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Selah Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
Tuesday, September IS, 2015
5:50 p.ni.
City Council Chambers BOBNOCEMAIL

CITY OF SELAH

115 West Naches Avenue

Selah, Washington 98942

A. Call to Order - Chairman

B. Roll Call

C. Agenda Changes

D. Communications

1. Oral

This isa public meeting. If you wish to address the Commission concerning anymaner that isnotontheagenda, you may doso now.
Please come forward to the podium, stating your name and address for therecord. The Chairman reserves theright toplace a time limit
on each person asking to be heard.

City Planner:
Secretary:

AGENDA

2. Written - None

E. Atmroval of Minutes

1. September 1,2015

F. Public Hearings

1. Old Business - None

2. New Business-2015 Annual Urban Growth Area Plan Amendments:

Plan Amendment 2015-1; Carl & Candi Torkelson 905 W. Fremont MDR to HDR
Plan Amendment 2015-2,MajorRezone 914,61.15-02; City initiated 600 SpeyersRd LDRtoMDR
R-1 loR-2

G. General Business

1. Old Business -

2. New Business- UrbanGrowth Area Comprehensive Plan Update: PublicParticipation Plan and Chapter 1 Plan
Administration

H. Retroits/Aimouncements

1. Chairman

2. Commissioners

3. Staff

Next Regular Meeting: To Be Announced

Willie Quittnell
Dillon Pendleton

Lisa Smith

Eric Miller

Carl Torkelson

Tom Durant

Caprise Groo



Selah Council Chambers

115 W.NachesAve.

Selah, Washington 98942

City ofSelah
Planning Commission Minutes

Of

September 1,2015

A. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Quinnell at 5:31 p.m.

B. Roll Call

Members Present: Conunissioner Quiimell, S'>nith, Pendleton and Torkelson
Members Absent: Commissioner Miller

Staff Present: Tom Durant, Consultant, Caprise Groo, Secretary
Guests: Don Wayman, City Administrator

C. Agenda Changes

None

D. Communications

1. Oral: None

2. Written -None

E. Approval ofMinutes
1. August 18,2015 Minutes

Chairman Quinnell asked for a motion to approve the minutes.

CommissionerTorkelson motioned to approve the minutes

Commissioner Smith seconded the motion.

Chainnan Quinnellasked for a voice vote.The minutes where approved with a voice vote of4-0.

F. Public Hearings

1. Old Business - None

2. New Business - Northwest Tower Engineering/ CatholicDiocese ofYakima (928.95.15-01)

Chainnan Quinnellasked Mr. Durant to present the newbusiness.

Mr. Durantproceeded to read the StaffReport: CLASS 3 REVIEW-COMMUNICATIONS TOWER928.95.15-01
ENVIRONMENTALReview 971.95.15-06 (Attached)

Mr. Durant stated that he bad brought the originalphotos for die Commissionto see. He stated that the ones in the packet
did not portray the tower the way the applicant wanted to. He also stated that he had handed out additional eidiibits.
Exhibit 17: letter fiom NorthWestTower Engineering. Exhibit 18: Email from Jim Dwinell. Exhibit 19: Shrub-Steppe
Habitat Area. Exhibit 20: WashingtonDepartmentofFish and WildlifePriorityHabitatsand SpeciesReport.Exhibit21:
WashingtonDepartmentofFish and Wildlife PriorityHabitatsand SpeciesReport. (All Attached)He continuedon with
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the Staff Report Mr. Durant stated that he wanted an additional condition of a preconstiuction drainage plan, sediment
drainage plan,andspecialconcrete inspections. He reviewed the additional information and turnedthe proceedings back
over to Chairman Quinnell.

Chairman Quinnell asked ifthe proponent or theproponent'srepresentative wouldlike to speak.

RonBelterstepped up to thepodium. He statedthathe wasa friend in broadcasting. He statedthathe wanted to explain
the low power FM statioa He explained that it was 100 watts or less and could only cover S-6 miles. He stated that is
wouldbring localcontentto the area. He eiqilained that the tower wouldbe a metal latticethat was only 35 feet tall.He
explained that it wouldnot need paint or lights. He statedthat the closesthome was 'Aof a mile away.He statedthat he
would like to see this project go forward.

Chairman Quiimell thanked Mr. Belter.

EricSladkey approached thepodium. Hestated thathe worked forTower Engineering. Hee^lained thathehadlooked
into co-locating. He stated that the towerownedby EUensburg Telephone did not haveenough vertical and horizontal
separation. He dien explained that the nu>no pole was not up to today's standards for a tower. He also stated that the
church owned the property and there was a precedentfor a tower on the property. He declared that there had been a
tower on the property in 1966 to about 1970. He turned the floor over to David Valdivia.

David Valdivia approached thepodium. Hestated thattheCatholic Church hadhada radio station tower on theproperty
in 1966. He statedthat it was used for aboutsix years. He statedOiat the Catholic Church wouldlike to onceagainhave
a station thatplayed music, announced messages andevents. He e^qilained thattheDiocese had owned theproperty for
60 yearsand felt thiswas a good use ofit.

Chairman Quinnell asked if anyone would liketo speak fortheTower. He them asked if anyone wanted to speak against
the tower.

Mr. Durantstatedthat Mr. Dwinell sent an email in oppositionofthe Tower. (Exhibit18)

Jim Dwinell approached the podium. He statedthathe livedjust downthe ridge fromthe proposed tower. He declared
thatthe property wasprimeresidential land. He statedthatit shouldbe placed on Ahtanum Ridgewiththe other towers.
He proclaimed thatthe towerwould notbringjob andsuchto Selah.

Commissioner Smith asked ifMr. Dwinell could see the towers.

Mr. Dwinell answered thatyeshecouldseethetowers andthecontainer from hishome. Heetqrlained thatthis would set
a president andhedidnotwant a whole line of towers upthere. Healso stated thenotenough people hadbeen notified
because theylived outside the600feetnotification boundary. He declared that this wasprime residential andshould not
be used for towers.

ChairmanQuiimell Asked ifthere were anyquestions or comments.

Commissioner Smith referred to the letter from NorthWest TowerEngineering Dated August 27,2015. Sheasked if the
future homeson the ridge had to be hookedto Citywateror iftheywoiddhave wells.

Mr. Durant explained thatit wasexpected thatthe infrastructure would be conqileted.

CommissionerSmith asked Mr, Sladkey ifother locationswere considered.

Mr.Sladkey stated tiiat due to the towers already up there andthefacttiiat theDiocese owned theproperty and hadhada
tower on the properlybefore. No he had not looked elsewhere.

Commissioner Smith stated thatit came to herattention that NWInfo-net would beseeking anadditional'tower to serve
Selah better. She asked ifothers were aware ofit.
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Mr. Durant stated that he was not aware ofthat

Mr. Sladkeystated that a study had been run on die property 300 feet away and there was to much interference with
other stations.

Commissioner Smith asked it the Diocese ever considered Ahtanum Ridge.

Mr. Sladkey stated no because ofother fiequencies they could not encroach.

Chairman Quinnell stated that he had a question on #1 E.

Mr. Durant tried to explain what it meant.

Commissioner Smith asked what the code restrictions were on towers

Mr. Durant stated that the restrictions were listed.

Mr. Dwinell asked why power poles were not considered.

Mr. Durant stated that power poles were not in the criteria and 3S feet is the height limit for houses.

Mr. Dwinellstated that 3S feet looks like 80 whenyou lookup at an angle.

Mr. Belter stateddiere are power lines all acrossthe Diocesesproperty.

Commissioner Smithcommentedon Mr. Dwinell statement of no economic gain.She talkedaboutqualityof life.

Chairman Quinnell asked ifthere were any other comnents.

CommissionerTorkelson motions to approve.

Commissioner Smith seconded the motion.

Chairman Quinnell asked for a voice vote and the tower was approve with a vote of4-0

Mr. Durant and Chairman Quinnell discussed conditionE. Conclusion: Strike the last sentence.

Commissioner Smith suggested that the Cortunissionrevisit geological restrictionsin about 6 months.

Mr. Durant stated that everyone would be notified on when this went to Council.

Mr. Sladkey asked about the foot level.

Mr. Durant stated that they had to match the drawings.

Mr. Sladkeystatedthat the bayswouldcomeout 3 feet insteadoftwo.He askedif tiieycouldgo out 3 feet

The CommissionersAgreed.

Commissioner Smithsuggestedthat the Towerbe painteda shadedarkerthandirt.

Chairman Quinnell movedto the next itemon the agenda:

G. General Business
1. Old Business -Planned DevelopmentOrdinance (Chapter 10.24) Final Draft.
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Commissioner Smith moved for a 10 minutes break.

ChairmanQuinnellstated they would take a 10 minute break.

ChairmanQuinnell called the meeting to order. He turned the floor over to Mr. Wayman and then Mr. Weller

Mr. Wayman stated that the Council had given a 60 day extension but would like 30 days to go over 10.24 then
selves. He stated that the commissioners needed a clear imderstand to vote on each item

Mr. Durant stated that the meeting was advertised as a hearing.

Mr. Wayman stated that it was a hearing and that the Commissionersneeded to vote on it Mr. Wayman turned the floor
over to Mr. Weller.

Mr. Weller. SO Herlou Place. He brought up page two 10.24.030compatibility. He stated that the deflnition was not clear
enough. He stated it was subjective.

Mr. Wayman stated that the Comp Plan gave us the word. The Hearing Examinerneeds a criteria to define the minimum.
He stated that the building blocks need to be in place.

Mr. Durant stated that coiqiatibility is a subjective word. He stated fliat they tried to set standards that fit all
neighborhoods.

Mr. Quinnell stated that con^liance lead to con^atible.

Mr.Wellerstatedthat this was a path to con^liance not con^atibility. He asked who decides.

Mr. Durant stated that SEPA decides.

CommissionerTorkelson stated the compliancewill lead to conpatibility.

Mr. Wayman stated that it was not a perfect picture but it will lead to con^atibility.

Mr. Weller suggested plain language. He continued thru the document to 10.24.040, PDP 10.24.030. He stated the
definitionsneed to be clearer. He dien discussedCity street standards.

Mr. Durant called attention to page 16, paragraph#3.

Mr. Wayman stated that they were offering alternatives.

Mr. Weller -Page 20, ik he stated he would like clarification.

Mr. Durant stated that 1028.020allowed provisions unless there arecovenants to stopit

Mr. Wellerasked if it permitteduses affectedzoning.

Discussion: Can zoning be changed?

Conclusion:No. It cannot exceed density.

Mr. Wayman startedthroughthe document page 2 the Yellowsectioa

Commissioner Torkelson wanted tomake apointHestated that they keep trying togoback to the standard and this isto
give flexibility to do more.
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Mr. Wayman stated that at the tough spots the Commissionersvote on what they want.

CommissionerSmith asked the differencebetween and long and shortplat.
Commissioner TorkelsonAnswered4 or less was a shortplat, S or more was a longplat

Mr. Waymanpage two in yellowany changes.Page 3 -none. Page4 a-b changepercentages.

Chairman Quinnell stated 40 %.

Commissioner Torkelson 50 %

CommissionerSmith stuck with lower percentage. She erqrlained why.

Mr.Wayinan statedthat the densitydoesnot change.

Discussion; Home values go dowrt

Conclusion:No the hone values do not go down.

CommissionerPendleton stated that it was not apples for apples.

CommissionerTorkelson stated that so places need cleaned up.

Mr.Dwant statedthat the 10%was tryingto deal with the exteriorlooks.

Mr.Waymanstated that it wouldbe something pleasingto theeye.He statedthat the valueswouldnot go down.

Commissioner Torkelsonstatedthatthe developeris buildinga neighborhood.

Mr. Wayman asked for percentages. 1-25%2-40% 1-50%,40% carries.

Mr. Durant asked ifboth should be 40%.

All Commissioners agreed they should be the same.

Mr. Wayman stated that the next critical question was should diere be a minimum lot size.

Discussion ensued.

Conclusion: Strike E with a voice vote of3-1.

Mr. Waymanmoved on to page 5-nochanges.Page 6 add the bold letteringto part B

Mr. Durant explained the pre-applicationconference.

All Commissioners agreed to keep the bold lettering on page 6-B

Mr. Wayman move to page 7, 10.24.080 section A does everyone agrees with "give as required for minor rezonesby
SMC 10.40 and SMC 21.

All commissioners agreed.

Mr. Durant went over part c of 10.28.080.

Mr.Wayman askedifthe commissioners agreedwithc ofpage 7. Hehad 100%agreement. He movedto page8.
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Mr. Durant explained 'the criteria of SMCIO.24.050 shall be used rather that the review criteria of SMC 10.40.050or
10.40.070". Hestated thattheywould usetheminor rezone processes bynottheminor rezone criteria.

Mr.Waymanaskedif the Commissioners werein agreement withthat

All Commissioners agreed with that sentence.

Mr. Wayman moved on to 10.24.100 A. He stated thatit looked like it had beenchanged. He asked if anyone had an
issue with that section.

Commissioner answer they had no issue with 10.24.100A.

Mr. Wayman moved to 10.24.100 B.Heasked iftheCommissioners agreed with that paragraph toinclude thestrikeouts.

Commissioner agreed it was good.

Mr. Wayman moved topage 9 paragraph D.Heread that paragraph D and asked if the Commissioners were good with
it.

Commissioner Torkelsonstatedhe did not agreewithit.

Mr. Wayman asked how tobalance thedensity differences between R-1, R-2 and R-3 when building height can beused
as criteriaforjudgingcompatibility.

Commissioner Torkelson stated thatit needed tobe spelled outup front.

Discussionensuedabout conpatibility and buUding height.

Conclusion; Add an additional sentence.

Mr. Wayman asked if they were leaving in the sentence "building height nay not be used as criteria for judging
conqiatibility with adjacentuses" He asked for a voicevote. He stated he had 3-1 votes to leaveit in. He askedabout
the last sentence s inparagraph D. 'Tlanned development density shall not beused as criteria to judge compatibility with
adjacent uses when adjacent properties are zoned differently". He requested a voice vote onthe sentence and itpassed
with a vote of4-0. Hemoved ontoarchitectural diversity. Heasked if they wanted this diversity in6 or less homes.

Commissioner Smithstated3 structure or moreneedvariety.

Commissioner Toricelson stated he would like it to be 4 stmctures.

Discussion ensued.

Conclusion: 3-stractuures or more with a voice vote of4-0

Chairman Quiimell called for a break.

Chairman Quiimell calledthemeetingto order.

Mr. Wayman stated drat thecommissioner moved down tovarying thebuilding height

Mr.Durantdeclared that he did not think it shouldbe required.

Commissioner Torkelson agreed that varying facades and roof line was good butnot building heights.

Conunissioner Smith stated thaton3 leveltheheight should vary.
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Mr. Waymanasked for a vote on adding a sentenceor paragraph.One against,2 abstained. He moved on to page 10.He
asked the commissionersabout the 15% open space.

CommissionerTorkelson stated that it was too large.

Mr. Wayman asked what he would like it to be.

CommissionerTorkelson stated that it should be per dwelling unit

Chairman Quinnell questioned that it had to be usable open space.

Mr. Wayman read paragraph 10.24.110 He asked Commissioner Torkelson ifhe wanted to hook it to die units.

Discussion ensuedon the percentageand whatqualifiedas openspace.

Mr. Wayman asked for a vote on percentage for outdoor open space.

Conclusion:Chairman Quinnell suggested 10%,Commissioner Smith suggested 12%. 12%with a voice vote of3-1

Mr. Wayman asked if diere was any other change to page ten.

Chairman Quinnell answered no.

Mr. Wayman moved to page 11.

Mr. Durantstated that the letters were not supposedto be in there they were supposed to numbered. He statedthat that
was the only change to page 11.

Mr.Wayman movedon to page 12.-Good. Page 13-Good. Page 14-Fine. Page 15-Good. Page 16He statedthatthe 150
feet for guest parking not parking for tenants. He stated that 500 feet was standard.

Mr.Durant stated that it wasnot measured alongsidewalks and internal pathways.

Mr. Waymanasked what it should be. He askedifthey wanted 150feet

Commissionersagreed 300 feet on page 16.

Mr. Wayman asked ifthere were any more issues.

Commissioner Smith asked if their talked about 20 foot streets and only on dead end street with no more than 8 units.

Mr. Wayman stated that it in the document

Mr. Durant statedthat it was c on page 16.

Mr. Wayman asked if the last sentence in 3-c was staying.

Commissioners agreed.

Mr. Wayman move to page 17 the lined out words.

Mr. Durantstatedthat the words were movedto the setbacksectiotL He statedhe put diem all in the same place.

Mr.Waymanmovedto page 18-19. No changes. Page 20,10.24.130..

Mr.Durant tried to explainwhat was allowedunless it was prohibitedby covenants.
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Mr. Wayinan moved on to 10.24.140-4

Mr. Durant stated that this meant that ifa condition was necessary it could not be change through a minor modification.

Mr. Wayinan asked if there was any issue widi page 21. He stated he would get it smoother and electronically
distributed.

Mr. Durant asked if Mr. Wayman would like the Commissionerto vote on the changes.

Chaiiman Quinnellentertained a motion approving the amendment to the Planned Development 10.24.

CommissionerSmith motioned to approve.

Commissioner Torkelson seconded the motion.

Chaiiman Quinnell asked for a voice vote and the amendmentswere approve with a vote of4-0.

Chairman Quinnell asked about the representative that goes before council.

Mr. Wayman made a suggestion.

Chaiiman Quinnellstated thatdiey might wantCommissioner Millerdiere.

All Commissioners are to beatdie coimcil meeting onthe d"* Ibesday ofSeptember.

2. New Business- None

Reports/Announcements

1. Chairman- None

2. Commissioners- None

3. Staff- -Mr. Durant stated that the next meetingwill have some Comp Plan Amendments
and a presentation from YCOG.

I. Adjournment

Commissioner Torkelson motioned to adjoum the meeting, Commissioner Smith seconded the motion.
Chairman Quinnell adjourned the meeting at 8:33 pm with a voice vote of4-0.
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CITY OF SELAH PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

August 27,2015

FILE NO.; CLASS 3 REVIEW - COMMUNICATION TOWER 928.95.15-01

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 971.95.15-06

PROPOSAL;

Construct a 35 foot high communication tower with associated equipment building in the One Family

Residential (R-1) zoning district. The tower is proposed as a radio broadcast facility for KZTR & KYTR,

which according to the application will broadcast to the Cities of Yakima and Selah.

PROPONENT: Northwest Tower Engineering

PROPERTY OWNER: Catholic Diocese of Yakima

LOCATION; On the summit of the ridge about 3,500 feet east of Lookout Point Road. (Tax Parcel

Number: 181311-13002).

APPLICATION AUTHORITY ANDJURISDICTION: Selah Municipal Code, Chapter 10.06 (Applications) as it

pertains to Class3 Review. Communication towers are defined in Appendix Ato Chapters 10.02 through

10.48 as "a structure upon which can be mounted a pole, mast, whip, antenna, or any combination

thereof used for radio, television, cellular or microwave telecommunications, broadcast transmission or
line-of-sight relay". Communication Towers are listed as a Class 3 use in all zoning districts by Table

10.28A-11 and are subject to the standards and requirements of SMC10.28.040(h).

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND UTILITY SERVICES: The only utilities serving the site are electrical power and

telephone. Typically, only electrical power is needed for this land use and is available nearby to the east.

ACCESS & PARKING: Access to the site is by an access easement Improved with a dirt road that extends

east from the end of Lookout Point Road and provides access to other communication towers in the

vicinity. The application states that the finished project will generate one (round-trip) vehicle trip per

month and it includes documentation that the proponent has a right of legal access for this purpose.

There are no off-street parking standards in the zoning ordinance for this land use. The application

states that one parking space will be provided. It is not subject to the improvement and maintenance

standards of SMC 10.34.070.

LAND USE. ZONING & PHYSICAL CHARAaERISTICS OFTHE SITE: The site Is located at the summit ridge

of Lookout Point and overlooks the City of Selah and the City of Yakima. It consists of one of two

contiguous lots owned by the CatholicDiocese.The lot proposed for the application is0.47 acre in size.

The site and all surrounding properties are zoned One-Family Residential(R-1) and designated Low

Density Residential by the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Most of the surrounding land use Isvacant land. There are three existing communication towers in the

vicinity ranging from 300 to 1,160 feet away from the site. The towers are 150 feet in height. The

nearest residential areas are located on Lookout Point Road about 3,600 feet west of the site and in the

vicinity ofSouth 7^ Streetand Harris Avenue aboutthe same distance to the north. Othernearby
structures and land uses include a City water reservoir about 3,000 feet west of the site and above-

ground electric transmission lines. Steep slopes descend both to the north and to the south. The Naches

River Is at the bottom of the slope to the south and along with U.S. Highway 12 forms a physical

boundary separating the Cities of Selah and Yakima.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) (971.95.15-06) was issued on

August 24,2015. The Optional Method of WAC197-11-355 was used meaning that comments on the

SEPA environmental checklist were requested by the Notice of Application issued on August 5,2015 and

the DNS issued without a further comment period.

Two comment letters were submitted during the comment period. The Selah Police Department

commented that the proposal does not pertain to or affect the department or its duties. Asecond

comment letter with comments directed both to the SEPA determination and the project in general was

submitted by a law firm representing the owner of property surrounding most of the site. The SEPA

issues raised by the letter are as follows:

The optional DNS process should not have been used because under WAC 197-11-355, the City
should be reasonably certain that environmental impacts are unlikely.

The project site is located in shrub steppe habitat in close proximity to the Naches River which is

described by a WDFW report as habitat vital for over 94 species of birdsand 13 species of
mammals including the pygmy rabbit, which ison the State listof endangered species. The SEPA
Checklist does not mention any of several species listedin the comment letter and proposes no
measures to preserve or enhance wildlife habitat.

Additional information is required for aesthetic impactsand the proposed mitigationis

inadequate.

TheSEPA Checklist inadequately describes the proposal because it fails to include the placement
of power poles alongthe ridgeline, further exacerbating visual impactsand no mitigation, such
as undergrounding utilities, is proposed.

TheSEPA Checklist fails to address and mitigate impacts to other nearbyjurisdictions.

The issuance of a DNS and determination that there are no significant adverse environmental impacts is
based on the following findings:

1. The use of the optional DNS process was basedon reasonable certainty that environmental
impacts were unlikely. This doesnotcommit the SEPA Responsible Official to making a negative
determination (WAC 197-ll-355(4)(a)). Ifa Determination ofSignificance had beenissued, it
would have had a new 21-day comment and scoping periodas required. However, the
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determination has been made that there are no significant adverse environmental impacts for

the reasons documented in these findings.

2. The SEPA checklist stated that native and naturalized bird and mammal species are on the site

but did not identify any by name. It also stated that any threated or endangered species are

unknown and that the property may be located at the eastern edge of the Pacific flyway. No

measures to preserve or enhance wildlife were proposed.

Staff obtained additional information about wildlife on-line from the Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife, which was also a consulted agency (see Finding #5 below). The website, which

includes an interactive mapping application does not indicate the presence of endangered or

threatened species and locates the site outside of the mapped Shrub-Steppe priority habitat

area. Additional discussion is later it this report under "Critical Areas".

3. The SEPA Checkliststates that skyline view in all directions will be slightlyaltered and proposes a

sIght-obscurIng fence and landscaping at ground level. Other features of the project portrayed

by the plans, drawings and photo-simulations submitted with the application do not suggest

significant adverse impacts although they are subject to the Class 3 review requirements of the

development regulations (WAC 197-ll-330(l)(c). This is discussed later in this report.

4. The SEPA Checklist states that electricity for the project will be pulled from existing service lines

adjacentto the subject property, although it did not specify that new power poles would be
Installed. The extension of electrical power and installation of power poles Isgenerally not

regulated by the City,except for subdivisions where underground utilities are required. There

are no comprehensive plan policies or regulations that prohibit or restrict power poles Inthis

location based on potential visual impacts. There are standards and requirements for

communication towers but not for associated power poles. The height and visibility of power

poles in a ridgetop location is not sufficient basis for determining an adverse impact in the

absence of adopted policies or regulations considering that R-1 zoning allows, without

restriction, residential buildings up to 35 feet in height and that subdivision standards would not

only allow, but would require (SMC 10.50.045(e)) street lights on poles of about the same

height.

5. Staff is unable to find in review of the SEPA environmentai checklist any responses that suggest

that the description of the project and its environmental effects were limited to the

jurisdictional boundaries of the Cityof Selah. Four Citydepartments/officials and five State and

local agencies were notified as consulted agencies during the SEPA process. They included the

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Cityof Yakima. Neither provided

comments on the proposal. The Cityof Yakima was consulted based on the potential effect of

the project on its services as the administrator of the local airport. While staff is aware that

Yakima's Airport Safety Overlay zone Is one mile or more away from the project site, it was

considered prudent to notify the City for this reason. Having been given notice, the City could
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have commented on aesthetics or any other element of the environment that it felt was

appropriate, but it did not do so.

CRITICAL AREAS: The project site was evaluated for potentially being in two criticalareas based on its

location and information disclosed inthe environmental checklist and application. Geologically
hazardous areas includeseveral categories, the most likely being "erosion hazard areas", whichare
areas that havethree characteristics: Aslope of 15% or greater, soils Identified bythe NRCS as unstable
with a high potential for erosion: and areas that are exposed to the erosion effects of wind or water

(SMC 11.50.150(a)(2)(A)). As disclosed bythe SEPA checklist and consistentwith the site plan and
photographs submitted with the application, the steepest slope on the site is 12.7%.The NRCS soil
classification of the site is Bakeoven very cobbly silt loam which isnot identified by the Soil Survey for
Yakima County as beingeither unstableor having a high erosionpotential. Mapping of erosion hazard
areas maintained byYakima Countyalso does not show this site being in an effected area. There is no

evidence that site has any of the characteri sties of the other geological hazardous areas identified in the
critical areas ordinance.

Thesecondpotential critical area Is Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas (SMC 11.50.120) which
is described as the areas identified by the Washington Department of Fishand Wildlife under the

Priority Habitat and Species Program (SMC 11.50.120(a)). The first of two classifications for these areas

are "Critical" meaning areasthat state or federal endangered, threatened andsensitive species have a
primaryassociation, including anadromous fishspeciesand habitats requiring special consideration
under RCW 36.70A.172(1). Thesecond classification: "awareness" includes all other priority habitatsand
species ideritified by WDFW.

The SEPA Checklist discloses that the property isclassified as a "Habitat Area" by the Yakima County
Comprehensive Plan. However, mapping obtained from the WDFW website shows the site location near

but outside of the designatedShrub-Steppe Habitat Area. Based on SMC 11.50.120(a), the site is not in
this designated critical area.

CLASS 3 REVIEW REQUIREMENTS; Class 3 uses are not appropriate generally throughout the zoning
district but may be permitted at a particular location where it can be conditioned to ensure

compatibility and compliance with the provisions ofthe zoning districts andthe goals, objectives and
policies of the comprehensive plan (SMC 10.06.020(3)). The reviewing official (i.e.. Planning
Commission) has broadauthorityto imposeconditions under SMC 10.06.060(a) and is requiredto
impose a timelimit in which the action mustbe commenced, completed or both (SMC 10.06.060(c)).

Comprehensive Plan: The Future Land Use designation of the site is Low Density Residential.
The description ofthatcategory in thecomprehensive plan neither permits nor prohibits the proposed
use.

Thecommentletter suggests that three Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives and policies are
relevant to this proposal. All are goals from the Housing Elementof the Plan,rather than the Land Use

Element. They are as follows:
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Objective HSG1: Maintainand upgrade the character of existing residential neighborhoods.

Policy HSG 1.3: Restrict the encroachment of commercial and industrial uses into residential

neighborhoods except in area identified for commercial and Industrial expansion.

Policy HSG 1.6: Replace nonconforming uses with appropriate conforming uses.

These policies support the designation of communicationtowers as a Class 3 use, not generally
appropriate in the zoning district but permissible in a particular location. Although not specified Inthe

Comprehensive Plan, the reason that communication towers are permitted at all in residential and other

non-commercial or industrial areas is because they often have a need to be in certain locations in order

to achieve their purpose. The summit of a ridge isone example of this and as stated in the application
the proposed site is necessary due to its overlooking both Yakima and Selah and providing service to the

audiences in these areas. The zoning ordinance, which was adopted to implement the plan and is

required to be consistent with it, has established this use as a Class 3 use in the R-1 zone. Therefore, it

does not conflict with Policy HSG 1.3. To the extent that this would be considered a commercial or

industrial use, it is implied by its being designated a Class3 use in the R-1 zone that there are some R-1

zoned areas identified for its expansion. It is also restricted in a residential zone (rather than a

neighborhood in this instance) by its designation as a Class3 use, and the requirement that it meet Class

3 Review approval criteria.

Objective HSG 1 does not appear to be relevant because the nearest existing residential

neighborhoods are more than onerhalf mile awayand there is no evidence that this proposalwould
degrade them.

Finally as indicated in the comment letter, this is not a nonconforming use. Therefore Policy HSG
1.6 does not apply.

Staff review did not Identify additional relevant policies. Several policies under the Plan Goal to

"Provide appropriate protection for recognized habitat and critical areas" were considered, but

determined to not be relevant based on the above finding that the site is outside of a priority habitat

area.

Provisions of the Zoning District: The purpose of the R-1 zone is to provide for single-family

residential development where urban governmental services are currently available or will be extended

by the proponent to facilitate development at no public cost (SMC 10.12.010). Specificintents of

10.12.010 that are relevant to the proposed use include providing for an orderly, phased transition from

vacant or partially developed to single-family development and ensuring that R-1uses will facilitate

future urban development and extension of utilities.

The basic intent is to facilitate single-family residential development and extension of utilities.

The proposed use has no significant utility needs other than power, to which it will be provided at

developer expense. There is also no clear evidence that it would interfere with future single-family

residential development, since it occupies a very small site in a large undeveloped area and does not
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have significantadverse effects. Implied concerns that it may discourage or devalue future residential
development of surrounding property has not been supported. Reference is made to a newly developed
subdivision on W.Goodlander Road with homes valued by the Yaklma CountyAssessor Inthe $175,000
to $400,000 price range Invery close proximityto an existingcommunication tower. This includes one

home built In 2014 on a lot that is within 50 feet of the base of the tower.

The review criteria of SMC10.28.040(h) come without any purpose statement but are

undoubtedly intended to address potential visual Impactsof communication towers and to discourage

their proliferation in any location. The criteria are as follows:

1. The facility shall use state-of-the-art technologyto reduce visual impact;

2. At a minimum the facility shall be camouflaged to Industry standards;

3. Preferential consideration will be given to facilities which co-locate on existing towers, buildings,
and structures without an increase Inthe tower, building, or structure height.

4. Communication towers exceeding the zoning district height limitations shall require a variance

approval;

5. Communication towers shall meet the principal structure setbacks.Communication equipment
buildings shall meet the accessory setback standards.

It Is not definedinthe zoning ordinancewhat isconsidered to be "state-of-the-art" technology
to reduce visual Impact.Acursory search by staff of the Internet and publishedsources was made to
shed some light on this and identifyIndustry camouflage standards, measuresto address visual Impacts
Include height restrictions, self-supporting towers, minimizing the radius of the tower, placing antenna
andother attachments more closely to the towerand reducing their size; avoiding the useof lights or
bright colors, and using fencing or vegetation as site-screening for accessory structures such as the
equipment building.

Examples of camouflage include landscaping, vegetative buffers, design using colors and
materials to blend inwith surroundings and use of topography,vegetation and other structures to
sitescreen tower support structures. "Stealthcamouflage structures" suchas designing a tower to look
like a tree, rockor part of a structure appears to be among "industrystandards", but there is alsoa
caution that stealth designsshould be Indigenous to the area. Designing a tower to looklike a tree on
otherwise treeless LookoutPoint may not be an effective disguise.

The application provides very little specific written information abouthow the proposal meets
these two criteria, although the site plan, engineering drawings and photographic simulations of the
project providea good visual representation of the project. They show the proposed tower to be a self-
supporting lattice tower, slim in profile. Itmeasures two feet inwidthon the site plan. Theantennasare
shown mounted on the sideof the structure and alsoscaleto about two feet in length. Thereare no
lights proposed and no indication that Itwill need to bepainted bright colors for airtraffic safety. Photo-
simulations includedwith the application show the proposed tower to be muchsmaller and less
conspicuous than theexisting nearby towers, although still visible. The "off-white" equipment building,
which isnow located onthe site is also visible, especially from the Yakima side ofthe ridge. Itappears
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that the proposed fencingwill only partiallyobscure it An8 foot wide buffer planted with Big Sageand
other plants is proposed around the perimeter of the facility.These plants can be quite large and may

help to obscure the fenced area from view at ground level, especiallydownhill from the site.

The zoningordinance specifies preferential treatment for facilities that co-locate on existing
towers, buildings and structures. Although the purpose is not stated, this is usually intended to reduce
the proliferation of communication and prevent the resulting visual clutter. What the preferential

treatment provides for is also not specified, although under the definitions of these terms by the Code,

locating an antenna on an existing structure would eliminate the requirement for Class3 review of a

communication tower. There are no standards of what is sufficient justification to not co-iocate and

"preferential treatment" should not be enough on its own to deny the application, although since it is

one of the required criteria, it should have some weight. Providing for future co-locationby other

service providers may also be grounds for preferential treatment under this provision.

The absence of nearby towers cannot be used as justification in this instance, although there

may be technical reasons for not co-locating on them. Given that the proponent already owns the site,

that it appears to be ideal for this use and there are few. Ifany practical alternative uses for it may be
justification. The application also Indicates that there could be growth and upgrades Inthe future and

there are no plans to expand the project lease area.

The communication tower meets the 35 foot height limitation of the R-1 zone, so it does not

need a variance and it clearly meets this standard. The comment letter observed that based on the

zoning ordinance definitions, the height limit applies only to the tower and not to antennas that may be

located on it. The application materials do not indicate the placement of antennas that extend above

the height of the tower and the antennas being shown are small and would not likely extend

substantially if they did.

The tower, equipment building and all other structures on the site plan are shown 20 feet or

more from all property lines meeting or exceeding the minimum principal structure setbacks of the R-1

zone.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATION; The proposal generally conforms to the standards of the Zoning

Ordinance and is in a location that is more suitable than most in the City for its intended purpose. It has

a number of features that should reduce what are generally considered to be visual impacts of

communication towers, and that appear to be "state-of-the-art" based on what is being required in

other locations, although the application has not clearly shown how the tower is to be camouflaged to

industry standards and why co-location is not an alternative given that there are nearby existing towers.

The proposal is consistent with the comprehensive plan. Existing neighborhoods are some distance

away, and while the affect it may have on future residential development of the area should be taken

into account, there is no evidence that the proposal, conditioned as required by the Zoning Ordinance,

would significantly Impact it.
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The distance from existing developed areas and the location relative to the proposed broadcast areas of

Yakima and Selah make this a site that is a particular location where it can be conditioned to ensure

compatibility, compliance with the provisions of the zoning district and the goals, objectives and policies

of the comprehensive plan.

The site is not located in critical areas and SEPA environmental review has been completed.

Staff recommends that the Class 3 Review Application be approved but that the Planning Commission

consider testimony and evidence received at the hearing including that from the proponent as to how

the proposed facility is being disguised to industry standards and justification for not co-locating on

existing towers. Additional conditions may be warranted based on the testimony in addition to the

following conditions that are recommended:

1. The facilityshall be constructed In substantial conformance to the site plan, drawings and

description submitted with the application except as modified by the decision and at minimum

including the following features:

a. Tower height limitation of 35 feet.

b. Width or diameter of the tower no greater than shown on the site plan. The use of a

monopole Isan acceptable alternative to the tower as shown.
c. No lights or bright colors on the tower. Security lights, ifany, on the equipment building

shall be shielded so as to not be visible from a distance and to not shine on neighboring

properties.

d. An8 foot wide minimum Vegetated buffer as described in the application or as an

alternative using other plant materials that would obscure the fenced enclosure and

equipment building at ground levelfrom property Immediatelysurrounding the facility.
e. Antennas for the proposed use of the tower shall not substantially exceed the

dimensions shown with the application. This condition shall be waived for antennas that

are co-located on the tower by subsequent users when there are two or more users of

the facility.

2. The equipment building shall be painted (siding may also be used) with a darker color that

blends better with the surroundings. Fencing shall also be a color, other than white, that blends
with the surroundings. However, the Planning Commissionmay modifythis condition and not

require the equipment building to be painted if it is satisfied from the hearingthat other
measures proposed by the applicant will adequately obscure or disguisethe structure as viewed
from off-site.

3. This decision authorizes onlyone tower on the site and maynot be modified to provide for
additional towers. Making the toweravailable forco-location isauthorized andencouraged.

4. Project shall becompleted within oneyear ofthe final Class 3 decision. Extensions may be
requested as authorized bythe zoning ordinance, but must be requested inwriting withthe
request received by the Planning Department prior to the completion date.
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NWTE NorthWest
City of Selah
Department of Public Works
222 S. Rushmore Road

Selah, WA 98942
Attn: Mr. Thomas Durant

CnVCrSELAH
PUBUOVWffiKS

eenng

ugust 27, 2015

Mr. Durant enclosed please my initial response to the letter from Foster Pepper PLCC regarding
the proposed installation of the 35'-0"tall radiotower and associated broadcastfacility on
Selah Ridge. Iwill address the main concerns Inthis letter and If necessary will address each

point individually at the Public Hearing as the need arises.

The contention that the Diocese's .47 acre plot will somehow hinder the ComprehensivePlan's
estimate for an additional 358 acres for residential development by 2025 should be a non-issue.

Usingthe Information available Inthe Comprehensive Plan there are currently 488 acres of

developable land that meet the 1400' elevation or under criteria for the City'sdomestic water
supply. The Diocese's property sits at an elevation over 1750', 300' above the water pressure

limits defined in the Plan. The parcel is less than half an acre In size and at this point In time is

not being Includedfor immediate use as developable property In the context of the

Comprehensive Plan.

The legal team has stated that the 35'-0" height limitwill be exceeded bysome Imaginary

antenna structure. Our elevations clearly show the top of tower at 35'-0", with the proposed

antennas at 30'-0" and 20'-0" respectively.

We would contend that the tower proposed for the facility is the "state of the art" technology
for antenna structures. The tower industry Isgoverned by strict design standards (TIA-222-6

Structural Standard for Steel Antenna Towersand Antenna Supporting Structures) based on
location, elevation above sea level and the surrounding topography. Designfactors Include

sustained wind speed, ice accumulation and seismic considerations. The lattice tower is unique

In Its ability to meet these stringent requirements, sustain a design load and still allow lightand
wind to pass through the structure. Inaddition, the structure height Isonly 35'-0" which allows

us to use a tower with a small face width. The narrow profile will diminish the visual effect with

respect to the distance and angle from which It Is seen.

The use of a chain link fence with sight obscuring slats Is typical of the communication

Industry's standard for higher elevation, remote locations. We are open to suggestions from
the Planning Commission for alternatives.

NorthWest Tower Engineering
2210 Hewitt Ave, Evefett, WA 98201-3767

vmw.nwtower.r
Tel 425-258-4248 Fax 42

EXHIBIT
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nWte Northwest Tower Engineering

Theuse of native vegetation Is completely in line with "state of the art" technology. Using
native vegetation isa viable meansto blendthe projectarea intothe existing landscape. Using
native vegetation enhances the existingconditions by duplicating habitat and microclimates.
Emphasizing the use of nativevegetation in lieu of non-native speciesthat requireexcessive
water or chemical fertilizers is and has been a major component of all planning departments.

Co-location on the existing towers was discussed internally in NWTE's office. Theexisting lattice
tower was removed as a possible candidatedue to interference issues with the existing
antennas in the facility. The existing lattice tower supports numerous antennas within the

height range required for the proposed radio antennas. Itwas determined that the proposed
radio antennas would not haveadequate separation from the existing supported
appurtenances on both the tower and in the compound.

The pole type towerwas considered and rejected as a viable candidate based ontwofactors: 1)
the moderatelyslender cross-section through the tower base, mid-section and top (field
observation and photo documentation) and 2)the age ofthe structure (circa 2000) suggests
that it would not have been designed to meet the stringent standards applied under the TIA-

222-GStructural Standard for Steel Antenna Towers and Antenna Supporting Structures for its

exposed ridge top location.

No other towers were consideredfor the following reasons: 1)The topographical elevation
requiredfor the radiofacility, 2)the Diocese ownsthe subject parcel, and 3)there is
precedence for their project, the Diocese operated a radiostation on this propertyfrom 1966-
1970.

As noted in the SEPA document the project parcel isconsidered to be in or close to Designated
WildlifeHabitat by the Comprehensive Plan. We have also noted that there are both native and

naturalized species of birdsand mammals. Noting the presence of endangered or threatened
species would be speculation on my part, assuming that Icould distinguish a sagesparrow from
a sage thrasher. Since the FosterPepper document isadamant about the habitat degradation,
the Planning Commission could recommend that a Wildlife / Habitat studybe undertaken bya
local biologist familiar with the area, terrain and habitat. Iwouldask that the biologist draw
conclusions based on the proposed project and offer up any mitigating recommendations.

The probable aesthetic impact ofour projecthascompelled the legal team to express dire
warnings regardingthe constructionof our proposed radiofacility in the existing landscape.
Fromour standpoint, the small compound and short height of the tower will be an

Northwest Tower Engineering www.nwtower.net
2210HewittAve,Everett, WA98201-3767 Tel42S-2SS-4248 Fax42S-2S8-4289
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NWTE Northwest Tower Engineering

underwhelming intrusion within the view shed. The naturai landscape will not be dramatically

altered by our presence. In five years, the native plants will have filled In to the fence line,

bunchgrass and wildflowers will have seeded themselves into the area, the covered area under

the equipment building will be shelter and home to numerous species (mammals, reptiles and

Insects) and birds will roost in the tower or use it as vantage point for seeking prey. People will

still come to hike, bike or walk their dogs in the natural environment, the expansive views from

the "Ridge" will not change and when put into context with the existing views (there are three

ISC-O" tall towers, the Cityof Selah's water supply tank and numerous power poles of varying

heights and configurations in close proximity) to the ridge this project will barely register with

the eye. Land once considered to be part of the visual landscape, open range, uninhabited and

covered in native vegetation is now designated for residential development. I might ask the

same question....What is the aesthetic impact of a hillside of single family homes, lighted

residential streets, asphalt driveways, irrigated lawns, hedge borders and wood fences?

The document's last contention is that the SERA document fails to address the impact of the

project beyond the controlling jurisdiction. Foster and Pepper cites case law: Save a Valuable

Environment v. City of Bothell. There are several ambiguities in using this as a comparative

example to our project.

*The subject property was located in the Cityof Bothell, the parcel's property lines bordered on

Snohomlsh County, Unincorporated King County and several ROW's under the jurisdiction of

the Washington State Department of Transportation. Our project and property lines are

completely within the Selah UGA.

*The Bothell parcel was 141 acres in size; ours is less than half an acre with the proposed

project area = 1200 square feet.

^The Bothell project was the construction of a regional shopping center with associated

infrastructure, parking and access; ours is a 60'-0"x20'-0" fenced compound.

*The proposed shopping center required a rezone of existing agriculturally zoned land; ours is a

request for a conditional use in an existing residential zone.

Sincerely,

Eric Sladky
Northwest Tower Engineering

Northwest Tower Engineering
2210 Hewiti Ave, Everett, WA 98201-3767

www.nwtower.net
Tel 425-258-4248 Fax 425-258-4289
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From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Jim Dwlneil <Jim.dwinell@yahoo.com>
Saturday, August 29,2015 3:19 PM
Durant, Thomas
Jim Dwinell; Groo, Caprise
File No. 928.95.15-01 KZTR & KYTR

Planning Commission - Selah
I am writing in OPPOSITION to the proposed tower, power poles, and metal container project being
requested as referenced above. This property has t)een designated and zoned by Selah as prime
residential property, and rightfully so. The tower project would not only diminish the value and the
potential of an area very close to Selah, but would also diminish the aesthetics of Selah and all the
previous efforts to improve the downtown area. I do not believe being a "city of towers" is the image
Selah is seeking. I propose that this project be rejected, and ask the proponents to seek a location,
such as Ahtanum Ridge, which is better suited in every respect.
Further, there is no benefit to Selah; no jobs, no economic gain, and no local entity that might help
improve the community. There is nothing to justify varying this use from a Residential zone.
Thank you for your time,
Jim Dwinell

50 Lookout Point Dr., Selah
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

' PRIORITY HABITATS AND SPECIES REPORT

SOURCE DATASET; PHSPIusPublic

REPORT DATE: 08/26/2015 12.25

Common Name

Scientific Name

Site Name

Source Dalaset

Source Record

Source Date

Query ID: P150826122508

Priority Area

Occurrence Type
More Information (URL)

Mgmt Recommendations

Accuracy Federal Status

State Status

PHS Usting Status

Sensiltve Data

Resolution

Source Entity

Geometry Type

EXHIBIT

DISCLAIMER, This report includes information thatthe Washirtgton Department of Fish andWildlife (WDFW) maintains ina central computer datetiase. It is notan attempt to provide you with an official agency resporise
as to the impacts ofyour project onfish and wildlife. Thisinformadononlydocumentslheiocationof fish and wildlife resources to thel)estofourknowledge. II is nota complete inventory at»d itis important to t^ote that fish
andwildlife resources mayoccurinareas rrot currently known to WDFW biologists, or inareas for which comprehensive surveys havenotbeen conducted. Sitespedlic surveys are frequently necesssarylo rule out the
preserrce ofpriority resources. Locations offish and wildlife resources are subjectto vraltion caused bydisturbance, changesinseason and weather, and otherfactors. WDFW does notrecommend using reports more than
six months old.
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%
WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
PRIORITY HABITATS AND SPECIES REPORT

SOURCE DATASET: PHSPIusPublic

REPORT DATE; 08/26/201512.14

Common Name

Sdentific Name

Shrub-ateppe

Site Name

Source DataseE
Source Record

Source Date

LOOKOUT POINT

PHSREGiON

901728

Query ID; P150826121350

Priority Area
Occurrence Type
More Information (URL)

Mgmt Recommendatlona

Tenestrlal Habitat

Accuracy

1/4 mile (Quarter

Federal Status

State Status

PHS Listing Status

PHS LISTED

Sensitive Data

Resolution

AS MAPPED

Source Entity

Geometry Type

WA DepL of Fish and Wildlife

Polygons

DISCLAIMER. This report Includes infwmaiion thai Ihe Washirrgton Deparlment of Fish and Wildlife (WOFW) maintains In a central computer database. It isnot an attempt to provide you with an official agency response
asto the impacts ofyour project on fish and wildlife. This information only documents the location offish and wildlife resources tothe best ofour knowledge. It isnol a complete inventory and It Is Important to note that fish
and wildlife resources may occur in areas nol currently known to WDFW biologists, or in areas for which comprehensive surveys have not been conducted. Site specific surveys are frequently necesssary to rule out the
presence ofpriority resources. Locations offish and wildlife resources aresubject tovraition caused by disturbance, changes In season andweather, and other factors. WDFW does not recommen^iBiBattDaasJBOiaJbaa
six months old.
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CITY OF SELAH PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

September 9,2015

APPLICATION: Urban Growth Area Plan Amendment 2015-1

PROPOSAL: Amend the Future Land Use Map of the Selah Urban Growth Area Comprehensive Plan to

change the designation of a 0.18 acre parcel from Moderate Density Residential (MDR) to High Density

Residential (HDR).

APPUCANT & PROPERTY OWNER: Carl & Candi Torkelson

LOCATION: 905 W. Fremont Avenue. On the north side of Fremont Avenue 100 feet west of North lO"'

Street. (Tax Parcel Number: 181435-31024).

APPUCATION AUTHORITY ANDJURISDICTION: Selah Municipal Code, Chapter 10.40 (Amendments) as

it pertains to zoning map amendments. A rezone is not being requested at this time.

PUBUCFACILITIES AND UTILITY SERVICES: Utilities and services are fully available to this developed site.
I

It fronts on W. Fremont Avenue, which in this location is a three lane minor arterial street. The site plan

submitted with the application shows proposed access to at least one of the residential units on the

property from the Planned Development to the north of the site.

LAND USE.ZONING& COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:The site is zoned R-2, designated Moderate Density

Residential by the Comprehensive Plan and has three detached single family residential structures on

the site. Two were constructed in the last five years. The third house, not currently occupied, was built

in 1939.

Adjacent Properties

Location Zoning Comprehensive Plan Land Use

North PD Moderate Density Residential 5 single family unit Planned Development

East R-2 Moderate Density Residential Single-family dwelling on 0.33 acre lot

South R-1 Low Density Residential Single family homes on 0.27 to 0.29 acre lots

West R-2 Moderate Density Residential Single family dwelling on 0.14 acre lot

Vacant 0.04 acre lot

AGENCY NOTIFICATION & ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS)

(971.61-64.15-09) was issued on August 26, 2015 and finalized on September 9, 2015. The SEPA

determination was issued for and considered both proposed comprehensive plan amendments pursuant

to the requirements of RCW 36.70A.130(2)(b) and SMC10.40.040(1) that the cumulative effects of all

proposed plan amendments be considered.
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The WashingtonState Department of Commercewas notified as required by RCW 36.70A.106.
Commerce forwarded the notice to other State agencies. Asof the date of this report, no comments
have been received.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT: The application proposes the comprehensive plan amendment
inorder to bringthe residential density of the parcel accounting for all three dwelling units into

consistency withthe Comprehensive Plan. Theexisting densitywould be 16.7dwelling units per acre,
exceedingthe maximum density of 12 dwelling units per acre specifiedfor the Moderate Density
Residential future land use map designation.

Theapplication also includes a site planshowing the configuration of the dwelling unitson the
property and proposed driveway access from the north. It also shows a proposed common area.

Currently, access to both occupied dwelling units is from Fremont Avenue.

Moderate Density Residential

Thecurrent future landuse designation isdescribed inthe comprehensive plan as:

"...areas of predominately moderate densityresidential development, up to 12 dwelling units
per gross acre. Clusteringof dwelling units, within the permitted density range, is highly

encouraged to preserve open space, steep slopes, drainage ways, etc. The predominate use is
two-family, townhouses and condominium dwellings with a mix of single-family and multi-family
residences. The mix of housing types will be limited bythe maximum permissible densityand
zoningstandards will regulate development to assure compatibility. As with lowdensity

residential development, moderate densityresidential developmentwill be served primarily by
municipal utilityservices and/or private community water and sewage systems that are

designed for future connection to Selah's municipal system."

High Density Residential

The proposed future land use designation isdescribed by the Comprehensive Plan as follows:

'Thisusecategory provides areasof high-density residential development, upto 24dwelling
units per gross acre. Eachdevelopment is intended to provide usable open space for the
enjoyment of the residents therein. The primary use is multi-family(i.e., apartments, townhouse
and condominium)dwellings. The High Density Residential Usecategory isdesigned to

accommodate compact development served by municipal utilityservices."

Theuse of the subjectpropertyisconsistent with boththe Moderate Density and High Density
Residential future land use map descriptions.Single family dwellings are calledout as permitted in
Moderate Residential Density areas. While the High Density Residential description does not specify
them byname,the "primary use"of multi-family dwellings does not appear to limit the plan designation
to that type. Theexisting densityof the subject propertyof just under 17 dwelling unitsper grossacre is
consistent with High Density Residential and inconsistent with Moderate Density Residential.

Page 2 of 5



Currentlythe R-3 zoningdistrict does not permit singlefamilydwellings (SMC 10.28.020, Table
10.28.A-5). It does permit duplexes, even though based on the definitions in both the Comprehensive

Plan (Appendix 'C, pp. 123 • 126) and SMC10, a duplex is not a multiple-family dwelling. The R-3 zone

also permits multiple family dwellings at any density from 0 to more than 12 dwelling units per acre.

Based on this and the description of the High Density Residential future land use classification, primarily

"up to 24 dwelling units per gross acre" R-2 zoning is not inconsistent with the HDR plan designation.

Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies and Objectives

Policy LUGM 3.2: Direct development to areas where infrastructure (water, sewer and streets)

is either present, can be easily extended, or is planned to be extended.

Policy LUGM 3.3: Conserve land, energy and financial resources by minimizingurban sprawl.

Housing Goal: Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the

population, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types and encourage preservation of

existing housing stock.

Objective HSG1: Maintain and upgrade the character of existing residential neighborhoods.

Policy HSG 1.1: Discourage rezoning which would allow incremental conversion of existing

single-family dwellings to duplexes or multi-family dwellings.

Objective HSG 2: Encourage new residential development to approximate existing residential

densities and housing mix levels.

Policy HSG 2.1: Encourage the combined net density of all residential development to remain at

present levels. Exceptions to this policy should be permitted where the developer can demonstrate that

the quality of the project design, construction and amenities warrants a different housing density.

Policy HSG 2.2: Ensure codes and ordinances promote and allow for a compatible mix of

housing types in residential areas.

Objective HSG 3: Minimize the negatiye impacts of medium and high-density residential

projects on adjacent low-density residential areas, but encourage mixed use/density projects.

Objective HSG 4: Encourage new residential construction to be compatible with existing

residential development.

Policy HSG 4.1: Encourage developers to use private covenants and deed restrictions which

specify architectural, maintenance and landscaping standards within their development.

Policy TRAN 1.4: Curb cuts onto collector and arterial streets should be kept to a minimum

through the following techniques:

1. The provision of reverse frontage roads.

2. The use of intersecting streets as access points; and
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3. Internal design of subdivisions.

Most of these plan policies are neutral to this proposal based on the existingbuildings and the
limited size of the site for future development. Providing for the occupancyof the existingolder house is
consistent with the preservation of existinghousingstock. The site is in a highly developed area served
bymunicipal utility services and does not comprise or encouragesprawl. It isconsistentwith providing
for a variety of residentialdensities and housingtypes. Providing for access to the site from the north,
rather than additional traffic on Fremont Avenueis consistent with Policy TRAN 1.4 to keep curb cuts on
arterial and collectorstreets to a minimum. Providing for the open space as shown on the site plan is
consistent with the High Density Residentialfuture land use designation where it states that each
development is intended to provide usableopen space for the enjoyment of the residents therein.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS;

The following recommended findingsconsider factors required or typically considered for
comprehensive plan amendments.

1. The proposed plan amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, mappingcriteria and
policies of the comprehensive plan:Single-family dwellings and R-2 zoning is not inconsistent
withthe High Density Residential (HDR) Plan designation. Adensityof greater than 12 dwelling
units per acre is inconsistent with the Moderate Density Residential Plandesignation, but

consistentwiththe HDR designation. The property isserved bymunicipal utility services and it
does not comprise or encouragesprawl. It isconsistent with providing for a variety of residential
densities and housingtypes. The common open space and provision for vehicularaccess from
the north as depicted on the site plansubmitted with the application isconsistent with the HDR
plan designation and Plan Policy TRAN 1.4.

2. The proposed Plan Amendment better implements applicable Comprehensive Plan policies
because existing development ofthe siteconforms to the maximum density and it does not
require the conversionof the older house on the property to a non-residential use or its
removal.

3. The proposedplanamendment has minimal cumulative impactwhen combined with the one
other plan amendment application under consideration in this annual review because the

potential for an increase in the number ofdwelling units on this site resulting from the proposed
change is limited to oneunit. The proposal results in a slight increase in acreage designated for
high density residential with a corresponding decrease inthe acreage designated for moderate
density residential, the increase in the number of units resulting from both plan amendments is
no more than two and probably less.

4. The public need for the proposed plan amendment is betterutilization ofexisting buildings on
the site. The changed circumstances include the change in the Future Land Use Designation that
was made in 2006as noted inthe comprehensive plan. Priorto that date and at the time the
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Plan was adopted in 2005, the minimum area that could be designated High Density Residential

was one acre.

5. The proposed plan amendment does not require changes to implementing regulations in order

for them to remain consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. This is primarily because R-2 zoning

is not inconsistent with the Moderate Density Residential plan designation.

6. No inconsistencies with Countywide Planning Policies have been identified.

7. The proposed plan amendment, located well inside the City Limits does not conflict with

comprehensive plans adopted by Yakima County or other cities with which Selah has common

borders or related regional issues.

8. Suitability of the site is supported by the existing development of the site, its location in an

urbanized and fully developed part of the City and full range of transportation, utilities and City

services at the site.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed change from Moderate Density

Residential to High Density Residential and adoption of the Findings numbered 1 through 8 from the

staff report in support of this decision.
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RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Selah Urban Area Comprehensive Plan

Future Land Use Map Amendment 15-01

September 15,2015

Thismatter havingcome on for publichearing before the Selah Planning Commission on
September 15,2015 for the purpose of an applicationbyCarl and Candi Torkelson to change the
Future Land Usedesignation of Parcel 181435-31024from Moderate Density Residential to High
Density Residential.

Membersof the Commission present at the public hearingwere ,

Legal notification pursuant to SelahMunicipal Code was given on August 26,2015. All persons
were given the opportunity to speak for against the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

1. TheCommission adopts the staff findings and report as to the existing use, zoning and

future land use designation of the subject and adjacent properties.

2. Owners of adjacent lands expressed Approval / Disapproval of the proposal.

3. The majority of comments received were in favor of / opposition to the proposal.

4. The PlanningCommissionadopts the followingfindingsfrom the September 9,2015 staff

report:

a. The proposed planamendment is consistent with the goals,objectives,mapping
criteria and policies of the comprehensive plan: Single-family dwellings and R-2

zoning is not inconsistent with the High Density Residential (HDR) Plan designation.
Adensity of greater than 12 dwelling units per acre is inconsistent with the

Moderate Density Residential Plan designation, but consistent with the HDR

designation. The property isserved by municipal utilityservices and it does not

comprise or encourage sprawl. It is consistent with providing for a variety of

residential densities and housingtypes. The common open space and provision for
vehicular access from the north as depicted on the site plan submitted with the

application is consistent with the HDR plan designation and Plan Policy TRAN 1.4.

b. The proposed PlanAmendment better implements applicableComprehensivePlan

policies because existingdevelopment of the site conforms to the maximumdensity
and it does not require the conversion of the older house on the property to a non-
residential use or its removal.
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c. The proposed plan amendment has minimal cumulative impact when combined

with the one other plan amendment application under consideration in this annual

review because the potential for an increase in the number of dwelling units on this

site resulting from the proposed change is limited to one unit. The proposal results

in a slight increase in acreage designated for high density residential with a

corresponding decrease in the acreage designated for moderate density residential,

the increase in the number of units resulting from both plan amendments Is no

more than two and probably less.

d. The public need for the proposed plan amendment is better utilization of existing

buildings on the site. The changed circumstances include the change in the Future

Land Use Designation that was made in 2006 as noted in the comprehensive plan.

Prior to that date and at the time the Plan was adopted in 2005, the minimum area

that could be designated High Density Residential was one acre.

e. The proposed plan amendment does not require changes to implementing

regulations In order for them to remain consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

This is primarily because R-2 zoning is not inconsistent with the Moderate Density

Residential plan designation.

f. No inconsistencies with Countywide Planning Policies have been identified.

g. The proposed plan amendment, located well inside the City Limits does not conflict

with comprehensive plans adopted by Yakima County or other cities with which

Selah has common borders or related regional issues.

h. Suitability of the site is supported by the existing development of the site, its

location in an urbanized and fully developed part of the City and full range of

transportation, utilities and City services at the site.

5. The Commission finds that the present and future needs of the community will be

adequately served and the community as a whole will benefit rather than being Injured by

the proposal.

6. Environmental Review has been completed, a Determination of Nonsignificance was issued

and the Commission is satisfied that environmental review was completed In compliance

with Selah Municipal Code Chapter 11.40.

7. The Commission determines that findings to be the controlling factors in its

deliberations on the Comprehensive Plan amendment.
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DECISION

TheCommission,basedonthesefindings,conclusionsandcontrollingfactorsfindsthattheSelahUrban
AreaComprehensivePlanFutureLandUsedesignationofParcel181435-31024shouldbechangedfrom
ModerateDensityResidentialtoHighDensityResidential.

MotiontoApprove/Denyby:SecondbyVote
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P.O. Box 292

Selah, Washington 98942
Phone: (509) 697-3305

Fax: (509) 697-3504
torkelson@fairpoint.net

Carl Torkelson
CcU: (509) 945-0133

Cancii Torkelson
Ceil: (509) 961-7656

TORKELSON
Construction, Inc. Why Pay $1000 sMore? Buy Builder Direct!

February 17, 2015

City of Selah

Planning Commission

113 West Naches Avenue

Selah, WA 98942

RE: 905 A & B W. Fremont Avenue - Parcel tt 181435-31024

To Whom it May Concern:

Iwould like my comprehensive plan amendment to go before the Planning Commission for
recommendation and then go to City Council for final decision.

Thank you,

Carl Torkelson

Why Pay $1000 jf More? Buy Builder Direct!
Builder reserves the right to change floor plan or elevations



FILO NO:

DATE FEE PAID:

CITY OF SELAH

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AMENDMENT APPLICATION

SEPA:
IICCV'D BY;

INSTRUCTIONS - - - PLEASE READ PRIOR TO COMPLETING APPLICATION

Please type or print your answers
Anstver allquestions completely. Ifyou Kave questions about thi.s form or theapplication process, call thcSelah PlanninBDenartment at
(509) 698-7365
Remember to bring all necessary attachments and the application fee when the application issubmitted,
'fhe City will not accept an application for processing unless it iscomplete and the application fees paid. Application fees are non-
refundable

Application fee is S 400.00

Minimum one (I)copy ofdie proposed comprehensive plan amendment mapISl'j X II) or(11 x 17)~REQUIR|;d
Title report (mustbecurrent andreflect theundersigned sipatures)— REQUIRED

Complete andfull legal description of theproperty-- REQUIRED

NAME/ADDRESS OF
INDIVIDUAL

COMPLETING THIS
APPLICATION:

NAME/ADDRESS OF
LEGAL OWNER OF
PARCEL{S) AND
OWNER'S INTERESTIN
THE PROPERTY

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL

Existing Comprehensive Plan
Designation and Proposed
Comprehensive Plan
Designation

NAME: AofVAsotO
SIGNATURE:

STREET: \0\ VVxWs Ot SeVxU
STATE:VfJ{^ PHONE:

NAME:

SIGNATURE:,

STREET:

CITY:

CHECK ONE:

STATE: ZIP:

[?<| FEE SIMPLE OWNER
[ ) CONTRACT PURCHASER
[ J OTHER

EXISTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:

PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:

PHONE:

JZK
Q <ieAJsH-a

PROPERTY PROPOSED FOR CHANGE CONTANINS WHAT EXISTING LAND USES: g.- ^

PROPERTY PROPOSED FOR CHANGE CONTAINS OR IS SERVED BY WHICH EXISTING UTILITIES: (provide map)

ADJACENT mND USES:

ADJACENT ZONING DESIGNATIONS: PO VR-^t

ASSESSOR'S TAX PARCEL NUMBER: (list all) ( -J 10

CERTIFICATION
1certify that the information on this applittation istrue and (»rreca to the Best ofMy Knowledge

Date: Signatureof PropertyOwneror Authorized Agent.

Revised 06/37/14
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CITY OF SELAH PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

September 9,2015

APPLICATION; Urban Growth Area PlanAmendment 2015-2 &Major Rezone (914.61.15-02).

PROPOSAL: Amend the Future Land Use Map of the Selah Urban Growth Area Comprehensive Plan to

change the designationof a 0.37 acre parcelfrom Low Density Residential (LOR) to Moderate Density
Residential (MDR). Also rezone the.property from One Family Residential (R-1) to Two Family Residential
(R-2). The propertyowner has a concurrentapplication to rezonethe propertyto Planned Development.
The Hearing Examiner has made a recommendation on the application, but it has not yet gone to the
City Council.

PROPONENT: The City of Selah has initiated the actions that are before the Planning Commission for the

reasons given in this report.

PROPERTY OWNER: Carl & Candi Torkelson

LOCATION: 600 Speyers Road. On the southwest side of Speyers Road and at the southwest corner of

Speyers Road and Pear Avenue. Home Avenue is 150 feet to the south. (TaxParcel Number: 181435-

13493).

APPLICATION AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION: Selah Municipal Code,Chapter 10.40 (Amendments)as
it pertains to zoningmap amendments and major rezones (amendment to the zoningmap contingent
upon a comprehensive plan amendment).

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND UTILITY SERVICES: Utilitiesand services are fullyavailable to this developed site.

It fronts on Speyers Road and Pear Avenue, which are both improved Citystreets.

LAND USE. ZONING & COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The site is zoned R-1, designated Low Density Residential

by the Comprehensive Plan and developed with three detached singlefamily condominium units at a
density of 8 dwelling units per acre.

Adjacent Properties

Location Zoning Comprehensive Plan

North R-1 LowDensity Residential

East R-2 Moderate Density Residential

South R-1 Low Density Residential

West R-1 Low Density Residential

Land Use

Single family dwelling on 0.35 acre lot.

Moderate density Planned Development,

attached single-family 8(condo dwellings

Single family homes on 0.18 to 0.28 acre lots

Single family dwelling on 0.18 acre lot
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AGENCY NOTIFICATION & ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: A Determination of Nonsigniftcance (DNS)

(971.61-64.15-09) was issued on August 26,2015 and finalized on September 9,2015. The SEPA

determination was issued for and considered both proposed comprehensive plan amendments pursuant
to the requirement of RCW 36.70A.130(2)(b) and SMC10.40.040(1) that the cumulative effects of all

proposed plan amendments be considered.

The Washington State Department of Commerce was notified as required by RCW 36.70A.106.

Commerce forwarded the notice to other State agencies. As of the date of this report, no comments

have been received.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT; The basis for the proposed comprehensive plan amendment is

that the City considers the Low Density Residential designation of this property by the Plan in 2005 to be

a mapping error because it did not consider the current use of the property and the land use pattern

surrounding the property at the time. The three single family residential units, developed at a density of

8 units per acre were constructed in 2004 consistent with the R-2 zoning of the property at the time. The

property was subsequently rezoned to R-1 to conform to the plan designation.

In addition to the use of the property, existing factors that were not taken into account at the

time of the 2005 plan update were that the development of the site faces existing moderate density

condominium development and MDR designated/R-2 zoning on the east side of Speyers Road. Zoning

boundaries are often better located on rear property lines than in streets where development that has

potential compatibility issues face one another.

Also, both sides of Speyers Road have developed over the years with a mixture of moderate

density development (duplexes, townhouses and apartments) that face Speyers Road alternating with

single family neighborhoods that mostly extend back away from this street.

Low Density Residential

The current future land use designation is described in the comprehensive plan as:

"...provid[ing] areas of low density residential development, up to 5 dwelling units per gross

acre. Clustering of dwelling units, within the permitted density range, is encouraged to preserve

open space, steep slopes, drainage ways, etc....The predominate use will be low density

residential; however, it is the intent and desire of Selah that its low density neighborhoods

develop with a mix of housing types including single-family, duplexes, townhouses and multi-

family dwellings. The mix of housing types will be limited by the maximum permissible density

and zoning standards will regulate development to assure compatibility..."

Moderate Density Residential

The proposed future land use designation is described by the Comprehensive Plan as follows:

"This use category provides areas of predominately moderate density residential development,

up to 12 dwelling units per gross acre. Clustering of dwelling units, within the permitted density
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range, highly encouragedto preserveopen space,steep slopes, drainage ways, etc. The
predominate useistwo-family, townhouses and condominium dwellings witha mix of single-
family and multi-family residences. Themix of housing types will be limited bythe maximum
permissible density and zoning standards will regulate development to assure compatibility. As
with lowdensity residentialdevelopment, moderate density residential development will be
served primarily bymunicipal utility services and/or privatecommunity water and sewage
systems that are designed for future connection to Selah's municipal system."

With respectto the existing use, the subjectproperty isconsistent with boththe Low Density
and Moderate Density Residential future land use map descriptions. However, the existing density- 8
dwelling units per gross acre - is consistent with Moderate Density Residential and inconsistent with
Low Density Residential.

Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies and Objectives

Policy LUGM 3.2: Direct developmentto areas where infrastructure (water,sewer and streets)
is either present, can be easily extended, or is planned to be extended.

Policy LUGM 3.3: Conserve land,energyand financial resources byminimizing urban sprawl.

Housing Goal: Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the
population, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types and encourage preservation of
existing housing stock.

Objective MSG 1: Maintainand upgrade the character of existing residential neighborhoods.

Policy HSG 1.1: Discourage rezoning which wouldallow Incremental conversion of existing
single-family dwellings to duplexes or multi-family dwellings.

Policy HSG 1.6: Replace nonconforming useswith appropriate conforming uses.

Objective HSG 2: Encourage newresidential development to approximate existing residential
densities and housing mix levels.

Policy HSG 2.1: Encourage the combined net densityof all residential development to remainat
present levels. Exceptions to this policy should be permittedwhere the developer can demonstrate that
the quality ofthe project design, construction andamenities warrants a different housing density.

Policy HSG 2.2: Ensure codesand ordinances promoteand allow for a compatible mix of
housing types in residential areas.

Objective HSG 3: Minimize the negative impacts ofmedium and high-density residential
projectson adjacent low-density residential areas, but encourage mixed use/densityprojects.

Objective HSG 4: Encourage newresidential construction to becompatible with existing
residential development.
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7. Thesuitability of the property inquestion for uses permitted under the proposedzoning;

8. The recommendation from interested agencies and departments.

Consistency of the Proposal with the Comprehensive Plan and the intent of SMCTitle 10

As described above, the proposal is consistent with the goals,objectives, mapping criteria and policies of
the comprehensive plan. The followingfindings are recommended:

1. Thesite is in in an urbanizedarea with existing infrastructure and does not comprise or
encourage sprawl.

2. The proposal is consistent with mapping criteria and policies that encourage a mixtureof
housing types.

3. The proposal isconsistentwiththe policy of replacing nonconforming useswithappropriate
conforming uses. The existing use of the property is more conforming with the MDR plan
designationand R-2 zoning than it iswith the current zoning and plandesignation.

The intentof SMC Title 10 Is given under"Purpose" at SMC 10.02.030. It includes Implementing
the comprehensive planenacted pursuantto the Growth Management Act, assuring orderly
development of the city consistent with comprehensive plan goals and policies, encouraging orderly
growth and the most appropriate use of the land, regulating lot coverage, population density/
distribution, the location and height ofstructures; providing adequate light, air, sanitation anddrainage;
protectingthe social and economicstability of resourcesand lands; reducing the menaceof public safety
resulting from the improper location of homes,commerceand industry ina single area and otherwise
promoting the health, safety and general welfare.

The intent of the Two Family Residential (R-2) zoning districtisto provide for single or two-
family residential developmentwhere services are available or will be extended at no public cost. It is
also the intent to providefor an orderlytransition from vacant or partially developed to singleor two-
family residential use, facilitate coordinatedand collaborative public infrastructure investment; require
individual lot connections to municipal sewer and water, require development to meet urban
development standards ensuring that uses and land divisions facilitatefuture residentialdevelopment
and extension of utilities (SMC 10.14.010).

The following findings are recommended:

4. The proposal is consistent with the intent of Title 10 and the R-2 zoning district because it has

already been developed, it was developed under R-2 zoning standards at the time, it conforms
to existing zoning standards, the surrounding area is mostly built out and the infrastructure is

now in place.
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5. The extent to which future subdivision of the site into lots as contemplated by the developer

conforms to standards such as facilitating future development and individual connections to

municipal sewer and water systems can be addressed at the time such land division is proposed

and would not otherwise jeopardize the appropriateness and consistency of the proposed plan
designation and zoning.

Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services

Recommended findings:

6. The adequacy of public facilities and public services required to meet (in this case) urban needs

is evidenced by the site and surrounding properties being fully developed. They are served by

required public utilities, roads and Cityservices, and there is no evidence of any deficiency that

would result in impacts from the proposed action.

Public Need for the Proposed Change

Recommended findings:

7. The primary public need for the proposal is based on Comprehensive Plan Policy HSG 1.6 to

replace a nonconforming use with an appropriate conforming use. It is the contention of this

application that the 2005 designation of the LDR land use category is in error because it was the

result of the failure to consider the existing use of the property and the existing and historical

land use patterns in the vicinity.

8. For the same reason, public need in this case can also be characterized in the negative: There is

no public purpose derived in retaining the current plan designation and zoning given the current

use of the property and land use patterns in the vicinity.

9. The question of whether additional land is needed for the designation is not relevant because

the change in the number of dwelling units is not significant and not a significant factor in the

consideration of this proposal. It brings the land use designation into consistency with the actual

use of the property. The timing is also appropriate to correct a mapping error and resulting

nonconformity.

Change in Circumstances

Recommended findings:

10. As a mapping error, the change in circumstances occurred prior to the 2005 comprehensive plan

update and may not have been realized at the time. The property was developed to MOR

density as allowed for at the time by the R-2 zoning.
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Testimony at the Public Hearing and Recommendation of Interested Agencies and Departments

The Planning Commission is required to consider the testimony received in formulating its

recommendation and may want to make additional or different findings based on this testimony. Asof

the date of this report, no agency or department comments have been received.

Compatibility of Rezone and Associated Land Uses with Surrounding Land Uses

Generaiiy in considering rezones, it is necessary to account for aii potential uses that may be permitted

including those that are the most intensive or potentially incompatible with surrounding neighborhoods.

Recommended findings are as foliows:

11. it may be possibie to increase the number of dweliing units to four and continue to compiywith
the maximum allowabie density of 12 dweliing units per acre by the Moderate Density
Residentiai future land use category. However because of the way the existing buildings are
designed, it appears unlikeiythat an additional dwelling unit could be added.

12. Other land uses permitted in the R-2 zone are either no less intensive than that existing, or are

otherwise permitted in the R-1 zone.

13. The existing use and zoning of the site isconsistent with that whichit faces acrossSpeyersRoad
to the northeast and also along both sides of Speyers Roadin the vicinity, it borders lower
density single family development and zoning on rear and side property lines to the south and
west, preferable boundaries between the two zoningand land use categories to the extent that

there are any compatibility issues.

14. There are no identifiedcompatibility conflicts identified for establishing separate individual lots
for the existing dwelling units on the site.

Suitability of the Site for Uses Permitted Under the Proposed Zoning

Recommended finding:

15. Suitability of the site is supported by the existing development of the site, its location in an

urbanized and developed part of the City and full rangeof transportation, utilities and City
services at the site.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS: The following findings consider other factors required or typically considered
for comprehensive plan amendments.
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16. The proposed plan amendment has minimal cumulative impact when combined with the one

other plan amendment application under consideration in this annual review because while

there is a potential for an increase in the number of dwelling units by one unit, such increase is

considered unlikely.The proposal results in a siight decrease in acreage designated for iow

density residential with a corresponding increase in the acreage designated for moderate

density residential, the increase in the number of units resulting from both plan amendments is

no more than two and probably less.

17. The proposed plan amendment better implements applicable Comprehensive Plan policies,

corrects an obvious mapping error and addresses an identified deficiency in the Comprehensive

Plan based on above findings because it recognizes existing development consistent with

existing development patterns in the vicinity and eliminates what may otherwise be considered

a nonconforming use.

18. The proposed plan amendment does not require changes to implementing regulations in order

for them to remain consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

19. No inconsistencies with Countywide Planning Policies have been identified.

20. The proposed plan amendment, located well inside the City Limits does not conflict with

comprehensive plans adopted by Yakima County or other cities with which Selah has common

borders or related regional issues.

RECOMMENDATION; Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed change from Low Density

Residential to Moderate Density Residential and rezoning from R-1 to R-2and the adoption of the

Findings numbered 1 through 20 from the staff report in support of this decision along with any

additional findings from testimony at the public hearing and any recommendations from interested

agencies and departments.
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RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Selah Urban Area Comprehensive Plan

Future Land Use Map Amendment 15-02

Major Rezone 914.61.15-02

September 15,2015

This matter having come on for public hearing before the Selah Planning Commission on
September 15,2015 for the purpose of an application initiated by the Cityof Selah to change

the Future Land Use designation of Parcel 181435-13493 from Low Density Residential to

Moderate Density Residential and to change the zoning from One-FamilyResidential (R-1) to

Two Family Residential (R-2).

Members of the Commission present at the public hearing were .

Legal notification pursuant to Selah MunicipalCode was given on August 26,2015. All persons

were given the opportunity to speak for or against the proposed Comprehensive Plan

Amendment and major rezone.

1. The Commission adopts the staff findings and report as to the existing use, zoning and

future land use designation of the subject and adjacent properties.

2. Owners of adjacent lands expressed Approval / Disapproval of the proposal.

3. The majority of comments received were In favor of / opposition to the proposal.

4. The Planning Commission adopts the following findings from the September 9,2015 staff

report:

a. The site is in in an urbanized area with existing infrastructure and does not comprise

or encourage sprawl.

b. The proposal is consistent with mapping criteria and policies that encourage a

mixture of housing types.

c. The proposal is consistent with the policyof replacing nonconforming uses with

appropriate conforming uses. The existing use of the property is more conforming

with the MDR plan designation and R-2 zoning than It is with the current zoning and

plan designation.

d. The proposal is consistent with the intent of Title 10 and the R-2 zoning district

because it has already been developed, it was developed under R-2 zoning
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standards at the time, it conforms to existing zoning standards, the surrounding
area is mostly built out and the infrastructure is now In place.

e. The extent to which future subdivision of the site Into lots as contemplated by the

developer conforms to standards such as facilitating future development and

individual connections to municipal sewer and water systems can be addressed at

the time such land division is proposed and would not otherwise jeopardize the

appropriateness and consistency of the proposed plan designation and zoning.

f. The adequacy of public facilities and public services required to meet (in this case)

urban needs Is evidenced by the site and surrounding properties being fully

developed. They are served by required public utilities, roads and City services, and

there is no evidence of any deficiency that would result In Impacts from the

proposed action.

g. The primary public need for the proposal is based on Comprehensive Plan Policy

HSG 1.6 to replace a nonconforming use with an appropriate conforming use. It is

the contention of this application that the 2005 designation of the LDR land use

category is in error because it was the result of the failure to consider the existing

use of the property and the existing and historical land use patterns in the vicinity.

h. For the same reason, public need in this case can also be characterized in the

negative; There is no public purpose derived in retaining the current plan

designation and zoning given the current use of the property and land use patterns

in the vicinity.

i. The question of whether additional land is needed for the designation Is not

relevant because the change in the number of dwelling units is not significant and

not a significant factor in the consideration of this proposal. It brings the land use

designation into consistency with the actual use of the property. The timing is also

appropriate to correct a mapping error and resulting nonconformity.

j. As a mapping error, the change in circumstances occurred prior to the 2005

comprehensive plan update and was apparently not realized at the time. The

property was developed to MDR density as allowed for at the time by the R-2

zoning.

k. It may be possible to increase the number of dwelling units to four and continue to

comply with the maximum allowable density of 12 dwelling units per acre by the

Moderate Density Residential future land use category. However because of the

way the existing buildings are designed, it appears unlikely that an additional

dwelling unit could be added.
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I. Other land uses permitted in the R-2 zone are either no less intensive than that

existing, or are otherwise permitted in the R-1 zone.

m. The existing use and zoning of the site is consistent with that which it faces across

SpeyerS Road to the northeast and also along both sides of Speyers Road in the

vicinity. It borders lower density singie family development and zoning on rear and

side property lines to the south and west, preferabie boundaries between the two

zoning and land use categories to the extent that there is any compatibility issues.

n. There are no identified compatibility conflicts identified for establishing separate

individual lots for the existing dwelling units on the site.

o. Suitability of the site is supported by the existing development of the site, its

location in an urbanized and developed part of the Cityand full range of

transportation, utilities and City services at the site.

p. The proposed plan amendment has minimal cumulative impact when combined

with the one other plan amendment application under consideration in this annual

review because while there is a potential for an increase in the number of dwelling

units by one unit, such increase is considered unlikely. The proposal results in a

slight decrease in acreage designated for low density residential with a

corresponding increase in the acreage designated for moderate density residential,

the increase in the number of units resulting from both plan amendments is no

more than two and probably less.

q. The proposed plan amendment better implements applicable Comprehensive Plan

policies, corrects an obvious mapping error and addresses an identified deficiency in

the Comprehensive Plan based on above findings because it recognizes existing

development consistent with existing development patterns in the vicinity and

eliminates what may otherwise be considered a nonconforming use.

r. The proposed plan amendment does not require changes to implementing

regulations in order for them to remain consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

s. No inconsistencies with Countywide Planning Policies have been identified.

t. The proposed plan amendment, located well inside the City Limitsdoes not conflict

with comprehensive plans adopted by Yakima County or other cities with which

Selah has common borders or related regional issues.
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5. Additional findings adopted by the Commission based on testimony at the public hearing

and additional information from interested agencies and departments:

6. The Commission finds that the present and future needs of the community will be

adequately served and the community as a whole will benefit rather than being injured by

the proposal.

7. Environmental Review has been completed, a Determination of Nonsignificance was issued

and the Commission is satisfied that environmental review was completed in compliance

with Selah Municipal Code Chapter 11.40.

8. The Commission determines that findings to be the controlling factors in its

deliberations on the Class 3 Use Permit.

DECISION

The Commission, based on these findings, conclusions and controlling factors finds that the proposed

change in the Selah Urban Area Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use designation of Parcel 181435-

13493 should be changed from LowDensity Residential to High Density Residential and its zoning

changed from One Family Residential (R-1) to Two Family Residential (R-2).

Motion to Approve/Deny by: Second by Vote
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P.O. Box 292 Carl Torkelson
Sekh,Washinscon 98942 CeU: (509) 945-0133

Phone: (509) 697-3305 _ ,. _
Fax: (509) 697-3504 Candi Torkelson

TORKELSON iorkelson@fairpoiiii.net (509) 961-7656
Construction, Inc. Why Pay $1000*s More? Buy Builder Direct!

February 17, 2015

City of Selah
Planning Commission
113 West Naches Avenue

Selah, WA 98942

RE: 600 A, B, C Speyers Road - Parcel #181435-13493

To Whom it May Concern:

I am requesting that my comprehensive plan amendment be sent to the Planning Commission

for recommendation, then to the CityCouncil for final approval. After this I would like my

proposed planned development to go back to the Hearing Examiner for reconsideration.

Thank you.

Carl Torkelson

Why Pay $1000's More? Buy BuilderDirect!
Builder reserves the right to change floor plan or elevations



CITY OF SELAH

APPLICATON FOR ZONING CODE AMr-MTIMFMT

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

Non-Refundable Application Fee

Site Plan drawn to scale

Vicinity Site Map with North Arrow

Completed Environmental Checklist and Checklist fee.

1.* TYPE OF ZONING CODE AMENDMENT REQUIRED

REZONE OTHER

K. ]frequested rezone, what is the original zoning and requested zoning (i.e. R-1 toR-2)., •.aawk JO u.v

Comprehensive Plan Designation

B. If amendment tozoning code, what is theproposed amendment (please attach proposed
amendment to application).

: doi/ I ^2. NAME OF APPLICANT:

P. Q. feery ^ADDRESS OF APPLICANT:

Date Submitted/Received By

Signature
Cm-

TELEPHONE: WORK^P^^ U> <^1- 3505^ HOME Lg^0-35C /

3. NAME OF LEGAL PROPERTY OWNER: _
(If different from applicant)
ADDRESS:

Signature

TELEPHONE: WORK^^^ " ^ HOME S0^'O^0'3>iDl



4.YakimaCountyAssessor'sofficeParcelNo.forPropertv(s')

LEGALDESCRIPTIONOFPROPERTY: LOPE

'^\n-^-rr\QO

5.SUMMARYOFPROPOSI^rezoneorzoningcodeamendment
1-Voc^e-r«r\—

,LouJmn^eso^o\

P\a.K)S)eAs(\eoeSo^[v\eaA——
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STATC OF WASNMOTOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
fCf1 nktn SffMf SC •POSoar 4^525 • Olympm. mahinfitm 99904^25 'ff90}7»4$09

WMwxommest*. m.gov

August 11. 2015

Thomas Durant

City Planner
City of Selah
222 S Rushmore Road

Selah, Washington 98942

Dear Mr. Ourant:

Thanl< you for sending the Washington State Department of Commerce (Commerce) the following materials as
required under RCW 36.70A.106. Please keep this letter as documentation that you have met this procedural
requirement.

City of Selah • Proposed amendments to the future land use map changing 0.37 acre parcel from low
density residential to moderate density residential land 0.18 acre parcel from moderate density
residential to high density residential. These materials were received on August 11, 2015 and
processed with the Material ID # 21521.

We have forwarded a copy of this notice to other state agencies.

Ifthis submitted material is an adopted amendment, then please keep this letter as documentation that you
have met the procedural requirement under RCW 36.70A-106.

Ifyou have submitted this material as a draft amendment, then final adoption may occur no earlier than
October 10. 2015. Please remember to submit the final adopted amendment to Commerce within ten (10)
days of adoption.

If you have any questions, please contact Growth Management Services at
reviewteam@commerce.wa.gov, or call Dave Andersen (509) 434-4491.

Sincerely.

Review Team

Growth Management Services



Department of Commerce
Innovation Is in our nature.

Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment
60 Days Prior to Adoption

Indicate one (or both, If applicable);

X Comprehensive Plan Amendment
• Development Regulation Amendment

Pursuantto RCW 36.70A.106, the following jurisdiction provides notice ofintent to adopt a
proposed comprehensive plan amendment and/or development regulation amendment under
the Growth Management Act.

Jurisdiction: City of Selah

Mailing Address: 222 S. Rushmore Road, Selah, WA 98942

Date: August 11, 2015

Contact Name: Thomas R Durant

Title/Position: City Planner

Phone Number: (509) 698-7365

E-mail Address:

Brief Description of the
Proposed/Draft Amendment:
If this draft amendment is provided to
supplement an existing 60-day notice
already submitted, then please provide
the date the original notice was
submitted and the Commerce Material
ID number located in vniir Commerce

acknowledgement letter.

Example: Proposed amendment to...

Annual amendments to Future Land Use Map
changing 0.37 acre parcel from Low Density
Residential to Moderate Density Residential and
0.18 acre parcel from Moderate Density
Residential to High Density Residential.

Is this action part of the
scheduled review and update?
GMA requires review every 8 years
under RCW 36.70A. 130(4)-(6\

Yes:

No: JL

Public Hearing Date: Planning Board/Commission: September 15, 2015
Council/County Commission: October 13, 2015

Proposed Adoption Date: October 13, 2015

REQUIRED: Attach orinclude a copy ofthe proposed amendment text ordocument(s).
We do not accept a website hyperlink requiring us to retrieve external documents.
Jurisdictions must submit the actual document(s) to Commerce. If you experience
difficulty, please contact reviewteam@commerce.wa.QOv.

Rev 03/2015



UGA Plan Amendment #2015-1

905 W. Fremont Avenue, Parcel #181435-31024

Change the Future Land Use designation of 0.18 acre parcel from Moderate Density Residential (MDR)
to High Density Residential (HDR). Application made by property owner.

UGA Plan Amendment #2015-2

600 Speyers Road, Parcel #181435-13493

Change the Future Land Use designation of 0.37 acre parcel from LowDensity Residential (LDR) to

Moderate Density Residential (MDR). Amendment is being initiated by the Citybased on mapping error.

At the time of adoption. Future Land Use mapping failed to account for the existinguse of the property,

its orientation to MDR designated and developed property across Speyers Road and that both sides of

Speyers Road is characterized by moderate density residential development.
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Final

Determination of Nonsignificance

1. Description ofProposal: 2015 Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments andmajor
rezone.

Proposed2005 UGA Plan Amendment 2015-1: Carl & Candi Torkelson, change the
FutureLand Use designation of0.18 acre parcel at 905 Fremont Avenuefrom
Moderate Density Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR).

Proposed2005 UGA Plan Amendment 2015-2: City initiated planamendment to
change the Future Land Use designation ofa 0.37 acre parcel at 600 Speyers Road
from Low Density Residential (LDR) toModerate Density Residential (MDR) and
rezone initiated by the City tochange the zoning from One Family Residential (R-1)
to Two Family Residential (R-2).

2. Proponent: SelahPlanning Department
222 S. Rushmore Road

Selah, WA 98942

3. Location of Proposal including street address, if any: 905 Fremont Avenue: North
side ofFremont Avenue about 100 feet east ofN. lO"* Street (Yakima Coimty Parcel
Number 181435-31024). 600 Speyers Road: SWcomer of Speyers Road andPear
Avenue. (Yakima County Parcel Number: 181435-13493).

4. Lead Agency: City of Selah

5. The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it will not have a probable
significant adverse impact on the environment. An Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is not required underRCW43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was madeafter
review of a completed environmental checklist and other information on file withthe
lead agency. This information isavailable to the public onrequest.

This DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2); there is no further comment period
on it.

6. Appeals: You may appeal this determination to the Selah City Council by filing a
written appeal with the required $300.00 filing fee at theSelah Public Works
Department, 222 S. Rushmore Road no later than 5:00 p.m. onSeptember 16,2015.
You should beprepared tomake specific factual objections. Contact the Planning
Department at 698-7365 toread orask about the procedures for SEPA appeals.

7. Responsible Official: Donald C. Wayman

8. Position / Title: City Administrator



2015 Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments
DNS

Page 2

9. Address: 222 S. Rushmore Road, Selah, Washington 98942

10. Date: September ^, 2015

11. Signature.

itemberj[^^2015



ENVIRONMENTALCHECKLIST
INTRODUCTION:
TheStateEnvironmenia]PolicyAct(SEPA),Chapter43.21C,requiresallgovernmentalagenciestoconsidertheenvironmentalimpactsofaproposalbeforemaking
decisions.Anenvironmentalimpactstatement(EIS)mustbepreparedforallproposalswithprobablesignificantadverseimpactsonthequalityoftheenvironment
Thepurp^ofthischecklististoprovideinformationtohelpyouandtheagcneyidentifyimpactsfromyourproposal(andtoreduceoravoidimpactsfromthe
proposalifitcanbedone)andtohelptheagencydecidewhetheranEISisrequired.

Thisenvironmentalchecklistasksyoutodescribesomebasicinformationaboutyourproposal.Governmentalagenciesusethischeeklisttodeterminewhetherthe
environmentalimpactsofyourproposalaresignificant,requiringpreparationofanEIS.Answerthequestionsbrieflywiththemostpreciseinformationknownor
thebestdescriptionyoucan.

YoumiMansvwreachquestionaccuratelyandcarefullytothebestofyourknowledge.Inmostcasesyoushouldbeabletoanswerthequestionsfromyourown
observationsorprojectplanswithouttheneedtohireexperts.Ifyoureallydonotknowtheanswer,orifaquestiondoesnotapplytoyourproposal,write"donot
know"or"docsnotapply".Completeanswerstothequestionsnowmayavoidunnecessarydelayslater.

Somequestionsaskaboutgovernmentalregulations,suchaszoning,shorelines,andlandmarkdesignations.Answerthesequestionsifyoucan.Ifyouhaveproblems
thegovernmentalagenciescanassistyou.

Thechecklistquestionsapplytoallpartsofyourproposalevenifyouplantodothemoveraperiodoftimeorondifferentparcelsofland.Attachanyadditional
informationthatwillhelpd«cribeyourproposaloritsenvironmentaleffects.TheagencytowhichyousubmitthUchecklistmayaskyoutoexplainyouranswersor
provideadditionalinformationreasonablyrelatedtodeterminingiftheremaybesignificantadverseimpacts.

Completethechecklistfornonprojeetproposalseventhoughquestionsmaybeanswered"doesnotapply".InADDITION,completetheSUPPLEMENTALSHEET
FORNONPROJECTACTIONS(partD).

Fornonprojeetactionsthereferenceinthechecklisttothewords"projectapplicant"and"propertyofsite"shouldbereadas"proposal","proposer",and"affected
geographicarea",respectively.

A.BACKGROUND(Attachadditionalsheetsifnecessary)

1.Nameofproposedproject,ifapplicable:

2015AnnualComprehensivePlanAmendments

2.NameofApplicant:

SelahPlanningDepartment

3.Addressandphonenumberofapplicantandcontactperson:

222S.RushmoreRoad,Selah,WA98942
(509)698-7365
ThomasR,Durant,CommunityPlanner

4.Datechecklistprepared:

August24,2015



5. Agency requiring checklist:

City of Selah

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

Planning Commission will consider the amendments at a public hearing currently scheduled
for September 15, 2015 and its recommendation isscheduled to be considered by the City
Council on October 13, 2015. Ifapproved, the new amendments would be in effect soon after.

7. Doyou have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected
with this proposal? Ifyes, explain.

The owner of the Speyers Road property intends to subdivide it into lots.

8. List anyenvironmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will beprepared,
directly related to this proposal.

Environmental review has been conducted for a pending rezone oftheSpeyers Road property
to Planned Development and its subsequent subdivision into three lots. A Determination of
Nonsignificance was issued bythe City on July 17, 2014. The SEPA checklist prepared for
that action has been reviewed and incorporated into this checklist.

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals or otherproposals
directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes,explain.

Applications for rezone of the Speyers Road propertyto Planned Development and a
preliminary plat to subdivide it into three lots is pending. The applications have been
considered bythe Hearing Examiner and a recommendation issued to the City Council which
has not yet been acted on it. The proponent has submitted a new application for Planned
Development rezoning that requests reconsideration of the application bythe Hearing
Examiner.

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

Recommendation bythe Planning Commission and adoption by the City Council required
before these amendments become effective.

Review by the Washington State Department of Commerce.

Subsequent development of the two parcels in this application include approval of a Planned
Development rezone and preliminary and final plat (orshort plat) for the property on Speyers
Road.



11.Givebrief,completedescriptionofyourproposal,includingtheproposedusesandthesizeofthe
projectandsite.Thereareseveralquestionslaterinthischecklistthataskyoutodescribecertain
aspectsofyourproposal.Youdonotneedtorepeatthoseanswersonthispage.

TwoseparateamendmentsoftheFutureLandUseMapoftheSelahComprehensivePlanare
proposed:

Changethefuturelandusedesignationofa0.37acreparcelfromLowDensityResidential
(LDR)toModerateDensityResidential(MDR)andchangeitszoningfromR-1(SingleFamily
Residential)toR-2(TwoFamilyResidential).ThischangehasbeeninitiatedbytheCity
becauseitappearsthatitsdesignationofLDRwasamappingerroranddidnotaccountfor
theuseofitandothersimilarpropertiesalongSpeyersRoad.Thepropertyownerhasapplied
tohaveitrezonedtoPlannedDevelopmentandtosubdivideitintothreelots.

Changethefuturelandusedesignationofa0.18acreparcelfromModerateDensity
Residential(MDR)toHighDensityResidential(HDR).

12.Locationoftheproposal.Givesufficientinformationforapersontounderstandtheprecise
locationofyourproposedproject,includingastreetaddress,ifany,andsection,township,and
range,ifknown.Ifaproposalwouldoccuroverarangeofarea,providetherangeorboundaries
ofthesite(s).Providealegaldescription,siteplan,vicinitymap,andtopographicmap,if
reasonablyavailable.Whileyoushouldsubmitanyplansrequiredbytheagency,youarenot
requiredtoduplicatemapsordetailedplanssubmittedwithanypermitapplicationsrelatedto
thischecklist.

Theaddressofthepropertyproposedforre-designation/rezoningfromLDR/R-1toMDR/R-2
is600SpeyersRoad.ItisatthesouthwestcornerofSpeyersRoadandPearAvenue.Yakima
CountyParcelNumberis181435-13493.

Theaddressofthepropertyproposedforre-designationfromMDRtoHDRis905W.Fremont
Avenue.ItisonthenorthsideofFremontAvenue,about100feeteastofN.10"^Street.
YakimaCountyParcelNumberIs181435-31024.

BothparcelsareinSection35,Township14N.,Range18E.W.M.

13.Taxationparcelnumbcr$(s):Seeresponseabove

TOBECOMPLETEDBYAPPLICANTEVALUATIONFORAGENCY

USEONLY
ENVIRONMENTALELEMENTS(Attachadditional.sheetsifnecessary)

1.Earth

a.Generaldescriptionofthesite(circleone):^latiVolling,hilly,
steepslopes,mountainous,otherV—y



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

2%

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

NRCS soil classifications are Ritzville silt loam and Selah silt loam. The
Selah silt loam is classified as prime farmland. None of the land in the City
Limits is designated agricultural land of long-term commercial significance.
These amendments should not result in the removal of these soils.

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

No.

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and
total affected area of any filing, excavation and grading proposed.
Indicate source of fill.

Based on the existing development on these parcels, very little, ifany
grading and excavation would be expected. Both parcels are fully developed,
although the construction of new buildings is possible on the Fremont
Avenue site.

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

There is a potential for erosion from clearing, construction or use.

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

Lot coverage of the Speyers Road site is 14% (buildings only). On the
Fremont Avenue site it is 21%. The lot coverage standard of the R-2 zone is
maximum 50% consisting of principal and accessory structures. For the R-3
zone, it is 80% and includes parking area as well as principal and accessory
structures.



h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts tothe
earth, if any:

Stormwater management including on-site retention, grading permits and
construction stormwaterpermitting and control are required for new
developmentdepending on its size and scope.

2. Air

a. Whattypes ofemissions to the air would resultfrom the proposal
during construction, operation and maintenance when the project is
completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate
quantities if known.

Air emissions typically associated with residential use, dust emissions during
construction and increased air emissions from vehicular traffic.

b. Are there any off-site sources ofemissions or odor thatmay affect your
proposal? If so, generally describe.

No.

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

The Yakima County Clean Air Agency regulates emissions to the air with
dust control plans required for development.

3. Water

a. Surface:

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate
vicinity of the site (including year-round and seasonal
streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)?
K yes, describe typeand providenames. If appropriate,
state what stream or river it flows into.

No.

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to
(within 200 feet) the describedwaters? If yes, please
describe and attach available plans.

N/A.



3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would
be placed in or removed from surface water or wetlands
and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.

Indicate the source of fill material.

N/A.

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or
diversions? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known.

No.

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year fioodplain?
If so, note location on the site plan.

No.

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges ofwaste materials
to surface waters? If so, describe the type ofwaste and
anticipated volume of discharge.

No.

b. Ground;

1) Will groundwater he withdrawn from a well for drinking
water or other purposes? If so, give a general description of
the well, proposed uses, and approximate quantities withdrawn
from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give
general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

No, other than ground water now being withdrawn by the Selah
municipal system.

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the
ground from septic tanks or other sources, if any
(for example: Domestic sewage, industrial, containing the
following chemicals; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general
size of the system, the number of such systems, the number
of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals
or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.

None.



c. Water Runoff (including storm water);

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method
of collection and disposal, if any (including quantities, if known).
Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into other

waters? If so, describe.

Impervious surfaces including roofs, streets, parking areas, and
other paved surfaces are sources of storm water runoff. On-site
retention of stormwater is required for new development,

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

It is not expected to with municipal sewer service and on-site
retention of drainage.

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

No.

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

Connection of new development to the municipal sewer and water
systems, on-site retention of stormwater runoff and where applicable,
construction stormwater permits and planning.

4. Plants

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

deciduous trees: alder, maple, aspen, other
evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other

yshrubs

g>'ass

pasture

crop or grain
Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.
wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bulrush, skunk cabbage, other
water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other
other types of vegetation



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

Little if any since both sites are developed.

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

None known and not considered to be likely because the sites are located in
a developed urban area.

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

None have been identified.

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

None identified. Probably not any due to maintained landscaping on both
sites.

5. Animals

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

Bird: hawk, heron, eagle,c^ngbird^ other:
Mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
Fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:

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

None are believed to be on or near these urbanized sites.

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

Birds probably migrate through the area

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

None have been identified.

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

None known.



6. Energy and Natural Resources

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas,oil, wood stove, solar)
will be used to meet the completed project's energy needs?
Describe whetherit will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc.

Primarily electricity and natural gas. Energy needswould typically be lighting,
heating and other residential energy needs.

b. Would your projectaffect the potential useofsolar energy by
adjacent properties? Ifso, generally describe.

No.

c. What kinds of enei^ conservation features are included in the
plans of this proposal? List other proposed measures to
reduce or control energy impacts, if any.

None have been identified.

7. Environmental Health

a. Arethere any environmental health hazards, including exposure to
toxic chemicals, risk offire and explosion, spill, or hazardouswaste,
that could occur as a result of the proposal? If so, describe.

No.

1) . Describe any knownor possible contaminationat the site
from present or past uses.

None.

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that
mightaffectprojectdevelopment and design. This includes
underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission
pipelines located within the projectarea and in the vicinity.

None
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3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be
stored, used or produced during the project's development
or construction, or at any time during the operating life of
the project.

Toxic or hazardous chemicals would typically be those limited
substances and amounts associated with construction and use of
residential properties.

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required.

None.

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

None.

b. Noise

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

None.

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated
with the project on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example:
traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hour's
noise would come from the site.

Short term construction activity.

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

None.

8. Land and Shoreline Use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?
Will the proposal affectcurrent land useson nearby or adjacent properties?
If so, describe.

The Speyers Road site is occupied by three detached single family
dwellings.
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The Fremont Avenue site Is occupied by three detached single family
dwellings.

Little effect on nearby or adjacent properties is expected because at the
Speyers Road site, the onlyactual change proposed is to subdivide the
property into lots thatwould be owned individually and any new development
ofthe Fremont Avenue site would be similar to that ofsurrounding
properties, especially to the north.

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands orworking
forestlands? If so, describe. How much agriculturalor forest land
of long-term commercial significancewill be converted to other
uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not
been designated, how many acres in farmland or forest land tax status
will be converted to non-farm or non-forest use?

If they have been used as working farmlands, it was a long time ago,
because both sites are in olderparts of the City. No farm or forest land of
long-term commercial significance will be converted to other uses, and the
sites and surrounding properties are not, nor do they qualify for current use
farm or forest land tax status.

1). Will theproposal affect or be affected by surrounding
working farm or forest land normal business operations,
suchas oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides,
tilling and harvesting? If so, how:

No.

c. Describe any structures on the site.

Three single family residential dwellings at the Speyers Road site and a
three singlefamily residential dwellings at the FremontAvenue site.

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

One of the dwellings at the Fremont Avenue site is an older house that could
be demolished for future development, although it has not been proposed in
the application materials that have been submitted.

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

The Speyers Road site is zoned R-1 - One Family Residential. The Fremont
Avenue site is zoned R-2- Two Family Residential.
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f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?

The Speyers Road site is designated Low Density Residential. The Fremont
Avenue site is designated Moderate Density Residential.

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program
designation of the site?

N/A.

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

No.

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the
completed project?

Based on the current use of the Speyers Road property and site plan
submitted with the application for the Fremont Avenue site, up to six families
would reside in the two properties.

j. Approximately how may peoplewould the completed project displace?

None.

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:

N/A.

I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing
and projected land uses and plans, if any:

There is no change in the Speyers Road site because it is already developed
and the only proposed change is to provide for three individual lots.

The amendment is being proposed as correcting an error because the three
dwelling units were in existence at the time the property was designated Low
Density Residential and rezoned R-1, and were at a density consistent with
Moderate Density Residential designation. There are also existing, similarly
developed MDR designated properties across Speyers Road from the site
and the dwellings on the site face those higher density areas while bordering
lower density residential areas on rear property lines, rather than along the
streets.
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Moderate Density Residential designated and developed areas are located
on both sides ofSpeyers Road although notcontinuously. The designation
of this site is consistent with that pattern.

Because ofthe small size ofthe Fremont Avenue site, the highest number of
dwelling units thatwould be possible under the High Density Residential
Plan designation is four, one more than existing.

m. Proposed measures toensure theproposal iscompatible with nearby
agricultural and forest lands of long-term commercial significance, if any:

N/A.

9. Housing

a. Approximately how many unitswould beprovided, if any?
Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.

Six existing units based on the existing use of the Speyers Road site and the
site plan submitted with the FremontAvenueapplication. No more than one
additional new dwelling unitwould be possible on the FremontAvenue site
based on themaximum High Density Residential density of24 dwelling units
per acre, although the application does not indicate that it is being proposed.
The existing units are occupied by middle income tenants.

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

None proposed.

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

None.

10. Aesthetics

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

The maximum building height of the R-2 zone is 35 feet.

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

No alteration of views at the Speyers Road site because there are no
proposed changes. At Fremont Avenue the views may be altered slightly if
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there is new construction.

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

None proposed. Since this proposal does not include a rezone of the
Fremont Avenue site to R-3, the maximum 35 foot height limitation of the R-2
zone would continue to apply.

11. Light and Glare

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

Outside and street lighting.

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

No.

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

None.

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

None.

12. Recreation

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

Several parks in the City.

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

No.

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

Common open areas are shown on the site plans for both sites.
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13. Historic and Cultural Preservation

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or placesor sites,located
on or near the site that are over 45 years old listed in or eligible
for listing in national, state,or local preservation registers
located on or near the site? If so, specifically describe.

None identified.

b. Are there any landmarks, features or other evidence of Indian
or historic use or occupation. This may include human burials
or old cemeteries. Is there any material evidence, artifacts,
or areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list
any professionalstudies conducted at the site to identify such
resources.

None identified.

c. Describe the methods uses to assess the potential impacts to
cultural and historic resources on or near the project site.
Examples include consultation with tribes and the department
of archaeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys,
historic maps, GIS data, etc.

None.

d. Proposed measurers to avoid, minimize, or reduce or compensate
for loss, changes to, and disturbance to resources. Please include
plans for the ahove and any permits that may be required.

None.

14. Transportation

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected
geographic area, and describe proposed access to the existing
street system. Show on site plans, if any.

City streets include W. Fremont Avenue and N. 10th Street at the Fremont
site; Speyers Road, Speyers Road and Pear Avenue at the Speyers Road
site.
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b. Is site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit?
If so, generally describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to
the nearest transit stop?

Selah is served by transit. The nearest stop is located at Speyers and N.
11th Street about 14mile from the Speyers Road property and % mile from
the Fremont Avenue property.

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

None

d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads,
streets, pedestrian, bicycle or state transportation facilities, not
including driveways?
If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private).

Not expected to.

e. Will the project or proposal use(or occurin the immediate vicinity of)
water, rail, or air transportation? Ifso, generally describe.

No.

f. How manyvehicular trips per daywould be generated by the
completed project? If known, indicate when peak volumes
would occur and what percentage of the volumes would be trucks
(such as commercial and non-passenger vehicles). What data or
transportation models were used to make these estimates?

Up to thirty trips per day at Speyers Road and 40 trips per day at the
Fremont Avenue site based on assumed 10 trips perday per unit for single
family residential. Peak hourswould be the morning and evening peak hours
typical of single family residential. Minimal truck and commercial vehicle
traffic.

f. Will theproposal interfere with, affect or beaffected by themovement ofagricultural and forest
products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe.

No.
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g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

None.

15. Public Services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services
(for example: fire protection, police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)?
If so, generally describe.

No.

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

None.

16. Utilities

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

Ail of these utilities are available except for septic system.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project,
the utility providing the service, and the general construction
activities on the site or in the immediatevicinity which might
be needed.

Both properties are currently served by all utilities. The only future
construction activities would be ifan existing unit was reconstructed or a new
unit added and would be minor. This is most likely to occur at the Fremont
Avenue site.

C. SIGNATURES The above answers are true and complete to the best ofmy knowledge. I
understand that the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Signature of Proponent or Person Completing Form

Date:
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (do not use this sheet for project
actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the list of the
elements of the environment.

When answeringthese questions, be aware ofthe extent the proposal,or the typesofactivities likely to result
from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the proposal were not
implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production,
storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

Since both of the proposed sites are now mostly developed, there would be very
little if any increase in any of these. The most likelywould be short term noise
and dust associated with any new construction.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:

None beyond the current regulatory requirements for discharges, emissions and noise.

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

Little ifany impact on plants, animals and fish since both are landscaped sites in
developed urban areas.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are?

None.

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

The use of energy and natural resources is low given the low intensity residential
use, small size and low population of the sites.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

None.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or areas
designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks, wilderness,
wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites,
wetlands, floodplain, or prime farmlands?

No expected impact on these areas.
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Proposed measures to protectsuch resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:

None.

5. How would the proposal he likely to affectland and shoreline use, including whether it would
allow or encourage land or shorelineuses incompatible with existing plans?

Designation of the Fremontsite could allow higherdensitydevelopment than
currently permitted in surrounding areas, but itwould only amount to one
additional dwelling unit.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduceshoreline and land use impacts are:

Based on the site plan submitted by the applicant with the Fremont Avenue
application, only three dwelling units are intended, the number ofunits currently
existing.

6. How would the proposal belikely to increase demands on transportation or public services and
utilities?

Insignificant demands on transportation, public services and utilities because at
most the number of existing units would be increased by one.

Proposed measures to reduceor respond to such demand(s) are:

None.

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

There are no known conflicts.
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STAFF REPORT

TO: Planning Commission, City of Selah

FROM: Shawn Conrad, Senior Planner, Yakima Valley Conference of Governments

DATE: September 15,2015

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Plan Update: Draft Summary and Plan Administration Chapter
and Public Participation Plan

ACTION

REQUESTED: None; review and discussion only

Background

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires fully planningjurisdictions to review and update
their comprehensive plans, development regulations, and critical areas ordinance,every eight
years as established by RCW 36.70A.130(5)(c). Selah's next GMA periodic update is due June
30,2017. After this date, without a completed update, Selah wall be unable to access Washington
State road and water/wastewater infrastructure grants and loans.

To start this GMA periodic update process, staff is reviewing and updating the current Selah
ComprehensivePlan. Once the ComprehensivePlan review is completed, staff will begin review
ofthe development regulations and the critical areas ordinance for updates. Once those reviews
are completed, staff will request a recommendation to City Council on all ofthe elements ofthe
GMA periodic update.

The updated Comprehensive Plan will consist of seven chapters:

• Summary and Plan Administration
• Community Goals, Objectives & Policies
• Land Use Element

• Housing Element
• Natural Environment Element

• Transportation Element
• Capital Facilities and Utilities Element

Staff is begiimingthis process with the review and update of the Summaryand Plan
Administration chapter, as well as the required Public Participation Plan.

Summary and Plan Administration Chapter

The Summary and Plan Administration chapter addresses the purposeof the Comprehensive
Plan, the planning process, the County-wide Planning Policy, public involvement, amendment
processes, and maintaining consistency with development regulations, in accordance with the
requirements of the Washington StateGrowth Management Act, including RCW36.70A.106,
36.70A.120, 36.70A.130 and 36.70A.140.
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Proposed updates to thecurrent chapter include adding theprocess for Comprehensive Plan
amendments, including timing, procedures, and public participation; consistency with other City
fiscal and regulatory processes and State review ofamendments; and criteria for approval of
Future Land Use Map amendments.

Public Participation Plan

Each planning city is required toestablish and broadly disseminate to the public a public
participation program identifying procedures providing for early and continuous public
participation inthe development and amendment ofcomprehensive land use plans and
development regulations implementing those plans. The proposed Public Participation Plan
includes a public participation process for the Comprehensive Plan update and any future
amendments, including opportunities to provide input andnotification methods.

September 15,2015SelahPlanningCommission
City ofSelah - Comprehensive PlanUpdate - Summary APian Administration, Public Participation Plan



DRAFT

CHAPTER ONE

Summary and Plan Administration

PURPOSE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The SelahUrban GrowthArea (UGA) is composed of the area within the current incorporated city and
potential future growth area for the City of Selah. This area contains a variety ofphysical, environmental
and economic elements. The Selah Urban Growth Area Comprehensive Plan (Plan) identifies manyof
these elements and their relationship to the overall UGA. The Plan begins by reviewing existing
conditions and continues by attempting to forecast anticipated changes within the Selah UGA.
Understanding these changes and their impacts establishes a firamework within which to coordinate these
changes in the best interests of the residents within the Selah UGA.

The Plan, then, is a guidebook to aid the CityofSelahand YakimaCounty in reviewing or initiating
change. It attempts to givean overallperspective of the SelahUGA. It establishes the necessary
principals, criteria, and policieswith whichto make logical land use decisions. It is important to
emphasize that thePlan is not an endbut a means. It is a reference document of facts, relationships,
projectionsand attitudesto help in the decision-making process. The Plan is not a dictation of what must
be or an answer book forcomplicated questions. It is merely a manual andinformation source to helpthe
City ofSelah and Yakima Coimtyderive its own answers.

To this purpose, the Plan establishes a processthrough whichthe SelahUGAcangrow in a coordinated
manner. The Planallowsfor an understanding of existingconditions and accepted planning principals. It
then providesfor an evaluationofthese conditions and principalswith respectto the attitudesof the
community (interms of local goals, objectives and policies). Support facilities andlimits to providing
these facilities are then explored. Local attitudes, existing conditions and the configuration of future
services are incorporated into the elements ofthe Plan.

When changes to theexisting environment areproposed, it should be carried through this review process:

• What is the relationshipof this change to existing conditions?

• Would the change conform to established principals or currentcommunity policies?

• Is the change in general agreement withthe growth objectives as graphically represented on the
Future Land Use Map?

• What will be the implications of thechange on thetransportation system, support facilities, and the
natural environment?

With the aidofthe Plan, the City of Selah and Yakima County Planning Commissions, the Selah City
Council and the Board of Yakima County Commissioners willeitherapprove, approve with
modifications, or deny adoption of theseincremental changes. Individued decisions mayresult in new
conditions or changes in objectives or policies. The Plan must beamended to reflect these changes sothat
a current document will again be available fortheevaluation of future change. Step by step, then, the

Cityof SelahCompFehensive PlanUpdate
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Selah UGA cancontinue to develop, addressing both the problems of today andopportunities of
tomorrow.

PLANNING PROCESS

In 1990,the Stateof Washington passed the Growth Management Act (GMA). The GMA is a framework
that encourages each community to respond to growth in a realistic way. The GMA outlines a planning
approach thatgives each community a mechanism to respond to growth issues in a way that is consistent
with its unique situation.

The GMA requires that each community create a comprehensive plan based onthirteen basic goals. Those
are as follows:

• Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and
servicesexist or can be provided in an efficientmanner.

• Reduce sprawl.Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-
density development.

• Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems thatarebased onregional
priorities and coordinated with county andcitycomprehensive plans.

• Housing. Encourage theavailability ofaffordable housing to alleconomic segments of the
population ofthis state, promote a variety ofresidential densities and housing types, and encourage
preservationofexisting housing stock.

• Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout the state that is consistent
with adopted comprehensive plans, prorrtote economic.opportunity forall citizens of the state,
especially forunemployed andfordisadvantaged persons, andencourage growth in areas
experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the capacities of the state's natural
resources, public services, and public facilities.

• Property rights. Private property shall notbe taken forpublic usewithout just compensation
having been made. Theproperty rights of landowners shall be protected from arbitrary and
discriminatory actions.

• Permits. Applications for both state andlocal government permits should be processed in a timely
and fair manner to insure predictability.

• Natural resource industries. Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries, including
productive timber, agricultural, andfisheries industries. Encourage theconservation of productive
forest landsand productive agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.

• Open space and recreation. Encourage the retention of open space and development of
recreational opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource
lands and water, and develop parks.

• Environment. Protect the environment and enhancethe state's high qualityof life, including air

City of Selah Comprehensive Plan Update
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and water quality, and the availability of water.

• Citizen participation and coordination. Encourage the involvementofcitizens in the planning
process and ensure coordination between communities and jurisdictions to reconcile conflicts.

• Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support
development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time development is available for
occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum
standards.

• Historic preservation. Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structmes that
have historical or archaeological significance.

The County-wide Planning Policy

The GMArequires that each county and its incorporated communities agree on a set of policiesthat will
ensurecoordinated planning acrossjurisdictional lines.YakimaCounty, in conjunction with the Cityof
Selah and other communities, adopted the Coimty-wide Planning Policy (CWPP) in 1993; the policywas
updated in 2003. The CWPP providea framework for planningthat includes designation ofan UGA,
provision of urbanservices in the UGAconcurrent with growth, coordinated transportation systems,
coordinated policies for housing, creationofjoint planningwithin the UGA,and consistenteconomic
development policies. TheCWPP alsodirectly address the GMA's goals that: a)privateproperty rights be
considered, b) development permits be processed in a fairand timely manner, c) citizen participation be
the foundation ofall planning efforts.

The SelahUGA Comprehensive Plan is generally and specifically consistent with the CWPP. In general,
as described in the Guiding Principles sectionof the CWP, the Selah UGA Comprehensive Plansupports
the principals ofseeking solutions locally, using a common database for planning and consistent terms for
comprehensive land use categories. Land use data in the Selah Comprehensive Plan is based on Yakima
Coimty Assessor's data and localknowledge ofCitystaff, and the transportation analysis is basedon data
from the Yakima Valley Conference of Governments.

Specific elements of the CWPP areaddressed in corresponding elements of theSelah Comprehensive
Plan. These are summarized below:

Yakima County-wide Planning Policy Selah UGA Comprehensive Plan

Urban Growth Area Policies The Selah UGA is consistent with the Urban Growth Area

policiesofthe CWPP.Chapter3 providesa capacity
analysis for the UGA.

Contiguous and Orderly Development Policies The Land Use Elementofthe Comprehensive Plan
provides for growth first in areas withavailableservices,

followed by UGA areas where future services are
plaimed. Refer to policy LUGM 3.2.

Siting Public Facilities Policies Objective LUGM 5 andPolicy3 in the LandUsepolicies
support the cooperative siting ofpublic facilities,

consistent with the CWPP.
County-wide Transportation Facilities Policies The transportation policies and Chapter 7 ofthe

Comprehensive Plan are consistent with this element of
the CWPP.

Affordable Housing Policies Refer to the housing policies and Chapter 4 ofthe Selah
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Comprehensive Plan for affordablehousingpolicies in
support of this element ofthe CWPP

Joint Planning Policies TheSelah Comprehensive Plan supports theconcept of
joint cooperative planning with surrounding jurisdictions.

Policies thataddress inter-local cooperation with the
County and otheragencies include Policy LUGM 4.2

Objective LUGM 5, Policy LUGM 5.1, Policy CFU 2.1
and Policy CFU 3.3.

Economic DevelopmentPolicies The LandUse and Economic Development elements of
the Comprehensive Planinclude policies to ensure that

economic development is consistent withthecapacity of
the region'snatural resources andwith the City's landuse
andcapital facilities plan.Referto goalsandpolicies in

the Land Use and Economic Development elements.
Fiscal ImpactAnalysisPolicies The City's Capital facilities element provideis a capital

fecilities plan consistent with the CWP and includes
consideration ofcoordination needs with other agencies.
Please referto the Capital facilities and Utilities policies

andbackground information in Chapter 8. llie
Comprehensive Plan does not include consideration ofan

impact fee process fCWPPH3.3).
Coordination withSpecial Purpose Districts,

Adjacent Counties and State, Tribal and
Federal Governments Policies

The Comprehensive Plansupports coordination with
special purpose districts andadjacent governmental

agencies. Policies thataddress inter-agency coordination
include Policy LUGM 4.2 Objective LUGM 5,Policy

LUGM 5.1, Policv CFU 2.1 and Policy CFU 3.3.

Public Involvement

On {insert date}, the Selah City Council adopted the City ofSelah Comprehensive Plan Update
Public Participation Plan (PPP). The PPP establishes the following for public involvement during the Plan
update:

• Planning Commission public meetings - discuss draftandfinal sections of Planelements at
regularly scheduled planning commission meetings or appropriately advertised special meetings.

• Public Comment - the draft will be available for review during a public comment period.
• Final Public Hearing - the draft will be modified based upon comments received during the public

meetings and during the public comment period. The City Council will hold a public hearing on
the final draft prior to adoption.

The objectives ofthe PPP include:
• Provide for"early andcontinuous" public participation
• Build community trust in theplanning process
• Seekpublic input and ideas concerning the future of Selah
• Encourage participation of individuals, community groups and organizations that may not

normally participate in the planningprocess
• Explain the laws by which the City is obligated to conduct the Update process

Roles

The day-to-day work ofimplementing the Selah UGA Comprehensive Plan requires support from the City
and community as a whole. Key actors andtheir respective roles are described below:
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The City of Selah and Yakima County Planning Commissions. The role of the Planning Commission
is one ofadvisory to the legislative body. The Commission is responsible for informing the legislative
body about the consequences ofpotential development decisions. A well-functioning Commission can
help the legislative body weigh the advantages and disadvantages ofalternative courses ofaction. The
Commission should keep the public informed and seek to include their input.

The Selah City Council and Board of County Commissioners. These elected officials have the
responsibility for enacting and amending land use regulations after considering the recommendations of
the Commission. The Selah City Council is responsible for decision-making with the Selah City limits,
while the Board ofCotmty Commissioners(BOCC) is responsible for decision-makingwithin the
unincorporatedportion of Selah's UGA. Both boards' responsibilities include amending zoning
regulations and the zoning districtmaps. The City Coimcil and BOCCalso play a part in the
comprehensive planningprocessby reviewing the plans that pertainto their jurisdictions,and making
recommendations. Therole of theCity Council andBOCC in thesubdivision process includes accepting
or rejecting dedications of easements, right-of-way and otherpublic lands, approving financial guarantees
or financing mechanisms to ensureconstruction of all publicimprovements, approving engineering
drawings, and approving subdivisions prior to their being recorded.

The Citizens.Formalizing citizeninputthrough public meetings andrequired public hearings is one of
the most vital aspects of theplanning process. Citizens canbecome involved in theprocess by
contributing to the meaningful dialogue surrounding particular issues or the process in gener^.

Planning Area

The Selah UGA is approximately 7.2square miles, and includes the land within the Citylimits in addition
to land dedicated outside and adjacent to City limits that is identified as land needed for future
development during a 20-year planning period. Landcannotbe annexed to the CityofSelahunlessit is
contained within the UGA andis adjacent to the existing City limits, except thatparcels notcontiguous
withexisting City limits may beannexed for municipal purposes. TheUGA boundary is illustrated in
Figure xx, pagexx. The UGA represents the potential aimexation boundaries of theCityof Selah.

Future Land Use Map

The City's Planning Commission developed the Future Land UseMapfor the Selah UGA after
consideration of the following factors: a projected population of 9,163 in the year2040,andthe resultant
residential, commercial, industrial and public land use requirements to accommodate theprojected
population; existing land use patterns and environmental constraints; and public input received through
the public hearing process(see LandUseElement, Figurex pagex).

The Future LandUse Map continues the land use designations established in 1997, and revisited in the
2005 Plan update, anticipating an expanded downtowncommercial core, continued industrial
development adjacent to the Burlington Northern-Santa FeRailroad, and a moderate density increase near
the City center and a continuation of low density residential development south and west ofthe existing
City center.
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Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Annual Amendments

Community Planning isan iterative process, meaning that the Plan isa living document that will be
amended on aregular basis as conditions change, better information becomes available, and/or community
values evolve. Under the Ghowth Management Act, comprehensive plan amendments may only occur
once per year. The City ofSelah sets {insert month} as its anniversary date ofComprehensive Plan
adoption. {Insert month} will also serve as the month ofany given aimual amendment cycle by which
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan must be submitted for consideration during that cycle.
Amendments submitted after {insert month} will be held over until the next annual amendment cycle.
Amendment proposals may be submitted at any time during the year by members ofthe public by filing an
application using forms available from the City, or by motion by the City Council. Non-govemmental
amendment proposals are subject toan application fee as per SMC §20,22.020.

After the applications are processed by City staff, they will be considered by the Planning Commission,
which will forward arecommendation to the City Council. Public comment is invited during the Planning
Commission review process, including at apublic hearing on the proposed amendments. After receiving
the Planning Commission recommendation, the amendments vidll be submitted to the Washington State
Depa^ent ofCommerce for the required 60-day State review. After the State review period has expired,
the City Council will make the final decision on all Comprehensive Plan amendments. Ifapproved, the
amendments will be adopted by ordinance.

Within 10 days following adoption, the City will submit the adopted amendments to the Department of
Commerce. The City will then also publish anotice ofadoption and availability ofthe amendment inits
newspaper ofrecord. Afinal 60-day State review aiid comment period will commence firom the date of
publication. Appeals ofthe adopted amendments to the Growth Management Hearings Board can be filed
during this final 60-day review period.

The City shall establish and broadly disseminate to the public apublic participation program consistent
with RCW 36.70A.035 and 36.70A.140 that identifies procedures and schedules whereby updates,
proposed amendments, or revisions ofthe Comprehensive Plan are considered by the governing body of
the City no more fi-equently than once every year. "Update" means to review and revise, if needed.

Emergency Amendments

This Plan may be revised oramended outside ofthe normal schedule iffindings are adopted to show that
the amendment was necessary due to an emergency situation ofaneighborhood or community-wide
significance. Examples ofemergency situations include those which would present an imminent threat to
public health and safety, animminent danger topublic orprivate property, oran imminent threat of
serious environmental degradation. Apersonal emergency on the part ofaparticular applicant or property
owner is not considered an emergency situation. Plan and zoning amendments related to annexations may
be considered during the normal annexation process and need not be coordinated withthe annual Plan
amendment schedule. The nature ofany emergency and proposed amendment shall be explained tothe
City Council. The Council will decide whether ornot toallow the proposal toproceed ahead ofthe
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normal amendment schedule.

In addition to emergencies, amendmentsmay be considered more frequently than once per year under the
following circumstances:

1) The proposed amendment concerns the initial adoption ofa sub-area plan that does not modify the
ComprehensivePlan policies and designations applicable to the sub-area;

2) The proposed amendment concerns the adoption or amendment ofa shoreline master program
under the procedures set forth in chapter 90.58 RCW;

3) The proposed amendment concerns the amendment of the Capital Facilities Element ofa
Comprehensive Plan that occurs concurrently with the adoption or amendment ofa Yakima
County or City budget;

4) The proposed amendment concerns the adoption ofComprehensive Plan amendments necessary to
enact a plaimed action under RCW 43.21C.031(21(State environmental policy - Significant
impacts), provided that amendments are considered in accordance with the public participation
program establishedby the City and all persons who have requestednotice ofa Comprehensive
Plan update are given notice ofthe amendrhentsand an opportunityto comment.

5) All proposals shall be considered by the governing body concurrently so the cumulative effect of
the various proposals can be ascertained. However,after appropriate publicparticipation, the City
may adopt amendments or revisions to its Comprehensive Plan to resolve an appeal ofa
Comprehensive Plan filed with a growth management hearings board or with the court.

Criteria for Approving a Change to the Future Land Use Map

Changes in the Future Land Use Map contained in the Land Use Element will only be granted after the
City Council has reviewedthe proposed change to determine if it complieswith the standards and criteria
listed below. A change in the Future Land Use Map shall only be granted if such written findings are
made:

1) The proposal is consistent with the provisions ofthe GMA and other applicable State planning
requirements;

2) The proposal is consistent with, and will help implement the goals, policiesand objectives ofthis
Comprehensive Plan;

3) Required changes to implementingregulations are identified prior to adoption of the proposed
change, and are scheduled for revision, so that these implementing regulations remain consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan;

4) The proposal will increase the development or use potential ofa site or area without creating
significant adverse impacts on existing critical areas, or on other uses legallyexisting or permitted
in the area;

5) The proposal is an extension ofsimilar adjacent use or is of sufficientsize to make the proposal
logical;

6) The traffic generatedby the proposal will not unduly burden the traffic circulation systems in the
vicinity. The collector and arterial system currently serves or can concurrently be extended to serve
the proposal, as needed;

7) Adequate public facilities and services exist or can concurrentlybe developedto serve the
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proposal;

8) The other characteristics of theproposal are compatible with those ofother uses inthe vicinity;
9) Theotheruses in thevicinity of the proposal aresuch as to permit theproposal to fimction

properly;

10) If theproposal has impacts beyond theCity limits, theproposal has been jointly reviewed by
Yakima County; and

11)Anyother similar considerations that maybe appropriate to the particular case.

How Will the Plan Be Implemented?

The GMA contains requirements that communities take real steps toassure that the goals and policies are
notignored as decisions occur and are, in fact, implemented by day-to-day decisions. Inorder to make
goals and policies actually affect what happens inthe real world, several Aings must happen. To assure
that all government decisions made after its adoption are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the City
codes, procedures and regulations must be amended tobeconsistent with the Plan. Primary
implementation tools include the City Zoning Code and other development regulations, the Six-Year
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), utility plans, the
critical areas ordinance, and many other city codes and programs. The implementation phase of the
planning process calls for codes and programs tobeamended to implement the goals and policies ofthe
Comprehensive Planas needed. Anyproposed change to a program or ordinance will be discussed in a
public hearing and must be based on citizen involvement. Inthis way, itcan be assured that the specific
steps taken areasconsistent with community desires asthe initial goals and policies.

Organization of this Comprehensive Plan
The GMA requires that a comprehensive plan contain a Land Use Element, Housing Element,
Transportation Element, Capital Facilities Element and Utilities Element. Inaddition, recent changes to
the GMA require a Park Element and Economic Development Element. The requirement for these latter
two elements, however, isnot effective until funds sufficient tocover applicable costs to local government
are appropriated by the State. The Selah Comprehensive Plan contains all required elements, aswell asa
Parks and Recreation Element. Inaddition to these required elements, the City of Selah has elected to
include a Natural EnvironmentElement. Goals and Policies for each ofthese elements are foimd in the
front ofthe Plan, followed by backgroimd information, including an analysis ofexisting conditions,
discussion ofpotential future conditions, and establishment ofstandards for future development and
serviceprovisions, as appropriate.

Aconununity profile, glossaiy ofterms and statement ofstate planning goals are included asappendices
to this Plan.
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City of Selah

Comprehensive Plan Update

Pubiic Pariicipatioji PIhq

Background

The City of Selah is subject to, and plans under, the guidelines ofthe Growth Management Act (GMA).
The planning process for updating a Comprehensive Plan requires early and continuous public
participation (RCW 36.70A.140).

RCW36,70A.140:

Each county and city that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall establish
and broadly disseminate to the public a public participation program identifying procedures
providing for early and continuous public participation in the development and amendment of
comprehensive land use plans and development regulations implementing such plans. The
procedures shall provide for broad dissemination ofproposals and alternatives, opportunity for
written comments, public meetingsafter effective notice, provision for open discussion,
communication programs, information services, and consideration ofand response to public
comments. In enacting legislation in response to the board's decision pursuant to RCW
36.70A.300 declaring part or all ofa comprehensive plan or development regulation invalid, the

countyor city shall provide for public participationthat is appropriate and effective under the
circumstances presented by the board's order. Errors in exact compliance with the established
program and procedures shall not render the comprehensive land use plan or development
regulations invalid if the spirit ofthe program and procedures is observed.

The City ofSelah proposes the following to conform with RCW 36.70A.140:

1. Planning Commission public meetings - discuss draft and final sections of plan elements and

amendments at regularly scheduled planning commission meetings or appropriately advertised

special meetings.

2. Public Comment - the draft will be available for review during a public comment period.

3. Final Public Hearing - the draft will be modified based upon comments received during the

public meetings and during the public comment period. The City Council will hold a public

hearing on the final draft prior to adoption.

Public Participation Plan Objectives:
1. Provide for "early and continuous" public participation
2. Buildcommunity trust in the planning process
3. Seek public input and ideas concerning the future of Selah
4. Encourage participation of individuals, community groups and organizations that may not

normally participate in the pianning process
5. Explainthe laws by which the City is obligated to conduct the Update process

Notification Methods

The following methods may be used to inform the public of the opportunity to participate:
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1.Newspaperadvertisements—anInitialnewspaperadinformingofthestartoftheUrbanGrowth
AreaandComprehensivePlanUpdate

2.E-mailand/ordirectmailnoticetointerestedpartieswhowishtoreceivenotification
3.E-mailnoticetointerestedpartiesinkeyorganizations-Requestingthosekeyoutside

organizationsdistributetotheirmembershipandtootherorganizations.
4.PressReleases

5.UtilityBillingflyers
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