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CITY OF EDMONDS PLANNING BOARD  

Minutes of Virtual Meeting 

Via Zoom 
 

October 14, 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 

Phil Williams, Public Works Director 

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 SEPTEMBER 25, 2020 BE APPROVED AS 

PRESENTED.  BOARD MEMBER CLOUTIER SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED 

UNANIMOUSLY, WITH BOARD MEMBER MONROE ABSTAINING.   

 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA 

 

The agenda was accepted as presented. 

 

AUDIENCE COMMENTS 

 

Bill Phipps, Edmonds, asked if the Planning Board Members received the email he sent just prior to the meeting regarding 

the Tree Code Update.  The Board confirmed that the letter was received.  Mr. Phipps asked that the Board consider the ideas 

he presented in his email as they discuss the Tree Code Update.   

 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR REPORT TO PLANNING BOARD 

 

Mr. Chave advised that the Development Services Director Report would be sent to the Board Members shortly.   
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PRESENTATION OF THE PROPOSED 2021 – 2026 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN (CFP)/CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT PLANS (CIP) 

 

Mr. Williams explained that the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is required by the Growth Management Act to identify long-

term capital needs to address the City’s growth and ensure the infrastructure that is necessary to support the increased density 

when the time comes so that service levels can be met.  It covers a planning horizon of 20 years with projects to address level 

of service (LOS), safety and transportation.  The CIP is organized by the City’s financial funds and includes projects in the 

next 6-year planning horizon.  The CIP includes projects that are necessary because of growth, as well as projects that are 

maintenance related.  The two plans intersect when identifying the projects related to growth that are intended for 

implementation within the next six years.   

 

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

Plan, which includes the Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan, the Transportation Plan and Utilities Plans. The 

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

 

 Fund 112 is a Transportation (Street Construction) 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 

and is used to execute park projects.   

 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. Williams shared the following highlights from the Public Works portion of the plans:  

 

 Pavement Preservation Program.  The 2020 Pavement Preservation Program accomplished 4 lane miles totaling 

about $1 million, and the program will continue in 2021. When he came on board in 2010, the City hadn’t done any 

paving projects for quite some time.  The results of the annual paving program are visible. However, he suggested 

the actual need is closer to $2 million per year to keep the streets in a sustainable condition. 

 Pedestrian Walkway Plan.  Quite a number of sidewalk projects were done in 2020.  In 2019, the City Council 

budgeted an extra $300,000 to hire additional people, equipment and supplies that enabled the City to ramp up its in-

house capability of executing sidewalk projects. He shared pictures of two projects on Dayton Street and Walnut 

Street.   

 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 first step in 

implementation will be installation of a center median to control the left-turning traffic on Highway 99, which 

should reduce the number of accidents that occur each year on this high-speed corridor.  Staff will continue its work 

to secure additional grant funding to move other elements of the project forward.  

 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 on 100th Avenue from Main Street to Westgate, on Bowdoin Way from 9th Avenue 

to Five corners, and from Westgate Village south to the City’s southern boundary.  In some of these locations, the 

bike lanes will come at the expense of street parking.   

 Congestion Relief Project.  The congestion relief project at the 76th Avenue/220th Street Intersection will also be in 

design in 2021.  

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

126 Fund.  Two Hawk Signal will be installed in 2021, one on 196th and another on SR-104 at about 232nd Street. 



APPROVED 
Planning Board Minutes 

October 14, 2020    Page 3 

They will also install seven rapid-flashing beacons that are pedestrian activated.  These devices are very effective at 

notifying vehicular traffic when a pedestrian wants to cross.   

 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.   

 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 for the Pedestrian Safety Program, 

which could include a number of solutions such as 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.   

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

provides pedestrian safety benefits.   

 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 about $20,000 each year to replace them.   

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

storm infrastructure and sewer lines 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.  In 2020, approximately 4,000 feet of watermain, 1,600 feet of storm pipe and 

2,400 feet of sewer main have been replaced.  Another 3,500 feet of sewer main was rehabilitated with a fiberglass 

liner, which is a less costly option than total replacement.  It strengthens the pipe without compromising its capacity.  

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 is 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 pumps have been installed, 

and the project is in the startup and commission phase now.  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.   

 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 a quality and quantity standpoint.   

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

additional project sites.   

 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.  He believes the actual cost of the 

rehabilitation will be less than the $10 million estimate.   

 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. A variety of options were considered, and it was determined that the gasification system will be 

more compatible with the City’s aggressive carbon-emission goals.  The system will be able to capture the energy 

that is inherently in the biosolid and use it as an energy source to keep the process going to the point that the rest of 

the biosolids end up in the form of biochar.  The market for biochar is growing rapidly, as it increases soil tilth and 

provides key nutrients in agricultural applications.  The City Council recently approved the sale of over $14 million 

in bonds to pay the City’s share of the project.   
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 Trial Project.  Trials are underway currently to figure out how the City can remove nitrogen from the discharge that 

goes into Puget Sound.  They are trying promising technology at this time.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig observed the staff presentation provided a good overview, but the actual proposed 2021 – 2026 

CFP and CIP includes a lot more information.  She asked if all the improvement projects were mapped, would she see 1) the 

usage of the facility in relation to cost to maintain or 2) an equitable apportionment of funding for citywide facilities?  She 

said she is interested in equity throughout the entire City rather than concentrating improvements in one area.  Mr. Williams 

said staff views the plans from an equity standpoint, as well.  While the plans do not calculate the distribution of dollars, they 

do provide maps showing the location of the past and planned improvements.  He explained that it is difficult to completely 

spread out investments into every part of the City because the needs are different.  For example, the downtown is older, so 

the need for utility infrastructure rehabilitation and replacement is greater in that location.  In 2021, the majority of the utility 

dollars will be focused on the Wastewater Treatment Plant Project, but the utility line replacement and rehabilitation projects 

are spread throughout the City.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig asked how walkway improvement projects are prioritized.  Mr. Williams explained that a 

complete inventory of pedestrian facilities is included in the City’s Transportation Plan.  The inventory identifies the location 

of existing sidewalks, locations where sidewalks are needed, locations where ADA ramps need to be installed or replaced, 

etc.  The projects have all been ranked based on certain criteria.  Board Member Rubenkonig asked how the City prioritizes 

walkway projects that are identified by citizens for certain neighborhoods.  Mr. Williams said they don’t prioritize sidewalks 

based on request.  However, staff will explore a prioritization plan for ADA improvements to identify locations where they 

are needed most.   

 

Student Representative Bryan asked the difference between a pedestrian-controlled, rapid-flashing-light crosswalk and a 

Hawk Signal.  Mr. Williams answered that they are similar in concept.  They are both pedestrian-activated, but the Hawk 

Signal is used for busier streets and the cost is significantly greater.  The rapid-flashing lights aren’t as tall and are far less 

costly, but they are not visible enough to be successful applications for busy streets.     

 

Board Member Cloutier asked how many miles the City should be doing every year to properly keep up with maintenance of 

the existing roads and utility lines.  Does the proposed program represent an optimal rate, an average rate, or a below average 

rate?  Mr. Williams answered that the proposed programs are not the optimum, but they may be close to average as far as 

utility line replacement.  The targets that were set several years ago were based on utility lines lasting 100 years, which 

means the City’s replacement rate would need to be 1% per year.   Prior to that time, the lines were only replaced when they 

failed.  He expressed his belief that a more aggressive program will eventually be needed, since the remaining older cast iron 

pipes are brittle and any seismic or freezing activity can cause them to break.  On the other hand, the City’s Pavement 

Preservation Program comes up short.  Board Member Cloutier commented that it would be helpful if the report provided 

more detailed information on the amount of existing infrastructure and its condition. Providing these metrics would help 

people understand the need, and any additional funding that comes available could then be earmarked to address these 

infrastructure situations.   

 

Board Member Monroe requested clarification about how the Edmonds Marsh Project would be funded.  Mr. Williams 

explained that it doesn’t really matter whether funding for environmental projects comes from funds that are managed by the 

Public Works Department or the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department, since the two departments work well 

together.  The real problem is that, while the City qualifies for grant funding, it has been unable to secure the dollars because 

it doesn’t own the property.  They haven’t been able to reach an arrangement with the Washington State Department of 

Transportation (WSDOT), who will eventually own the property, because they cannot assume the title until the Department 

of Ecology has certified that the cleanup is finished.   

 

Board Member Monroe suggested that allocating the expense to Fund 422 as opposed to a park fund might matter to the rate 

payers. The Edmonds Marsh Project seems like more of a park project.  Mr. Williams answered that a significant amount of 

stormwater runoff comes down through Shellebarger Creek, which drains a very large portion of Edmonds via piped 

channels.  To date, most of these projects have been funded via the stormwater fund and some grants.  Board Member 

Monroe asked Mr. Williams to share his thoughts on why the funding source has been a concern for some citizens.  Mr. 

Williams said he has had several conversations with key voices from Save Our Marsh, and he doesn’t fully understand the 
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concern.  The Public Works Department wants to get the project going as soon as possible, and the Parks, Recreation and 

Cultural Services Department is also excited about the project.  They will work together to get it done.  Board Member 

Monroe commented that opening the creek has very little to do with stormwater management and more to do with the marsh.  

Mr. Williams commented that most of the stormwater from the City goes into the marsh, which serves a lot of function.  

While it needs to become a better wildlife management area, it also will continue to take in stormwater.  They must get the 

stormwater through the marsh and out the other side.  Including stormwater as part of the project opens up more opportunities 

for funding.  He explained that the Engineering Division is part of the Public Works Department and is responsible for 

delivering capital projects.  In the end, the Edmonds Marsh Project will be an approximately $17 million capital project, and 

he can almost guarantee that the project management and administration of the contracts will be done by the Engineering 

Division and Public Works Department.  They will work closely with the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 

Department.  Board Member Monroe commented that working together does not require the two departments to share 

funding.   

 

Board Member Monroe summarized Mr. William’s position that opening Willow Creek is a stormwater project that affects 

stormwater issues.  However, from his perspective, it is a park project.  Mr. Williams pointed out that the existing tide gate 

regulates the flow of water leaving the marsh, which isn’t an ideal situation from a saltwater exchange standpoint.  The pump  

station allows the City to solve the flooding problems so they don’t need to be quite as concerned about the water level in the 

marsh.  Once the pump station is turned on, they can not only open the tide gate during the winter, but also consider projects 

to remove the tide gate and piping system completely.  Because this is stormwater infrastructure, it will be funded by Fund 

422.  The Willow Creek channel could be constructed as part of that project, as well.  Board Member Monroe asked if the 

stormwater work would be just a portion of the total cost of the project.  Mr. Williams explained that even if the property 

issue is resolved and the City is very successful in securing state and federal grants, it is very likely the City will still need to 

fund a sizeable amount of the project, whether it comes from stormwater rates, the bond issue, or a levy.  Board Member 

Monroe agreed that this project needs to get done.     

 

Vice Chair Rosen agreed that it would be helpful for the report to identify the net unmet need and the gap.  These metrics 

would could help advance a sense of urgency for funding.  He asked Mr. Williams to explain how the CIP and CFP intersect 

with the City Council’s budgeting process.  Mr. Williams said the City Council, using their wisdom and goals and policies in 

the various elements of the Comprehensive Plan, will make the ultimate decision on priorities.  The budget is the short-term 

planning document and expresses the City Council’s current belief about what is most important.  Given the pandemic, he 

anticipates the City Council will be very careful with investments in 2021 until they have a better idea of where revenues are 

headed.  Quite a few things have been cut from the 2021 budget, including some infrastructure projects.   

 

Vice Chair Rosen asked if the CIP would be amended as needed after the City Council adopts the final 2021 Budget.  Mr. 

Williams answered that the CIP represent staff’s best guess of what will be included in the 2021 budget, but it is a 6-year 

plan.  If the City Council decides not to fund something that is identified in the CIP for 2021, next year’s CIP would need to 

be adjusted accordingly.  They do not typically make modifications to the CIP throughout the year.  It’s difficult to keep it  

totally current, but it provides a good indication of the City Council’s general direction.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig observed that the Planning Board reviews the CIP and CFP every year and forwards a 

recommendation to the City Council.  In years past, they have grappled with the issue of transparency and making sure the 

average citizen can understand the report.  There needs to be some explanation for how the priority list is established, and she 

agreed that metrics showing the current state of the infrastructure would also be helpful.  In years past, she has asked that the 

length of walkways be sited so the Board could compare costs for different projects throughout the City.  She has also 

requested that the plans make note when projects are identified by a specific group (i.e. staff, citizens, or other community 

groups).  She appreciates the additional language that was provided to call out not only the projects identified by staff, but 

those identified by citizens, as well.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig observed that the 2021 plans are even better than the 2020 plans as far as transparency.  She 

appreciates that a table of contents was provided in the CIP.  She suggested the CIP/CFP Comparison that was provided on 

Page 49 of the report should be moved to the beginning of the report.  The comparison provided her with a filter as she 

reviewed the remainder of the data.   
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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.  The goals talk about: 

 

 Assessing existing resources and capacity, identifying community needs and desires, and working to bridge the gap. 

 Embracing opportunities via grants, partnerships, donations, working with other jurisdictions and entities. 

 Connecting and expanding recreational opportunities for the community. 

 Enhancing the City’s unique identify. 

 Advancing big ideas for the future of Edmonds. 

 Activating and working stewardships of key community assets. 

 Maximizing all of the park resources.   

 

Ms. Feser explained that projects for 2021 will focus on finishing large projects, maintaining and upgrading the 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 mid-November.  She reported that while the Community Center is coming along well, so is the park 

portion of the project.  The City is quite proud that a bulkhead and creosote pier have been removed from the 

beachfront park.  This allowed them to reintroduce 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.  The project has only been paused twice for historical findings in the ground, many of which were deemed 

nonsignificant. Most were large piles of bricks from old kilns and shingle mills.  The project is currently running on 

budget.   

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

being closed for the pandemic.  The slats were replaced and the CO2 injector has been ordered and will be installed 

soon.  The pool cover has also been replaced.   

 Marina Beach Park.  Ms. Feser announced that the City’s grant application to the Washington Recreation and 

Conservation (RCO) Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) Program 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 is 

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 and it is a critical piece to supporting the marsh 

restoration and daylighting Willow Creek.  The tide gate and pipe that currently run underground through the park 

would be removed, and the water would be brought to the surface.  This will allow the fluctuation and mixture of 

salt and fresh waters back into the marsh.  They anticipate continued design and development in 2022 and 2023, 

with potential construction in 2024 and 2025.   

 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 drive aisle, and the natural progression is for people 

heading to the spray pad is to go right from the crosswalk to the drive aisle.  This results in one-way car traffic with 

not a lot of room for pedestrians.  The project will be done in house over the winter, with the goal of having it ready 

next spring.   

 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 completed and authorization was received.  

 Civic Park.  Ms. Feser said $12.1 million will be split over 2021 and 2022.  The design is complete, the 

construction documents are finished, and the permits are nearly ready.  The goal is to rebid the project in early 2021 

and break ground soon after.  The project would be completed in the fall of 2022.  Ms. Burley said 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 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.   
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 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).  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.  If the greenhouse fails in the middle of winter, they could lose all of the resources 

of those plants.  The current greenhouse is at least 10 years past its lifecycle.   

 General Park Fund.  Ms. Feser explained that the CIP was cleaned up to create an overall fund ($155,000) that 

addresses general park improvements and basic capital improvements (lifecycle projects that are continuous and 

help prolong the use or increase capacity).  Examples include resurfacing sport courts and parking lots, replacing 

bridges on trails, upgrading irrigation systems, etc.  She pointed out that the previous budget identified $50,000 

professional services, $105,000 for capital replacement, and then a number of smaller amounts earmarked for certain 

parks.  They decided it would be more effective to collapse all of the smaller amounts together into a single account.  

This will give the department more flexibility to address improvements throughout the coming year.    

 Park Acquisition.  Ms. Burley advised that $700,000 would be allocated within Fund 126 and 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 City 

retained this funding, as well as the funding from 2019 that was allocated for open space.  An additional $200,000 

would be allocated in 2021 and each year beyond.  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 structure challenge at the 

moment, they could reduce the life of the pier if they continue to allow salt water intrusion.  A solution to repair the 

underside of the pier was identified, but it presented a challenge in getting staff under the pier to do the work.  The 

department went out to bid in the spring to look for a scaffolding contractor that specializes in overwater work, but 

the bids were not within the City’s budget and there were some challenges with being fully responsive.  They are 

currently in conversations with the Department of Fish and Wildlife, and it looks as if they may have identified a 

new method for reaching under the pier called a bridge walker.  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.  These two projects will require coordination between 

the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department and Public Works Department.  It will be a significant 

project with many pieces, including both stormwater and park components.  The intent is to start with Marina Beach 

Park, which is the land the City already owns.   

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

 Trail development.  Ms. Feser has a lot of experience in trail development, and her lens on the park system has 

highlighted some opportunities for 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.   A public 

hearing is scheduled for October 28th.  The two documents will be presented to the City Council for the first time on 
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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 Cheung asked if the City has considered providing power outlets on the fishing pier.  Ms. Feser answered that 

there are power outlets and lighting on the pier.  However, the system can be tripped by large number of squidders on the pier 

with powerful lights and heaters.  There is limited capacity and access to the outlets, so people do bring small generators.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig recalled that the Planning Board spent a lot of time contributing to the Civic Park Master Plan.  

She expressed her belief that the plan is good.  However, she asked why the “rain garden” was changed to a “stormwater 

garden.”  Ms. Burley answered that it was simply a designer’s interpretation of how the area would function to filter 

stormwater.  There was no change to the plan.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig said she loves that the view terraces are still part of the plan for the hillside.  This area will 

provide a nice, long perspective of being able to look out on Edmonds.  However, she asked when the scramble wall was 

added.  Ms. Burley said the scramble wall was part of the originally-approved master plan.  Given that it is one of the more 

costly elements of the plan, it is being bid as an alternate to ensure the park can be developed with or without it. 

 

Board Member Pence asked if the City has done a survey of which areas are short of parkland.  A survey would allow the 

City to target future land acquisitions to address these shortfalls.  Ms. Feser said they would use the current PROS Plan as a 

guide.  There is information in this plan that reflects the community’s priorities for land acquisition.  She has also proposed 

that the City adopt a Land Acquisition Strategy Study and Implementation Plan to further identify the community’s priorities 

for land acquisition.  The plan would provide criteria and outline an evaluation process for consideration of potential land 

acquisitions.  Geographic distribution of resources should be a key piece of the plan.  Edmonds is primarily built out, so there 

is a lot less opportunity to purchase additional parkland and/or open space.  Board Member Pence asked how long it would 

take to get the Land Acquisition Strategy Study and Implementation Plan in place.  Ms. Feser said a chunk of the project 

could be done in house, but statistically-valid community engagement will be a key piece of the project.  The community 

engagement piece for the Land Acquisition Strategy could be done concurrently with the PROS Plan update.  She estimated it 

could take up to a year to complete the community engagement work. 

 

Board Member Cheung voiced concern that a budget of $200,000 per year for land acquisition isn’t a lot given the high cost 

of land.  Ms. Feser agreed.  She explained that funding is needed for site surveys, appraisals, and other projects that are part 

of the City’s due diligence process.  The funding could also be used as leverage for grants.   

 

TREE CODE REGULATIONS UPDATE 

 

Mr. Lien reviewed that the City last worked on a Tree Code update in 2014 and 2015, and it drew a lot of public interest 

when it was presented to the Planning Board.  Rather than forwarding a recommendation to the City Council, the Planning 

Board recommended the City develop an Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) that established policies and goals to 

guide the Tree Code update.  The UFMP was adopted in July of 2019, and implementation of the plan is underway.  

Implementation includes updating the Tree Code, updating the Street Tree Plan, and completing an inventory of existing 

street trees in the downtown.   

 

Mr. Lien said the goals for the Tree Code Update are to focus on private property, improve tree retention with new 

development, implement low-impact development principles, and establish a Tree Fund.  Other updates included in the 

process include reviewing the definitions, existing permitting process and penalties.  Currently, there is a disparity between 

the cost associated with tree-cutting permits required for single-family development versus multi-family and commercial 

development.    

  

Mr. Lien referred to UFMP Goal 1, which calls for maintaining or enhancing citywide canopy coverage.  Actions related to 

this goal include: 

 

 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.   
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 Adopt a policy goal of no net loss to overall tree canopy and continue to enhance canopy in parks according to the 

PROS Plan.   

 Ensure protection of tree resources in environmentally critical areas.   

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

 Use any penalty fees for tree cutting violations to fund tree programs.   

 

Mr. Lien referred to the draft Tree Code (Attachment 3).  He explained that, currently, the tree regulations are in Edmonds 

Community Development Code (ECDC) 18.45 (Public Works), and staff is proposing to move the bulk of these regulations 

to a new chapter ECDC 23.10 (Natural Resources).  This new chapter would address exemptions, permit processes, 

definitions, tree retention, tree protection, tree replacement and violations.  A new section would also be added to ECDC 

20.75 (Subdivisions) titled, “Conservation Subdivision Design Flexibility.”  The new section would use the low-impact 

development principles as a way to retain more trees with development.  Lastly, a new chapter would be added in Edmonds 

City Code (ECC) 3.95 (Funding) that would establish the Tree Fund.   

 

Mr. Lien said the Tree Code is scheduled for review at every Planning Board meeting through the end of 2021.  A public 

hearing is tentatively scheduled for December 9th.  His goal is for the Board to focus on two or three sections of the code at 

each of the meetings.   

 

Board Member Monroe asked if the intent of the code is to effect only new development or to address how people manage 

trees on their own property.  He suggested there should be a distinction between a developer who wants to clear cut a parcel 

versus a private property owner wanting to cut down a tree he/she doesn’t like.  Mr. Lien said one of the main purposes of the 

Tree Code is to address tree retention associated with development activity.  The code would apply to new subdivisions, 

multi-family development, new single-family development on large lots, and tree removal on developed sites that are not 

specifically exempted.  The intent of the code is to retain more trees when development occurs.   

 

Board Member Rubenkonig recalled an issue that came up years ago with the Architectural Design Board.  A property owner 

on Olympic View Drive wished to harvest a forested property that she owned, and there was nothing in the code to prevent 

that from occurring.  Eventually, the entire property was developed, but no plans were in place when the property was clear 

cut.  She asked if the draft Tree Code would address situations of this type.  Mr. Lien said forest practices are allowed by the 

State of Washington Department of Natural Resources.  However, you do not typically see forest management in the City of 

Edmonds.  Provisions in both the current code and proposed code would prohibit clearing of a site for the sake of sale or 

future development.   

 

Board Member Cheung asked how the public would be informed about the potential changes prior to the public hearing.  Mr. 

Lien said staff would work with the City’s new Public Information Officer to get the news out.  The issue could also be raised 

at Mayor Nelson’s upcoming neighborhood meetings.  Board Member Cheung suggested that the City Council should be 

advised that the Planning Board will be working on the Tree Code in coming weeks.  Mr. Lien said he made a presentation to 

the City Council on the broad update and mentioned that the issue would be on the Planning Board’s agendas through the end 

of the year.   

 

Mr. Chave noted the extensive amount of material that was provided to the Board.  He suggested the Board Members could 

forward comments and questions they want addressed at the next meeting to staff via individual emails to Ms. Martin and Mr. 

Lien.   

 

Chair Robles asked if the Board’s discussions should follow the matrix of high-level issues that was provided by staff or the 

start by reviewing the highlights and changes to the code.  Mr. Lien said the matrix he presented at the Board’s September 9 th 

meeting identifies the broad topics that are included in the Tree Code.  Moving forward, he would rather focus on the actual 

draft code language.   Chair Robles suggested that the Board should review the draft code language and be prepared to start 

discussions at their next meeting.  Mr. Lien commented that the Board’s October 28th meeting will include a public hearing 

on the CFP and CIP, so their work on the Tree Code will be limited.  However, their November meeting would focus solely 

on the Tree Code.  He noted that November 11th is Veteran’s Day, so it is likely that the Board would need to hold a special 

meeting on November 18th.  A public hearing is tentatively scheduled for December 9th.   
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Mr. Lien said the City Council is anxious to start their review of the Tree Code.  The December 9th public hearing could be an 

opportunity to solicit initial comments and ideas from the public, and the Board may want to have another hearing before 

making a recommendation to the City Council in early 2021.  Chair Robles said he anticipates a great deal of public 

participation at the hearings, and he is concerned that there won’t be enough time to disseminate the draft code to the public 

prior to the hearing.  He asked if staff anticipates a lot of opposition from the public.  Mr. Lien said he tried to draft a 

balanced Tree Code that implements the goals and policies in the UFMP.  He was present at the public hearing for the 

previous draft Tree Code and heard the comments and concerns that were presented by the public.  He suggested that the first 

public hearing in December could focus on the concepts in the Tree Code to make sure the Board is heading in the right 

direction.   

 

Board Member Cheung suggested that staff prepare a summary of the topics and potential changes that are discussed at each 

of the Board’s study sessions.  This would provide helpful information for the public to review prior to the public hearings.  

Given that the public hearings will be virtual, he suggested that publishing summaries of the proposed language and the 

Board’s discussions and soliciting written comments from the public before the hearings would be appropriate. 

 

Alan Mearns, Edmonds, suggested that the City publish articles in the local newspapers to introduce the UFMP goals and 

polices and the long-term vision the Board will be working on.  The next step could be to publish summaries of the Board’s 

discussions as they study the issue and prepare for the public hearing.  This approach would essentially warm the community 

up to the subject, with a big focus on the goals and objectives. 

 

Chair Robles commented that having an adopted UFMP with clear goals and policies in place will be a significant benefit as 

the process moves forward.  All of the controversial issues that were raised regarding the previous draft Tree Code have been 

settled by the UFMP.  The only argument that remains is the issue of view versus forest.  He supports Mr. Lien’s 

recommendation to break the discussion into sections.  Mr. Lien agreed to meet with the Chair and Vice Chair to establish a 

schedule for the upcoming discussions.    

 

Board Member Rubenkonig expressed her belief that the public hearing on the previous draft Tree Code was very productive.  

The outpouring of concern was made very clear to the Planning Board.  The community was listened to, and the Planning 

Board learned a lot.  The UFMP, which was eventually adopted by the City Council, took form from that engagement.  Chair 

Robles agreed that the UFMP was the correct outcome of the previous public process.   

 

Mr. Lien noted that the UFMP was included in the Board’s October 14th meeting packet and he doesn’t plan to attach it to 

future packets.  The actual code language will be the focus of discussions going forward.  Chair Robles encouraged the Board 

Members to download the UFMP to their files for future reference as the process continues.   

 

REVIEW OF EXTENDED AGENDA 

 

Chair Robles reviewed that the extended agenda for the remainder of the year will focus on the Tree Code.  However, a 

public hearing on the draft CIP/CFP is scheduled for October 28th.  The Board agreed to reschedule their November 11th 

meeting to November 18th.   

 

PLANNING BOARD CHAIR COMMENTS 

 

Chair Robles did not provide any additional comments. 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 

 

Board Member Pence voiced concern with what happened with the Planning Board recommendations on the Comprehensive 

Plan amendments related to properties on 9th Avenue North and in Perrinville.  The Planning Board went through a thorough 

process and made recommendations that were different from the staff recommendations, and he assumed that staff would 

present the Planning Board’s recommendations to the City Council.   Subsequent to the staff’s presentation to the City 

Council, a letter to the editor was published in My Edmonds News on October 3rd pertaining to the proposed amendments.  

There were numerous comments, several of which took the City to task for only presenting the staff’s recommendation to the 

City Council.  The Planning Board recommendations were downplayed or not discussed at all.  He reviewed the agenda 
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packet that was provided to the City Council, which included the same Staff Report that Mr. Shipley presented to the 

Planning Board.  Attached to the Staff Report was a copy of the Planning Board’s minutes, and that was the sum total of the 

information the City Council received concerning the Board’s recommendations.  He watched the video of the City Council 

presentation and was shocked to see that Mr. Shipley provided the same presentation that was made to the Planning Board, 

with the staff recommendations but no mention of the Planning Board’s differing recommendations.  He said he assumed that 

staff would make sure that the Planning Board’s recommendations were clearly presented to the City Council.  

 

Board Member Pence suggested the Board take up this topic at a future meeting and provide direction to staff about how 

differences between the staff and Planning Board recommendations should be presented to the City Council.  He doesn’t ever 

want to see another presentation where the staff recommendations get the full floor of the presentation and City Council 

discussion, with the Board’s recommendations presented as a mere footnote.  The Planning Board’s work needs to be fully 

presented to the City Council.   

 

Chair Robles agreed with Board Member Pence’s concern.  He said he has presented the Board as a knowledge endowment 

and encouraged the City Council to use them as such.  In many ways, the Board is fighting for relevancy among many new 

forces beyond their control.  The Board needs to stand up and voice their concerns.   

 

Mr. Chave said he wasn’t present at that particular City Council meeting.  However, based on communications from the City 

Council, they were clearly aware of the Planning Board’s recommendations.  Board Member Pence commented that, if the 

City Council was aware of the Planning Board’s recommendations, it was only because they individually reviewed the 

minutes.  Mr. Chave said the Board’s recommendations were also included in the titles of the agenda items.  Board Member 

Pence commented that Mr. Shipley provided the staff presentation only, and there was no discussion about why the Board 

made its recommendations.  He respects Mr. Shipley and understands that he was following policy.  However, that policy 

needs to change.  When there are differences of opinion between the staff and Planning Board, the City Council needs to hear 

both positions.   

 

Mr. Chave said that, from his experience, when he has presented Planning Board recommendations to the City Council, he 

has always presented the Planning Board recommendation.  If there is anything to be said about the staff recommendation, it 

usually comes up in questions but it isn’t the focus of his presentation.  He agreed to clarify the process with Mr. Shipley and 

other staff members.  Board Member Pence suggested it is important to develop a written policy to address the issue.  Chair 

Robles suggested there is a middle road.  The Board wants the City Council to listen to everything they have to say, and part 

of their job is to distill the issues into an actual set of conditions.  While the City Council doesn’t need to listen to everything 

the Board has to say on an issue, a simple “approve or deny” may be to simplistic.  Again, Mr. Chave summarized that the 

City Council was well aware of the Planning Board’s recommendations and thought processes. 

 

Board Member Cheung said that, at the end of the day, the burden is on the City Council Members to research and read the 

Planning Board minutes.  If they are doing their job, they should have a clear understanding of the Board’s position without 

having staff present what is clearly outlined in the minutes.  Mr. Chave agreed that is true to a degree.  However, it is 

important that staff represent the Planning Board at City Council meetings.  He said the City Council absolutely does read the 

Planning Board minutes, even if they don’t always agree with the Board’s position.     

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

The Board meeting was adjourned at 9:27 p.m. 

 

 


