensive Stormwater Plan Update.  The plan was last updated in 2010.  Staff will be reviewing the City’s 

capital and operational needs and do some basic modeling to identify the high-priority capital needs.   

 Edmonds Marsh Estuary Restoration Related Projects.  A few projects are identified in 2021. One is tied to doing 

water treatment along the catch basins on the west side of SR-104 that are adjacent to the marsh.  Another is a potential 

alternative interim plan until the Unocal property is sold to the Washington State Department of Transportation and 

the larger project can move forward.   

 Perrinville Flow Management Projects.  These projects are yet to be identified, but they are looking for some 

additional project sites to install infiltration facilities, rain gardens, etc. to reduce the runoff into Perrinville Creek.   
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 Sewer Utility Projects.  About 2,000 feet of sewer main is planned for replacement in 2021, as well as 3,000 feet of 

cured-in-place work.  These projects will include an overlay program.   

 Lake Ballinger Sewer Trunk Study.  This study is in progress, with the goal of figuring out the best way to 

rehabilitate the gravity sewer main on the west side of Lake Ballinger.   

 Waste Water Treatment Facility.  A new gasification system will be installed at the Wastewater Treatment Facility 

to replace the current incinerator.  The total cost of this project will be over $26 million, and will be shared with all 

partners.  

 

Ms. Feser explained that the park-related projects contained in the draft CIP and CFP are based on the seven goals in the 

adopted Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan.  She explained that projects for 2021 will focus on finishing large 

projects, maintaining and upgrading the City’s current assets, and preparing for future projects and opportunities.  She and Ms. 

Burley shared the following highlights: 

 

 Waterfront Redevelopment.  Ms. Burley shared pictures of the Waterfront Redevelopment Project that is slated for 

completion on November 24th and will open in conjunction with the Waterfront Center.  The City is quite proud that 

a bulkhead and creosote pier have been removed from the beachfront park, allowing the introduction of more sand 

and beach habitat.  However, the project ran into a few snags.  They had to remove nearly 50 creosote pilings that 

were buried under the site, and they had to address some soil contamination as a result of the pilings.  Several pockets 

of sawdust were discovered under the stairs, as well.   

 Yost Pool.  Ms. Burley reported that the City was able to conduct the repairs that were slated in 2021 for Yost Pool 

despite it being closed for the pandemic.  The pool grates, CO2 injector and pool cover were all replaced.  Funds are 

programmed in the draft CIP for ongoing maintenance of the pool facility.    

 Marina Beach Park.  Ms. Feser announced that Marina Beach Park designs are at about 30%.  This work and cost 

estimates were used to submit for two grant applications through the Washington Recreation and Conservation Office 

(RCO).  The City’s Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) Program application ranked 1st, and the request 

was for $500,000.  The City’s grant application for the Local Park Category scored 19th out of 80 projects, and the 

request was also for $500,000.  They are hopeful but not relying on the funding for the Local Park Category.  Due to 

the pandemic, some projects may withdraw and there may still be an opportunity for the City to receive the funds.  

The total current cost estimate for the project is about $5 million. The Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 

Department is working with the Public Works Department to support the Greater Edmonds Marsh Estuary Restoration 

Project, and daylighting Willow Creek is a major part of that project.    

 City Park Walkway.  Ms. Feser advised that a 5 to 6-foot walkway is planned for the righthand side of the drive 

aisle.  A crosswalk from the street is located at the very top of the drive aisle, and the natural progression for people 

heading to the spray pad is to go right from the crosswalk to the drive aisle.  This results in a lot of congestion and not 

much room for clearance.  The project will be done in house over the winter, with the goal of having it ready next 

spring.  The 6-foot-wide crushed rock path will require a small amount of cutting into hillside, a retaining wall, and 

transplanting a few of the smaller trees.   

 Gateway Sign.  Ms. Burley announced that the Gateway Sign on SR-104 is in production and is scheduled for 

installation before the end of the year.  The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) approval, 

which was required to move the sign slightly, has been obtained and permits have been secured.   

 Civic Park.  Ms. Burley said the $12.1 million budget for this project was be split over 2021 and 2022.  The design 

is complete, the construction documents are finished, and the permits are nearly ready.  The project went out to bid, 

but the results were not favorable to the City.  Changes were made, and the project will be rebid in early 2021, with 

ground breaking anticipated for the spring.  The project will take 16 months to complete.  The funding for the project 

has been secured, and it will roll over into 2021.  Grant funding is still available in its complete amount, and the $3.7 

million in bonds that were issued to the City in late 2019 remain available, as well.  They will also draw from the Park 

Impact Fees, as well as Funds 125 and 126.  Some general fund allocation will be carried over to 2021, too.  Lastly, 

they received $400,000 in donations, and the community continues to raise dollars to provide the inclusive playground 

improvements that were beyond the original scope and design of the project.  The Rotary Club is leading this 

fundraising effort.   

 Greenhouse Replacement.  Ms. Feser said the CIP identifies replacement of the City’s primary greenhouse at the 

shop at an estimated cost of $100,000.  The funding for the project is proposed to come from two areas:  $50,000 from 

the flower program portion of the Parks Trust Fund (Fund 136) and $50,000 from the REET Account (Fund 125).  
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The foundation of the current greenhouse is rotting away and settling, causing the plastic covering to tear.  It is the 

only climate-controlled greenhouse and is where the City staff starts and grows the thousands of plants for the flower 

baskets and corner parks.  The current greenhouse is at least 10 years past its lifecycle.   

 General Park Fund.  Ms. Feser explained that the City owns and maintains 47 parks and open spaces and consists of 

more than 230 acres.  The City also maintains more than 1 mile of beach and shoreline amenities.  The General Park 

Fund supports major maintenance and in-house small capital projects that prolong the life and usage, as well as 

increase capacity of the existing amenities.  Examples of this work include resurfacing sport courts and parking lots, 

trail reconstruction, bridge replacements, upgrading irrigation and mechanical systems at Yost Pool, etc.  It also 

includes a line item of $50,000 for professional services and $105,000 for capital replacement and repair.  In prior 

budgets, $55,000 was allocated to small projects in specific park sites in increments of $5,000.  The draft CFP was 

reorganized to simplify by combining all of the small, individual project allocations into one line item.   

 Park Acquisition.  Ms. Burley advised that an additional $200,000 will be allocated to Fund 126 in 2021 for park 

acquisition.  This will be added to the $200,000 that was allocated in 2019 and the $300,000 that was allocated in 

2020.  The funds will be held available in the event that an appropriate open space or park land becomes available.  

She spoke last year about the potential of purchasing a one-acre lot near Yost Park for a community garden.  

Unfortunately, that land is no longer available for purchase.  It remains a part of the owners will, but is not something 

she is interested in doing now.  The goal is to continue to grow the funding needed for acquisition should the 

appropriate parcel of land become available.   

 Fishing Pier.  Ms. Burley reported that the Fishing Pier was repaired, but it failed some of its final testing.  There are 

a few cracks running along the underside of the pier.  While they do not provide a structural challenge at the moment, 

they could reduce the life of the pier if they continue to allow salt water intrusion.  They are currently in conversations 

with the Department of Fish and Wildlife, and it looks as if they may have identified a creative solution for reaching 

the underside of the pier to complete the work.  They are eager to explore this solution further in the spring.  All of 

the funding allocated to repair the pier comes from the Department of Fish and Wildlife and will remain in Fund 332 

until the proper solution is found to finalize the repairs.  

 

Ms. Burley reviewed the list of future projects that extend beyond the 2021 budget as follows: 

 

 Phase 2 of Civic Park Implementation. 

 Design and construction of Marina Beach Park. 

 Completion of design and construction of 4th Avenue Cultural Corridor. 

 Acquiring land and open space as approved by the City Council. 

 Edmonds Marsh restoration and Willow Creek daylighting.  Currently, no dollars have been allocated for these 

projects, but it simply a function of not knowing when or what the solution will be.  These two projects will require 

coordination between the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department and Public Works Department.   

 Completion of the waterfront walkway (the one section in front of the Ebb Tide Condominium).   

 Ongoing trail development.   

 Sport fields and playground partnerships.   

 

Ms. Burley reviewed that the Public Works and Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Departments begin conversations and 

start to develop the capital budgets in July, and proposals are submitted to the Finance Department in August.  The draft CFP 

and CIP updates are then prepared for City Council consideration.  The draft CFP and CIP are typically presented to the 

Planning Board in October for review and a public hearing, followed by a recommendation to the City Council.   Following a 

recommendation from the Planning Board, the two documents will be presented to the City Council for the first time on 

November 10th.  The City Council will hold a public hearing, as well, and the goal is for them to be adopted along with the 

budget.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig asked why the new office building that is proposed for City Park is proposed to be one story as 

opposed to a two-story building.  She said it seems shortsighted to build a one-story building.  Ms. Feser said she hasn’t been 

briefed on that project yet.  Being that being relatively new to the City, she doesn’t know the history and reasoning behind the 

decision to build a one-story building, but she agreed it makes sense to go vertical to double the space.  Ms. Burley said the 

project has been included in the CFP for many years, and she isn’t sure whether it would remain a one-story building if the 

City is able to secure the funding to move the project forward.   
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Board Member Monroe asked for more information about the problems with the fishing pier project.  Ms. Burley said the City 

entered into a financial settlement with the contractor, which allowed the City to vacate the contract.  Mr. English added that 

the contractor did not perform the work in the area that still needs to be repaired according to the plan and specifications, and 

that is one of the reasons the City terminated the contract and reached a settlement.  Now the City is working to find a different 

solution to address the problem.  Board Member Monroe asked if the settlement amount would cover the cost of the repair 

work, and Ms. Burley answered that $54,000 in grant funding is available to complete the project.   

 

Board Member Monroe noted that the CIP identifies a $17 million storm project at the Edmonds Marsh, as well as a multi-

million-dollar parks component.  Mr. English responded that the estuary/marsh project is identified in both the CFP and CIP 

under the Stormwater Fund.  He explained that the City has received some criticism about the project funding was split in too 

many places.  After discussions amongst the Public Works Department, the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department 

and the Mayor, they reached the conclusion that the marsh restoration projects should all be consolidated into one place, and 

that is why it is now in the Stormwater Fund.  Currently, the Stormwater Fund is the only funding available for the project.  

Board Member Monroe recommended they either put the stormwater component into the 422 Fund and the remainder of the 

project into the 332 Fund or put the entire project into the 332 Fund.  He noted that the vast majority of the project is park-

related, with ancillary stormwater projects.   He explained that the stormwater fund is supported by the rate payers and the park 

funds are supported by the entire region.  By putting the entire project in the stormwater fund, the City is denying the ability to 

spread the tax burden throughout the region.  That doesn’t seem fair to Edmonds citizens when the entire region will benefit.   

 

Chair Robles opened the public hearing portion of the meeting.  There was no one present to participate, and the hearing was 

closed.   

 

Mr. English referred to Board Member Monroe’s recommendation and advised that the administration’s position is that the 

project can stay in the stormwater fund, and he expects there will be more discussion at the City Council level.  At this point, 

he doesn’t plan to change the funding allocation until a discussion is had at the City Council level.   

 

Ms. Feser pointed out that the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department is very limited as far as project management 

staff.  As the director, she is a landscape architect, but there are no other project managers or park planners on staff.  The Public 

Works Department has an entire crew of engineers and project managers.  The work related to the marsh, even design, planning 

and small capital projects, will more than likely have to be managed by the Public Works Department.  It doesn’t make sense 

to house and earmark the dollars in the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department when it isn’t capable of managing 

the projects.  The projects will end up shifting back to the Public Works Department anyway.  That being said, she doesn’t 

have a problem working with the Public Works Department.  The property within the marsh that is owned by the City is open 

space and inventoried under parks, but she sees it more as a cooperative project between the two departments.  Earmarking 

dollars into certain funds and categories will not likely change the City’s approach that much.  She said she doesn’t believe 

storm funds can cross over into the park funds, and opportunities for park funding is limited.  Stormwater, on the other, has 

more ability to have the funds available to support projects that are related to water quality.   

 

Board Member Monroe said he understands staff’s point, but he is concerned about the City’s track record (Civic Park) of 

passing off projects to the Public Works Department without changing funding, which is not something they can’t overcome 

just because it is budgeted that way.  He suggested that, on a regional basis, the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 

Department has access to more and larger grants, and the Marina Beach Project is a great project for grant funding.  He 

expressed his belief that identifying it as a stormwater project may make it less appealing to funding partners.  Ms. Feser 

clarified that Civic Park was housed in the park funds all the way up through construction documents.  The Parks, Recreation 

and Cultural Services Department does a lot of the planning work up through design, which is a heavy work impact that the 

Public Works Department could help with.  She explained that, because the marsh is so unique, it has a lot of different 

approaches for grant funding and opportunities:  salmon habitat, park habitat, stormwater, etc.  Parks is limited to the grant 

programs within RCO, which typically have $500,000 limits.  There are more grants available related to stormwater for which 

the Public Works Department would need to be the applicant based on expertise.  Mr. English said funding for the project will 

require a group of grants and other funding sources.  To amass the large amount of funding needed for the project, the Public 

Works Department will need to work alongside the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department to find whatever 

funding sources are available.  They are all on the same team.   
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Board Member Monroe summarized that, as per staff’s response, he shouldn’t be concerned that the $17 million cost of the 

project has been allocated to the stormwater fund.  Staff will spread the cost out to include regional funding rather than relying 

primarily on the stormwater rate payers to foot the bill.  Mr. English clarified that it is not the intent that the project be funded 

solely by the stormwater fund.  While it is a stormwater project, the CFP notes there is unsecured revenue for the project.  This 

unsecured revenue will come from grant sources, and the project will be funded by multiple sources.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig concurred with Board Member Monroe’s concern about adding burden to the stormwater fees that 

the citizens of Edmonds pay for.  Board Member Monroe is the point person on the Board when it comes to looking for budget 

items for capital projects.  She hopes the City Council will consider his comments and particularly look at the burden that is 

being placed on the citizens via their stormwater management fees.  She understands the staff’s point of view, and she trusts 

the City staff will continue to pursue grants.  But Board Member Monroe’s point is well taken and should be carefully 

considered.  She recalled that the City Council has considered funding options for this project in years past, including whether 

or not to float a bond issue.   

 

Board Member Cheung asked staff to respond to the comment letter that was submitted by Mr. Phipps, a representative of Save 

Our Marsh.  Mr. English said one of the suggestions was to move the project from the stormwater fund to the park funds.  The 

other comment was to stop work on the project until the ownership issue is resolved.  He explained that the two projects 

scheduled for 2021 are small, and there is no proposal to move the design forward in 2021 other than potentially looking at 

another alternative alignment.  There has been a lot of input from the community about the alternatives that have been 

considered in the past and that perhaps a hybrid alternative would be a better fit.  Ms. Feser added that the Marina Beach Park 

and Daylighting of Willow Creek Projects support the marsh restoration project.  It will definitely be beneficial for improving 

the water quality and restoring the ability for saltwater to come back into the marsh.  She would hesitate to pause the project 

when they are at 30% design and have secured a $500,000 grant with the possibility of another $500,000 grant.  The Marina 

Beach Project can progress independently of the marsh project.   

 

Vice Chair Rosen said his understanding is the original concept for the 4th Avenue Cultural Corridor extended from Main Street 

to 3rd Avenue.  However, it now terminates at Daley Street.  He asked why this was changed.  He said he would prefer that the 

corridor terminate at 3rd Avenue.  Ms. Feser suggested there might be some misinformation.  She believes the project will 

extend to 3rd Avenue, but there was some conversation at the City Council level that it should go further.  She agreed to provide 

the Board with background information about the project by the end of the week.   

 

BOARD MEMBER RUBENKONIG MOVED THAT THE BOARD FORWARD THE DRAFT 2021 – 2026 CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT/CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS TO THE CITY COUNCIL WITH A RECOMMENDATION OF 

APPROVAL AS PRESENTED BY THE DIRECTORS AND STAFF OF THE PUBLIC WORKS AND PARKS, 

RECREATION AND CULTURAL SERVICES DEPARTMENTS.  BOARD MEMBER CHEUNG SECONDED THE 

MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 

TREE CODE REGULATIONS UPDATE 

 

Chair Robles commented that the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) is brilliant in its ability to glean input from the 

citizens, the limitations and constraints of staff, and where the City wants to go.  It does exactly what the Board was hoping it 

would, which is to provide guidance for the Tree Code.  He said Mr. Lien did a great job synthesizing the information in the 

UFMP into the draft Tree Code.   

 

Mr. Lien explained that the draft Tree Code update focuses primarily on private property, with a goal of improving tree retention 

with new development through the implementation of low-impact development principles and an established tree fund, as well 

as improving the existing permitting process and penalties.  The update also clarifies a number of definitions.  He said some of 

the goals in the UFMP that are addressed in the draft update include: 

 

 Goal 1.A – Update the tree regulations to reduce clearcutting or other development impacts on the urban forest 

and consider changes to tree replacement requirements and penalties for code violations.  The draft regulations are 

intended to accomplish this goal.   
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 Goal 1.B – Adopt a policy of o net loss to overall tree canopy and continue to enhance canopy in parks according 

to the Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan.  The draft regulations do not specifically adopt that policy, 

but it was taken into consideration when they were written. 

 Goal 1.C – Ensure protection of tree resources in environmentally critical areas.   

 Goal 1.D – Establish a tree bank or fund to which donations can be made for tree planting and other tree programs.  

This goal specifically notes to include tree penalties in the code.   

 

Mr. Lien explained that the current tree regulations are located in ECDC 18.45.  As proposed, the draft Tree Code has been 

broken into three parts, and the majority will be located in the new Edmonds Community Development Code (ECDC) 23.10.  

There will also be a new section in ECDC 20.75 (Conservation Subdivision Design Flexibility), and the provisions for a tree 

fund will be in the Edmonds City Code (ECC).   

 

Mr. Lien advised that there is some urgency associated with the Tree Code.  A development moratorium for subdivisions and 

short plats was proposed to be placed on the City Council’s October 27th agenda, but it was postponed to their first meeting in 

November.  The proposal would place a moratorium on subdivisions until the Tree Code is done.  He reviewed the schedule 

for the Board’s work on the draft Tree Code, which will involve two work session on October 28 th and November 18th, and a 

public hearing on December 9th.  He is also scheduled to present the draft Tree code to the Tree Board the first week of 

November, and the City’s Tree Team will continue to review the draft and provide input, as well.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.000 – Intent and Purpose.   

 

Mr. Lien explained that he reviewed tree codes from a number of jurisdictions and picked pieces of each one that he felt would 

fit with the City of Edmonds and then tweaked them as needed.  He noted that Items E and F in this section are in the current 

tree regulations.  He expressed his belief that the 9 items in the section outline the purpose and intent of the Tree Code and 

match up with the goals in the UFMP.  They focus on: 

 

 Retaining trees with development, preserving the maximum number of trees that are determined to be appropriate.   

 Promoting site planning and building development practices that work to avoid removal or destruction of trees and 

vegetation. 

 Avoiding unnecessary disturbance to the City’s natural environment. 

 Providing landscaping to buffer the effects of built and paved areas.  

 Encouraging tree retention by providing flexibility with respect to certain development requirements. 

 Retaining as many viable trees as possible.  

 Mitigating the environmental and aesthetic consequences of tree removal in land development through on-site and 

off-site tree replacement to help achieve a goal of no net loss of tree canopy throughout the City. 

 Implementing the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 Implementing the goals and objectives of the UFMP.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig said she will submit some edits to staff.  In addition, she suggested that the term “aesthetic character 

of the City,” which is used in Item A, should be defined.  She referred to the term, “realization of a reasonable enjoyment of 

property,” which is used in Item F.  While this is likely a legal phrase that the City and developers would use to allow room for 

flexibility, she felt it should be clarified.   

 

Mr. Lien invited the Board Members to send their comments related to topographical errors to him so they can be incorporated 

into future versions of the Tree Code.  He said he would provide underline/strike out versions to illustrate where changes were 

made.   

 

Mr. Lien reminded them that the Intent and Purpose Section is intended to explain the philosophy behind the regulations and 

the definition section primarily focuses on the regulated terms that are within the code.  He suggested that it might be difficult 

to define “aesthetic character of the City.”   

 

Vice Chair Rosen suggested that, because the intent of the Tree Code is to avoid loss of canopy and, in the best of all worlds, 

the canopy would be enhanced, it would be appropriate to add “enhance” to the list provided in the opening sentence of ECDC 
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20.10.000.  This would reinforce that the goal is more than just maintaining the current tree canopy.  Also, because Item A 

talks about the advantages of trees, it might be worth adding the words “biodiversity” and “environmental health” after the 

word “safety.”   

 

Vice Chair Rosen asked where the draft provisions address trees that impact neighbors.  If they are addressed, he suggested it 

might be worthwhile to weave the concept into the Intent and Purpose Section, as well.  He understands that view is an important 

topic and a leading cause of many neighborhood conflicts.  He also asked where this issue is addressed in the draft code.  Mr. 

Lien answered that none of the provisions in the draft code specifically address neighbor impact and views.  These are private 

property issues that are difficult to regulate.  Some people love trees, but others do not.  Some people think trees block views, 

and others consider the trees to be the view.  Regulating neighbor impact and views is not a role he would suggest the City be 

involved in.  Public views are mentioned in the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and Comprehensive Plan, but the City doesn’t 

have any regulations that specifically deal with views.  Vice Chair Rosen said he understands the City’s position, but he 

suggested that it might be worthwhile to find a place to state this position somewhere in the draft Tree Code.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig requested that a definition should be provided for “aesthetic consequences,” which is used in Item 

G.   She also suggested that Items H and I should be moved to the beginning of the list.  She said she would prefer that 

implementing the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and UFMP are listed first.   

 

Board Member Cheung suggested that Item E could be changed to also promote planting of new trees on developing sites.   Mr. 

Lien referred to Item G, which talks about mitigating the consequences of tree removal in land development through on-site 

and off-site tree replacement to help achieve the goal of no net loss.  Board Member Cheung said he is suggesting going beyond 

tree replacement for trees that are removed by providing some incentive for developers to plant additional trees beyond what 

is required.   

 

Board Member Cloutier reminded them of the City’s goals to reduce CO2 emissions and have all operations be carbon free.  

While trees remove CO2, they could also hinder the City’s goals.  He referred to the concept of “solar easement” where a 

property owner establishes a solar array and enters into an agreement with neighbors that their access to light will not be blocked 

so they can continue to produce power.  He asked if the draft Tree Code addresses this issue.  Mr. Lien answered that it is not 

addressed in the Tree Code or elsewhere in the ECDC.  Board Member Cloutier referred to a concept the Board discussed 

earlier that trees are good, but they must be planted in the right place.  Mr. Lien said “right tree in the right place” is mentioned 

in the UFMP, but not everything in the UFMP will be implemented via regulations.  Some aspects of the plan will be addressed 

via education and outreach.  Board Member Cloutier concluded that it is important than none of the provisions in the draft Tree 

Code hinder the ability to have solar easements, since this would interfere with the City’s ability to generate power, etc.   

 

Board Member Monroe pointed out that the draft provisions exempt a number of things, such as routine maintenance and the 

removal of trees on unimproved single-family lots.  He suggested that these issues should be addressed in the Intent and Purpose 

Section.  The more they can define the document in the opening statement, the better.  Mr. Lien suggested that these issues are 

addressed in Item F that speaks to the realization of a reasonable enjoyment of property, which may require the removal of 

certain trees and ground cover.  The draft provisions do not prohibit tree cutting on private property, and a number of 

exemptions are included.  Again, Board Member Monroe suggested that this should be stated upfront in plain language.  

 

 ECDC 23.10.020 – Definitions  
 

Mr. Lien said it is important to make it clear when a tree is large enough to be subject to the Tree Code.  As proposed: 

 

A. Significant Tree.  A “significant tree” is one that is at least 6 inches in diameter at breast height as measured at 

4.5 feet from the ground.   

K. Protected Tree.  A “protected tree” is one that is identified for retention and protection on an approved tree 

replacement and protection plan, replacement in relation to a permit or plan, and/or permanently protected by an 

easement, tract, or covenant restriction. Protected trees are not eligible for an exception to the tree regulations.   

M. Specimen Tree.  A “specimen tree” is a tree of exceptional size or form for its species or rarity as determined by 

the City’s Tree Protection Professional.   
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Mr. Lien explained that, currently, the City defines “tree” as a “living woody plant characterized by one main stem or trunk 

and many branches having a caliper of 6 inches or greater, or a multi-stemmed trunk system with a definitely formed crown.”  

In this definition, the word “caliper” is used in the wrong place.  The term is typical used to identify the diameter at breast 

height (DBH).  Currently, the new definition does not include the part about a multi-stemmed trunk system, but it is something 

the City’s Tree Team and Tree Protection Professional will work to include.  The issue is about how big a tree must be before 

it is regulated.  Redmond might drop it down to 4 inches if it is determined to be a significant tree.  Kirkland, Lynnwood and 

Issaquah all start at 6 inches, but Issaquah bumps it up to 8 inches for Alder and Cottonwood trees.  Lynnwood specifically 

lists nonsignificant species that are not subject to their tree regulations.  Shoreline has an 8-inch DBH requirement for conifers 

and 12-inch for non-conifers.  The 6-inch caliper at DBH is consistent with the City’s current code and with what most other 

jurisdictions do.  He invited the Board Members to provide feedback about when a tree is significant enough to be subject to 

the regulations. 

 

Board Member Cheung asked if staff collect information from other Snohomish County cities such as Marysville and Everett.  

Mr. Lien said Everett does not define a significant tree.  Instead, they rely on the subdivision code.  Snohomish County doesn’t 

define the term, either.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig commented that Lynnwood is a bit more progressive by providing a list of nonsignificant trees 

that are exempted from their tree regulations.  Her interpretation is that there would be no tree replacement requirement for the 

nonsignificant trees that are removed.  In effect, they are trying to get rid of them.  Mr. Lien clarified that Lynnwood defines 

nonsignificant trees that are unsuitable for urban or formal settings.  Board Member Rubenkonig said it appears the intent is to 

encourage the removal of nonsignificant trees.  Mr. Lien said he placed Alder and Cottonwood trees lower on the priority list 

of trees that should be retained.  While they serve an ecological function, they probably are not desirable in residential settings.  

Board Member Rubenkonig added that these trees are more suited to critical environment areas rather than residential yards.   

 

Chair Robles asked why the code uses “diameter” instead of “circumference” to measure the size of a tree.  Mr. Lien answered 

that DBH is the standard way to measure.   

 

Board Member Monroe suggested it would be appropriate to provide definitions for “tree topping” and “tree pruning.”  These 

distinctions could matter to some people.  It would also make sense to provide a definition for “tree retention plan.”  Mr. Lien 

responded that anything that is mentioned in the code in a regulatory sense should be defined.  He agreed that these three 

definitions should be added.  He also invited the Board Members to identify additional terms that need to be defined.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.030 – Permits.   
 

Vice Chair Rosen referred to Item A and suggested the term “excessively prune” is too vague and subjective.  Mr. Lien said 

cities frequently reference the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Standards when it comes to tree maintenance.  

However, he agreed that a definition for “maintenance” needs to be added to ECDC 23.10.020, and maintenance does not 

generally include topping.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.040 – Exemptions 

 

Mr. Lien emphasized that the Tree Code would generally apply to short subdivision applications, subdivision applications, new 

multifamily development and new single-family development.  However, similar to the current tree code, some exemptions 

would apply. As proposed, the following activities would be exempt: 

 

A. Removal of non-significant trees that are not protected by any other means (i.e. protected trees in critical areas).   

B. Removal of trees in association with rights-of-way and easements (parks, utility easements, etc.). 

C. Routine maintenance.  A definition is needed, as discussed earlier. 

D. Removal of trees on an improved single-family lot or on a partially improved single-family lot, which is capable 

of being divided into not more than one additional lot, except for that portion of the property containing a critical 

area or its associated buffer.  This is an exemption in the current code, as well.   

E. Removal of nuisance and hazardous trees with supporting documentation.  A permit would not be required but 

documentation would be required.  This exemption for nuisance trees is not in the current code, but staff is 

recommending it be included.   
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Board Member Monroe referred to Item A and suggested the phrase “any other means” should be changed to “this code.”  Mr. 

Lien agreed to consider this change.   

 

Chair Robles asked if the City has a map of its critical areas, and Mr. Lien referred to the City’s website 

(www.maps.edmondswa.gov) that provides a variety of information such as zoning, planning, locations of utilities, critical 

areas, etc.  However, he cautioned that the map does not show the exact location of all critical areas within the City.  It provides 

a rough idea of where the critical areas are, and when development is proposed in those areas, the City does a site visit to 

determine the exact location of the critical area.   

 

Board Member Cheung requested clarification of Item D.  Mr. Lien explained that an erosion hazard (15% to 40% slope) is 

considered a critical area.  He used the 25% slope that is mentioned in the current tree code, since that is when slopes start to 

get steep enough that the exemption would no longer be appropriate.  The language is similar to a provision in the SMP.   

 

Board Member Monroe suggested that the list in Item B should include WIFI.  Mr. Lien suggested that WIFI would be covered 

as a communication line.  Board Member Monroe suggested they could keep the language vague to say that any franchise 

utility could do what is necessary to maintain their facilities.  They don’t need to be listed out.  Mr. Lien said he prefers to list 

them.  If they want to include maintenance for cell towers, the language could be changed from “communication lines” to 

“communication facilities.”   

 

Ms. Feser also referred to Item B and asked if it would be more appropriate to say “city-owned properties” instead of “city-

owned rights-of-way.”  This would make it clear that the exemption includes maintenance in parks, as well.  Mr. Lien said the 

exemption was written specifically for utility purposes and not necessarily a park exemption.  However, a park exemption 

could be added.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.050 – Tree Removal Prohibited. 

 

Mr. Lien advised that, as proposed, tree removal would be prohibited for the following: 

 

A. Protected Trees.  Removal of protected trees is prohibited, except as provided for in ECDC 23.10.040.(E) (Hazard and 

Nuisance Trees) or through an approved modification of a Landscape Plan.   

B. Vacant lots.  Removal of trees from a vacant lot prior to a project development is prohibited except as provided for in 

ECDC 23.10.040(E) (Hazard and Nuisance Trees).  This is similar to a provision in the existing code.   

C. Demolitions.  Tree removal shall be prohibited as part of a permitted demolition except as required to reasonably conduct 

demolition activities subject to approval of the director.  Tree replacement may be required for removed trees.   

D. Critical Areas.  In critical areas, critical area buffers and in all-natural growth protection easements, tree removal is 

prohibited except as allowed per Chapter 23.40 

 

Board Member Monroe referred to Item B and asked if using the term “prior to” would be difficult to enforce.  It can mean 

different things to different people.  Mr. Lien reviewed that the current code states that, “There shall be no clearing a site for 

the sake of preparing the site for sale or future development.  Trees may only be removed pursuant to a clearing permit, which 

has been approved by the City.”  He expressed his belief that the new language in Item D is intended to accomplish the same 

thing, and he doesn’t foresee an enforcement problem.  He explained that the Tree Code is not intended to address forest 

practice applications, which isn’t something that typically occurs in Edmonds anyway.  As proposed, the code would prohibit 

someone from clearing a vacant property unless the trees were deemed hazardous or nuisances.     

 

Board Member Rubenkonig asked if there is a minimum lot size requirement for tree harvesting permits from the State of 

Washington.  She pointed that developers can assemble properties to create larger areas for development and then take down 

trees years before submitting a development proposal.  She suggested that Item B be changed by replacing “vacant lot” with 

“vacant parcel.”  If the parcel is of a certain size, it could require a state permit for harvesting timber.  This would meet her 

concern that clear cutting be addressed. Mr. Lien explained that Item B is intended to prevent vacant properties from being 

clear cut, but he could look into including language specifically related to forest practices.  He explained that the other sections 

of the code provide definitions for both “lot” and “parcel,” and they are used interchangeably throughout the code.  The 

definition could be added to this section of code, as well.  Board Member Rubenkonig said she tends to think of “parcel” when 

http://www.maps.edmondswa.gov/
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she thinks of clear cutting because they are looking at creating lots out of the parcel.  She would prefer the word “parcel,” 

because it extends the image of what they are looking at.  Because the two terms are interchangeable, the exception in Item B 

could also apply to a lot.  Mr. Lien said he prefers “lot” because “parcel” refers to a tax parcel.  He advised that the County will 

draw tax parcel lines anywhere, and it doesn’t necessarily mean a developable lot.  

 

Vice Chair Rosen referred to the last sentence in Item C, which states that replacement trees may be required.  He commented 

that when a very large tree is removed, the replacement tree does not contribute at the same level.   If the overall objective is 

to be neutral or even enhance the canopy, it is important to recognize there will be a gap.  To address this gap, he suggested the 

City create a tree credit program that requires applicants to close the gap by supporting the tree fund, which would be used to 

replace the canopy in other ways.  This concept could advance and fund the objective of making sure the canopy is maintained 

and even enhanced.  Mr. Lien said they will discuss this idea further when they talk about the proposed language related 

specifically to tree replacement and a tree fund.   

 

Student Representative Bryan voiced concern with Item B.  The idea of allowing the Director to decide what is reasonably 

needed to conduct demolition activities allows too much wiggle room.  He suggested that “Director” should be changed to 

“qualified arborist.”  Mr. Lien explained that the Director may require documentation from a certified arborist to justify the 

removal, but it would still be the Director’s responsibility to approve any tree removal associated with a demolition permit.   

Board Member Rubenkonig clarified that it would be the Development Services Director, and not the developer, who would 

make the decision as to what tree removal is reasonable needed.  She suggested the language should be amended to provide 

this clarification.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.060 – Tree Retention Associated with Development Activity.   
 

Mr. Lien explained that, as proposed, an approved tree retention plan would be required in conjunction with all new single-

family, short plats, subdivisions or multifamily developments.  He noted that Item C requires that for new single family, short 

plat or subdivision development, at least 30% of all significant trees on a developable site must be retained.  “Developable site” 

is defined and does not include such things as critical areas.  This is consistent with a provision in the Critical Area Ordinance 

that development in RS-12 and RS-20 zones that are associated with steep slopes, streams or wetlands must have a 30% native 

vegetation area.  He reduced the number to 25% for multifamily development because it is a denser type of development.   

 

Mr. Lien advised that, as per Item C.4, if a certain retention percentage cannot be achieved, the applicant would be required to 

pay a certain amount into the tree fund for each significant tree below the required retention.  Vice Chair Rosen suggested that, 

in addition to requiring applicants to retain 30% of the significant trees on the developable site, the City should also require 

applicants to pay a certain amount into the tree fund equal to 100% or even 110% of the total number of trees that were removed 

from the site.  The intent is to enhance the tree canopy.  Board Member Monroe suggested they go even further and require a 

2:1 replacement ratio.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig expressed her belief that the 30% retention requirement is likely lower than what most other 

jurisdictions require, and it sure doesn’t help the City maintain its tree canopy.  It equates to a 70% reduction in tree canopy.  

She said she also believes the 1:1 replacement requirement is low compared to surrounding jurisdictions.  This replacement 

ratio won’t help the City maintain its tree canopy, either.   

 

Board Member Monroe said he can understand the intent of the 25% and 30% retention requirement because they need to allow 

developers enough area to build projects.  Requiring 100% retention would be unreasonable.  However, developers should be 

required to plant a certain number of trees elsewhere in the City for each significant tree that is removed.  Vice Chair Rosen 

said this would be consistent with his recommendation that developers be required to pay a certain amount into a tree fund for 

each significant tree that is removed.  This would give the power to the City to decide how to replenish the canopy.  The 

replacement requirement should be equal to the value of the significant trees that are removed.  Ms. Feser reminded the Board 

that the tree fund would be used to plant trees on City properties, primarily in the parks.  She voiced concern about leaving it 

up to a landowner to decide where and what types of tree would be planted.  She would prefer that developers be required to 

pay into a tree fund.  That way, the City would have the ability to plant the right trees in the right places.   

 

Board Member Monroe said he works for Sound Transit.  For their projects in Federal Way and Kent, they have removed 

15,000 to 20,000 trees and will be required to replant 45,000 more trees, and they are required to purchase property to plant the 
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trees on.  They would prefer to pay into a fund, since that is the easiest solution.  However, they have found ways to accomplish 

the more stringent requirement.  The City should ask no less of developers than is being asked of Sound Transit.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig said there are options for accomplishing a greater tree retention requirement than 1:1 while still 

allowing for development.  The best way to meet the requirement should be left to the person creating the landscape plan.  If 

the requirement is too onerous, a developer could approach the City with a request for mitigation.  If mitigation cannot be 

adequately addressed, and applicant could pay into tree fund.  However, the tree fund should be the last option.  Applicant’s 

should be encouraged to do what they can to replace the trees on-site.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig said that cities often have a minimum height requirement for replacement trees, which results in 

more mature trees.  Vice Chair Rosen said he is concerned about the gap (value and loss) between a mature tree and an immature 

replacement tree.  The City’s code should require applicants to cover this gap. Board Member Rubenkonig commented that 

there are methods for getting more mature replacement trees, but the replacements would not be equal in value to larger 

significant trees.  She suggested the Board should look in-depth at how other cities regulate tree replacement.  Again, she said 

allowing applicants to pay into a tree fund should be the last resort.  Vice Chair Rosen commented that there needs to be a 

variety of options in the toolbox.  The end goal should be to require developers to make the City whole when a significant tree 

is taken down.  This can be done via replacement and/or funding.  The funding could be used to offer grants to residents to 

encourage tree planting elsewhere.   

 

Mr. Lien suggested that rather than the minimum tree retention requirement in the current draft, another option would be to 

base the requirement on zone.  A 30% requirement in an RS-6 zone could be very different than the same requirement in an 

RS-20 zone.   

 

Board Member Cheung suggested that if they make the requirement so onerous, developers will simply decide to pay into the 

tree fund and build the cost into the price of the homes.  This could have an impact on the cost of housing in the community.  

Board Member Monroe agreed with Board Member Rubenkonig that the preferred option would tree retention, followed by 

planting replacement trees on site.  The last option should be paying into a tree fund.  Rather than putting all of the replacement 

trees in parks, the trees should be replaced in zones that are similar to where trees were removed or at least equitably distributed 

throughout the City.   

 

Mr. Lien said the Tree Board has discussed taking a more global approach.  If there isn’t space to plant more trees in the parks 

and open spaces, the City could partner with other organizations, such as the Mountain to Sound Greenway, to use the tree 

funds to purchase additional open space in other areas.  Also, he suggested that if the tree fund requires a high dollar value for 

each tree that is removed, developers will be encouraged to consider options for either retaining more trees or planting the 

replacement trees on site.  However, at this time, he doesn’t have a suggestion as to what the dollar value should be.   

 

Board Member Monroe asked how the proposed 25% and 30% tree retention requirement compares to neighboring cities.  Mr. 

Lien said only one other jurisdiction he reviewed used a percentage requirement.  However, he would conduct further research 

and report back with additional information.   

 

Board Member Cheung referred to Vice Chair Rosen’s point that some trees are more valuable than others.  There is nothing 

in the 30% requirement that differentiates between the different sizes of significant trees.  Mr. Lien reviewed that the tree 

retention provisions are broken out based on priority.  Priority trees to focus on for retention include specimen trees, significant 

trees that form a continuous canopy, significant trees on slopes greater than 15%, significant trees adjacent to critical areas and 

their associated buffers, and significant trees over 60 feet tall or greater than 18 inches in DBH.   The intent of prioritization is 

to make sure developers try to save the more significant trees.  Board Member Cheung asked if the priorities are 

recommendations or if developers are required to follow the priorities.  Mr. Lien said there is some flexibility.  If the only 60-

foot tall tree happens to be right in the middle of the only buildable site on the lot, the City can’t require a developer to  retain 

it.   

 

 ECDC 23.10.080 – Tree Replacement. 
 

Mr. Lien summarized that, as currently proposed, a developer would be required to retain at least 30% of the significant trees, 

and replacement trees would be required for those that are removed at a ratio of 1:1.  If the trees cannot be replaced on site, a 
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developer could pay a certain amount per tree into the tree fund.  At the next meeting, staff will be prepared to have a discussion 

with the Board about what the appropriate tree replacement might be.  It could be based on tree size, requiring a higher 

replacement ratio when larger trees are removed.  He reminded the Board that the last time a draft Tree Code was presented 

for public hearing, there was a lot of controversy regarding the idea of basing the replacement requirement on the type of zone 

(density).   He said he would research what other jurisdictions are doing in preparation for the Board’s more in-depth discussion.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig thanked Mr. Lien for creating the topic matrix, which helped her organize her thoughts.  She felt 

it helps ensure the Board addresses all of the items.  Mr. Lien encouraged the Board Members to submit their comments, 

suggestions and typographical corrections to him via email.   

 

 ECDC 20.75.XXX – Conservation Subdivision Design Flexibility.   
 

Mr. Lien explained shared an example of a subdivision to illustrate why trees are often clear cut.  Although there might be a 

number of substantial trees on the site, once all of the development standards (access requirements, utility easements, setbacks, 

etc.) were applied, only a few trees were left intact.  The remaining trees might be exposed and spindly and not necessarily the 

trees that you want to retain.  At the next meeting, the Board will discuss how to provide flexibility within Development Code 

that allows houses to be grouped to one side a bit so more trees can be saved.   

 

REVIEW OF EXTENDED AGENDA 

 

Chair Robles announced that, due to Veteran’s Day, the Board’s November 11th meeting was rescheduled to a special meeting 

on November 18th.  The agenda for that meeting will focus solely on the draft Tree Code.  A public hearing on the draft Tree 

Code amendments is tentatively scheduled for December 9th.   

 

PLANNING BOARD CHAIR COMMENTS 

 

Chair Robles did not provide any additional comments. 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

 

Board Member Pence observed that this has been a very different kind of year for the Planning Board.  Due to the pandemic, 

the Board missed a number of meetings prior to starting the Zoom format.  The Chair and Vice Chair haven’t had an opportunity 

to put their stamp on the Board’s activities like previous leaders have.  It occurred to him that they should re-elected them both 

for another year.  Chair Robles said they have been able to put a pretty big stamp down, and he believes that Board Member 

Rosen will carry forward quite effectively as the chair next year.  Board Member Pence commented that he didn’t mean to 

diminish their efforts, just note that they could have shined even brighter with a regular routine.   

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The Board meeting was adjourned at 9:57 p.m. 

 

 


