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I. INTRODUCTION 

At issue in this appeal is the Monroe City Council's approval of a 

Wal-Mart retail store-in particular, whether the proposed Wal-Mart store 

is consistent with a City of Monroe planning document called the North 

Kelsey Development Plan. The Plan contains broad goals, statements of 

intent, and design guidelines that apply to development in the area where 

the new Wal-Mart store is proposed. It gives the City considerable 

flexibility and discretion in determining whether a development is 

consistent with its guidelines. In this case, after extensive public review 

and input, the City Council exercised its discretion appropriately, issuing 

detailed findings of fact and conclusions of law in support of its 

determination that the proposed Wal-Mart store complies with all 

applicable provisions of the Plan. 

Appellant Friends of North Kelsey ("FNK") now asks this Court to 

override the City Council's discretionary application of its own code as 

well as its judgment that the project complies with the Plan's goals and 

design guidelines. The Court should decline to do so for the following 

reasons: 

First, FNK's claims of noncompliance are based on the erroneous 

assumption that a large retail use like the proposed Wal-Mart store is 

inherently inconsistent with the Plan. After conceding that the proposed 
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use is consistent with the Plan, FNK asserts a litany of claims about how a 

large-scale retail store like Wal-Mart's proposal stands in "stark contrast" 

and is "utterly at odds" with the Plan. The problem with these claims is 

that the Plan allows and even encourages large-scale retail stores, 

"including 'big-box' retail stores, " in the area where the Wal-Mart store 

is proposed, and the very characteristics that FNK objects to-i.e., the 

large building and associated parking areas-are the very characteristics 

that make a store a "big-box retail store." Thus, contrary to the claims 

made by FNK, a big-box retail store like the proposed Wal-Mart store can, 

and in this case does, comply with the North Kelsey Development Plan. 

Second, FNK erroneously assumes that, even if a big-box retail 

store can comply with the Plan, in this case the City Council approved a 

Wal-Mart store that is "formulaic" and "typical" without making any 

concessions to the Plan's goals, objectives and design guidelines. Nothing 

could be further from the truth. Beginning with pre-application 

considerations about how to design and configure the store on the site to 

best meet Plan goals and design guidelines, through the substantial project 

design changes made in response to public review and input, and 

culminating in additional City-Council conditions imposed on the store 

design to ensure compliance with the Plan, the development review 
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process has resulted in a Wal-Mart store design that is unique among Wal-

Mart stores anywhere in the country. 

Third, FNK's claims are based on the erroneous assumption that 

this Court can substitute its judgment for that of the City Council on how 

best to apply the Plan goals and design guidelines to this particular 

proposal, a judgment that is subject to the clearly erroneous standard of 

review under the Land Use Petition Act. While FNK's arguments reveal 

its subjective disagreement with the City Council's findings of compliance 

with various goals and design guidelines in the Plan-according to FNK, 

"the issues presented are inherently visual"-such arguments are not 

sufficient for FNK to meet its burden of demonstrating clear error. Under 

this standard of review, the Court cannot substitute its judgment for that of 

the City Council even if it would have reached a different conclusion 

regarding how best to apply the Plan goals and guidelines to the proposed 

Wal-Mart store. But this is exactly what FNK invites this Court to do. 

The Court should decline this invitation and uphold the City Council's 

decision. 

II. ISSUES PRESENTED 

1. Whether FNK has met its burden of affirmatively demonstrating 
that the City Council's determination that Wal-Mart's proposal is 
consistent with the North Kelsey Development Plan is an 
erroneous interpretation of the law, a clearly erroneous application 
of the law, or not supported by substantial evidence. 
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2. Whether FNK has met its burden of affirmatively demonstrating 
clear error in the City Council's determination that Wal-Mart's 
proposal qualifies as a "planned action" under the State 
Environmental Policy Act. 

III. ST A TEMENT OF THE CASE 

Intervenor Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. ("Wal-Mart") incorporates by 

reference the Statement of the Case in the Brief of Respondent City of 

Monroe and submits the following additional facts relevant to this appeal. 

A. The North Kelsey Development Plan Allows and Even 
Encourages Large Retail Uses Like the Proposed Wal
Mart Store 

At issue in this appeal is the City Council's approval of a Binding 

Site Plan, Grading Permit, and Development Agreement for development 

of a Wal-Mart retail store of approximately 151,179 square feet with 

associated seasonal and outdoor garden centers of approximately 13,000 

square feet on part of a 24-acre property in the City of Monroe ("City"). 

CP 2752-53. The property is located in the Planned Development Area of 

the North Kelsey Planning Area, which is bisected into north and south 

areas by North Kelsey Street. CP 2752. The Wal-Mart store will be 

located in the north area, which is otherwise undeveloped. Id. Consistent 

with the Binding Site Plan, the Wal-Mart store will be located on the 

central 17-acre lot (Lot 1), with two out-lots for future development, one 

an approximately six-acre lot in the northernmost portion ofthe property 

for undisclosed future uses (Lot 2) and the other an approximately one-
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acre site in the southwestern comer of the property intended for future 

retail or service uses (Lot 3). Id. The south area is partially developed 

with a Lowe's Home Improvement store. CP 2787. 

The Planned Development Area, including the property on which 

the Wal-Mart store will be located, is zoned General Commercial and is 

subject to the North Kelsey Development Plan ("Plan"). CP 2752-53 

(Appendix C, attached hereto). The Plan contains goals and objectives 

that call for the creation of a "pedestrian-friendly center that serves as a 

community focus, provides public open space and amenities, and 

accommodates a broad range of commercial and civic activities." CP 

1978, 1964-85. The Plan also includes the North Kelsey Design 

Guidelines ("Design Guidelines"), which address Site Configuration, Site 

Planning, Circulation, and Architectural/Building Design. CP 1987-2035 

(Appendix C, attached hereto). 

One of the commercial uses allowed and even encouraged by the 

Plan is "big box" retail. CP 1971. According to one City Councilmember, 

"a large box store was always envisioned as a possibility for North 

Kelsey." CP 645. 
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B. The Proposed Wal-Mart Store Was Designed to Meet 
the Goals and Design Guidelines in the North Kelsey 
Development Plan. 

Even before submitting its project applications on January 5, 2011, 

Wal-Mart gave careful consideration to the Plan and Design Guidelines in 

the initial design of its proposal. CP 421. It considered multiple site 

configuration alternatives and ultimately chose the one that best complied 

with the Plan and Design Guidelines, one that positioned the building on 

the east side of the property, facing west, in order to facilitate and provide 

pedestrian-oriented spaces, connections and amenities. Id The building 

itself was designed using a variety of architectural techniques to create an 

overall concept consistent with the architecture and design concepts in the 

Plan, including fayade modulation and articulation, variation in height, 

materials and color, and a plaza adjacent to the building entrances with 

such pedestrian amenities as landscaping, seating, and bicycle parking. 

CP 427. 

C. Wal-Mart Proposed Design Changes in Response to 
Public Comment That Would Make the Proposed Store 
Unique Among Wal-Mart Stores Nationwide. 

In response to citizens' comments at the March 15,2011 City 

Council hearing on the proposal, Wal-Mart proposed additional revisions 

to the conceptual site plan and an alternative store design to ensure 

compliance with the Plan. CP 2615-16. These design changes "provide[] 
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for additional pedestrian amenities and landscaping features, as well as 

numerous enhancements to the structural materials, roof configurations, 

signage, and other aesthetic and architectural components of the proposed 

building." CP 2699. They make the proposed store unique among Wal-

Mart stores elsewhere in the country. CP 544, 567-68, 1906. 

D. The City Council Imposed Additional Conditions on the 
Store Design to Ensure Compliance with the Plan and 
Design Guidelines. 

At the March 29,2011 public hearing on the proposal, the City 

Council imposed additional conditions to the revised conceptual site plan 

and store design in approving the Binding Site Plan, Grading Permit, and 

Development Agreement. CP 2699. These conditions included a: (1) a 

new pedestrian path from the southeast comer of the project site around 

the storm detention area to the south parking area; (2) utilization of an off-

set crosswalk design for the North Kelsey Street crosswalk incorporated 

into the existing landscaping median, with additional safety amenities such 

as lighting or flagging; (3) the addition ofa 12-foot mixed-use (bicycle 

and pedestrian) path from North Kelsey Street to the Garden Center; (4) 

installation of a 10-foot landscape buffer at the southwest comer of Lot 3 

between the comer feature and any future building on Lot 3, and 

orientation of the garbage-handling operations associated with the future 

Lot 3 building away from the comer feature ; and (5) enhancement of the 
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plaza area between the two main store entrances with the following 

amenities: three planters, three tables, six benches, and four hanging 

baskets. Id. 

At its April 12,2011 meeting, the City Council adopted Resolution 

20111009 approving the Development Agreement and the associated 

Binding Site Plan and Grading Permit applications. CP 2698 (Appendix 

A, attached hereto). The Resolution incorporated by reference the 

findings in the Staff Report and Recommendation. CP 2752-

2771(Appendix B, attached hereto). FNK appeals this Resolution. 

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

A. The Court's Review of the City Council's Land Use 
Decision is Deferential Under LUPA, and FNK Bears 
the Burden of Proof in This Proceeding. 

LUPA governs judicial review of land use decisions. HJS Dev., 

Inc. v. Pierce County, Dep't of Planning & Land Servs., 148 Wn.2d 451, 

467,61 P.3d 1141 (2003) (en banc). When reviewing a superior court's 

decision on a land use petition, the appellate court stands in the same 

position as the superior court. I Lakeside Industries v. Thurston County, 

I FNK cites confusing language from Sylvester v. Pierce County, a Division II Court of 
Appeals opinion, claiming that "the appellate court ... reviews the local jurisdiction's 
decision de novo." See Op. Br. 8 (citing Sylvester, 148 Wn. App. 813, 822,201 P.3d 381 
(2009) (stating that "[u]nder LUPA, we stand in the shoes of the superior court and 
review the hearing examiner's land use decision de novo . .. ") (emphasis provided)). To 
clarify, Washington law is clear that this Court reviews the Superior Court's decision 
below de novo, but this Court's review of the local jurisdiction 's land use decision is 
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119 Wn. App. 886, 893, 83 P.3d 433 (2004). The court reviews the 

decision of the local jurisdiction's body or officer with the highest level of 

authority to make the determination, including those with authority to hear 

appeals-in this case, the Monroe City Council. RCW 36.70C.020(1); 

Citizens to Preserve Pioneer Park LLC v. Mercer Island, 106 Wn. App. 

461,474,24 P.3d 1079 (2001). 

As a LUP A petitioner, FNK has the burden of showing that one 

or more ofLUPA's six standards for granting relief has been met.2 FNK 

cites four of these six standards in its appeal: 

(a) The body or officer that made the land 
use decision engaged in unlawful procedure 
or failed to follow a prescribed process, 
unless the error was harmless; 

(b) The land use decision is an erroneous 
interpretation of the law, after allowing for 
such deference as is due the construction of 
a law by a local jurisdiction with expertise; 

(c) The land use decision is not supported by 
evidence that is substantial when viewed in 
light of the whole record before the court; 

limited to LUPA's statutory standards of review. See, e.g., Sylvester, 148 Wn. App. at 
822-23 (applying LUPA's standards of review directly to local jurisdiction's decision). 
2 While FNK's quotation of RCW 36.70C.130(1) states that "[t]he City's decision must 
be reversed" in the circumstances listed in Subsections (a) through (d), see Op. Sr. at 9, it 
omits the following language, which places the burden of proof on a petitioner-appellant 
in a LUPA proceeding: "The court may grant relief only if the party seeking relief has 
carried the burden of establishing that one of the standards .. . of this subsection has 
been met." See RCW 36. 70C.130 (emphasis provided). 

DWT 1 9994226v3 0031150·000303 9 



(d) The land use decision is a clearly 
erroneous application of the law to the facts 

RCW 36.70C.130(1)(a)-(d), cited in Op. Br. 9. This provision "reflects 

clear legislative intention that [courts] give substantial deference to both 

legal and factual determinations of local jurisdictions with expertise in 

land use regulations." Timberlake Christian Fellowship v. King County, 

114 Wn. App. 174~ 180,61 P.3d 332 (2002). 

B. Factual Determinations Are Reviewed for Substantial 
Evidence, and Unchallenged Findings of Fact Are 
Verities on Appeal. 

Factual determinations are subject to a deferential "substantial 

evidence" standard, with the court considering all of the evidence and 

reasonable inferences in the light most favorable to the party who 

prevailed in the highest forum that exercised fact-finding authority. 

Freeburg v. City of Seattle , 71 Wn. App. 367, 371-72, 859 P.2d 610 

(1993). Here, that was the Monroe City Council. Further, any finding of 

fact that was not specifically challenged is considered a verity on appeal in 

this proceeding. See, e.g., City of Medina v. T-Mobile USA, Inc., 123 Wn. 

App. 19,29,95 P.3d 377 (2004) (findings of fact were "verities on 

appeal" due to LUPA petitioner's failure to challenge them). While FNK 

includes a one-sentence, blanket assignment of error to all "findings and 

conclusions adopted by the City Council," see Op. Br. at 3, it does not 
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seem to assign error to any particular finding of fact in the Council's 

approval ofWal-Mart's project. 

C. LUPA's Standard of Review for Questions of Law Is 
Deferential. 

Issues involving interpretation of law in LUP A's standard (b) are reviewed 

de novo under the error of law standard. See, e.g., Wenatchee Sportsmen 

Ass'n v. Chelan County, 141 Wn.2d 169,4 P.3d 123 (2000). But despite 

this general de novo standard, a reviewing court must give "great weight" 

to the City's interpretation of its own zoning laws.3 Ass 'n of Rural 

Residents v. Kitsap County, 95 Wn. App. 383,391,974 P.2d 863 (1999); 

see RCW 36. 70C.130( 1 )(b) (requiring deference to "the construction of a 

law by a local jurisdiction with expertise"). LUP A's "de novo" standard 

(b) does not apply to any ofFNK's claims, because-despite FNK's 

claims to the contrary-none of its challenges raise issues of purely legal 

3 FNK not only ignores LUPA's express requirement that a court defer to the local 
jurisdiction's construction of its own laws, it argues for a broader de novo standard by 
citing the Division II Court of Appeals opinion in Green. See Op. Br. 9 (claiming 
deference is only appropriate where the controlling regulation is ambiguous) (citing 
Green v. State Dept. a/Social and Health Svcs., 163 Wn. App. 494, S08, 260 P.3d 2S4 
(2011». But Green has no application here, as the portions cited by FNK are the court's 
interpretation of the de novo standard under the Administrative Procedures Act-which, 
unlike LUPA, contains no requirement that a court defer to the agency's construction in 
applying the de novo standard of review. See id. ("Under RCW 34.0S.S70(3)(d), the 
APA's "error of law" standard, we may substitute our interpretation of the law for the 
agency's.") (emphasis provided); see also RCW 34.0S .S70(3)(d) (requiring the court to 
grant relief for an agency's action where "[t]he agency has erroneously interpreted or 
applied the law," with no requirement for deference to the agency's interpretation). 
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interpretation. Rather, FNK's claims relate almost exclusively to the 

City's application of its own Code, which is reviewed for clear error. 

D. The City's Application oflts Code to Wal-Mart's 
Project Is Reviewed for Clear Error. 

FNK's claims generally relate to the City Council's application of 

the provisions of the Plan and Design Guidelines to the project. Because 

these challenges involve the City Council's application of the law to the 

facts, they are reviewed for clear error under LUPA's standard (d). See 

Citizens, 106 Wn. App. at 474. As FNK concedes, "[t]he issue of whether 

the Wal-Mart proposal is consistent with each specific design guideline is 

reviewed under the clearly erroneous standard." See Op. Br. at 23 note 7. 

Notably, and of critical importance in this case, "[u]nder the clearly 

erroneous standard of review, the court does not substitute its judgment for 

that of the administrative body and may find the decision clearly 

erroneous only when it is left with the definite and firm conviction that a 

mistake has been committed." Cougar Mountain Assocs. v. King County, 

111 Wn.2d 742, 747, 765 P.2d 264 (1988) (emphasis provided). 

Here, FNK cannot meet its burden of demonstrating clear error, or 

that the decision should be reversed under any ofLUPA's standards. This 

Court should thus uphold the Superior Court's denial ofFNK's appeal. 
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v. ARGUMENT 

A. FNK Has Failed to Meet Its Burden of Demonstrating 
Clear Error in the City Council's Determination That 
the Project Is Consistent with the North Kelsey 
Development Plan. 

FNK's principal claim is that Wal-Mart's proposal fails to comply 

with various goals, statements of intent, and Design Guidelines in the 

Plan. To prevail on this claim, FNK must prove that the City Council's 

approval of the Wal-Mart store was clearly erroneous. FNK cannot meet 

this burden. 

1. The Proposed Wal-Mart Store Is Fully 
Consistent with the Plan's Goals. 

FNK claims that Wal-Mart's project is inconsistent with three of 

the six goals stated in the Plan. See Op. Br. 16-22. These goals are set 

forth in Chapter 1, Section C ofthe Plan, and each goal is followed by a 

list of corresponding objectives. See CP 1971-72. As is typical for goals 

and objectives in land use planning documents, these provisions are broad, 

SUbjective policy statements regarding development in the overall Plan 

area, and do not purport to impose land use controls on any particular 

project. See, e.g., Hearst Corp. v. Hoppe, 90 Wn.2d 123, 128,580 P.2d 

246 (1978) (declarations of policy in law serve as a guide to determining 

the intended effect of operative provisions ) (emphasis provided). 
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The same is true of the Plan's "concept" drawings, which FNK 

repeatedly cites in its Opening Brief as "proof' of an alleged failure to 

comply with the Plan's goals. See, e.g., Op. Bf. 16-17 (discussion of Goal 

2),19 (Goal 4), 21 (GoalS). But the plain language of the Plan confinns 

that the City Council intended it as a broad, flexible planning document, 

and that it never intended these concept drawings to strictly control 

development in the Plan area. For example, the Development Concept 

included as Chapter 3 ofthe Plan is, per its tenns, intended to translate the 

planning objectives discussed in the Plan into a set of "physical design 

principles." See CP 1978. And the other graphics FNK relies on in its 

attempt to bind the City to what is shown in the Plan drawings are clearly 

labeled as "illustrative," a "development concept," or a "hypothetical 

development plan"-and they are intended to be just that: illustrations, 

concepts, and hypothetical development scenarios. See, e.g., CP 1970, 

1978, 1981. In fact, the single large structure shown in some of these 

graphics contradicts FNK's assumption that Wal-Mart's project is 

inconsistent with these design concepts. See CP 1993 (Figures Sand 6). 

And contrary to FNK' s reading of the goals as specific, regulatory 

mandates, nothing in the Plan requires every project to comply with every 

goal. Nor is anyone of these broad goals elevated over others in 

importance. See CP 1971-72. Thus, these Plan provisions should be read 
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as a whole. See, e.g., In re Detention of Williams, 147 Wn.2d 476,490,55 

P.3d 597 (2002) (en banc). This is critical because FNK's challenge is 

based on only three of the six goals-namely, Goals 2, 4, and 5-and 

FNK ignores the rest. See id. 

For example, FNK ignores the first goal stated in the Plan, which 

provides as follows: 

Goal 1: Increase the City's economic 
vitality. 

Objectives: Allow for a variety of 
commercial uses, including "big-box" retail 
stores, as long as they are sited and designed 
to meet other plan objectives; Encourage 
uses for the north-site that support the City's 
tax base. 

CP 1971 (emphasis provided). FNK does not contest-nor can it-that 

Wal-Mart's project is consistent with this goal's objectives of 

"[a]llow[ing] for a variety of commercial uses" such as '''big-box' retail 

stores," and encouraging uses on the north site (where Wal-Mart's project 

is located) "that support the City's tax base." See id. Nor does FNK 

contest the project's consistency with Goal 3, which is intended to 

"[p]rovide for uses and services that meet the needs of Monroe's diverse 

population," or Goal 6, which is intended to create an area that 

complements downtown by "[p ]rovid[ing] uses and activities that are not 

and/or cannot be accommodated downtown," and [e]ncourag[ing] site 
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design and development character that contrasts rather than copies 

downtown." See CP 1971-72. 

As Goal 1 of the Plan makes clear, a big-box retail store is an 

allowable and intended use that can be consistent with the Plan if sited and 

designed to meet other Plan objectives. See CP 1971; see, also. CP 1972 

("Encourage large-scale retail uses to provide multiple entries and 

minimize blank walls .... "); CP 1980 (emphasis added) ("Identify a 

development configuration that allows for small and large retail 

businesses ... . "); CP 1993 (emphasis added) ("Locate[] and treat[] large 

buildings to reduce their perceived scale .. .. ") (emphasis provided). 

Because Wal-Mart's project is consistent with this Goal, as well as Goals 

3 and 6, even if it were lacking with respect to the others challenged by 

FNK, it would be appropriate for the City Council to exercise its 

discretion to weigh, balance, and apply these statements of policy and find 

the project consistent with these broad policy goals. In any event, FNK is 

wrong that the project fails to comply with the Plan's other goals. 

a. Goal 2 

FNK claims that Wal-Mart's project conflicts with "Goal 2: Create 

a focal point as a community gathering spot," which discusses-in its 

objectives-the creation of a "plaza open space" for community events. 

Op. Br. 17; see CP 1971. However, this goal does not apply to Wal-
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Mart's project, because-as the Council found-the Plan "indicates that 

the 'Village Green' and 'Focus Plaza' areas will be located on the 

southern site of North Kelsey." CP 2758 (Council finding); CP 1994 (Plan 

depiction of the Focal Plaza off the Wal-Mart site and to the south of 

North Kelsey Street). FNK concedes that "the ' Village Green' and 'Focal 

Plaza' are slated for the site south of North Kelsey," but then claims the 

project violates this goal because the Wal-Mart site "plays a key role in 

furthering this goal." See Op. Bf. 17. In support of this claim, FNK then 

cites to various Design Guidelines (discussed below) as well as the Plan's 

Development Concept. See Op. Bf. 16-18. But Goal 2 does not 

incorporate or reference any of these provisions, and the Development 

Concept is a wholly separate Plan chapter which shows one hypothetical 

development scenario. See CP 1978-83. Goal 2 simply encourages a 

"plaza open space" to be located on another site in the plan area. See CP 

1971. FNK concedes as much, as it must. Op. Bf. 17. 

In any event, the City Council found the project to be consistent 

with all of the Plan's goals based on "[the] plaza area adjacent to the main 

entrance that will include specialty paving, public seating, and 

landscaping" and the corner pedestrian feature on the southwest corner of 

the site, which will be improved and dedicated to the public. CP 2758-59. 

The project does, in fact, contain a centrally-located plaza and pedestrian 

DWT I 9994226v3 0031150-000303 17 



access area directly in front of the store entrance, which will include 

planters, tables, benches, hanging baskets and other amenities such as 

landscaping and decorative elements. CP 2787 (site plan), 2732. This 

space connects the site to the south of North Kelsey Street through an off

set design crosswalk which will be incorporated into the existing 

landscaping median, complete with safety amenities, and a 12-foot wide 

bicycle and pedestrian path from North Kelsey Street to the garden center 

and storefront areas. !d. Additional mixed use paths are provided in other 

parts of the site, including a path from the southeast comer of the site to 

the south parking lot around the stormwater detention areas. CP 2732. 

Thus, even ifthe Plan required the focus plaza to be located on the Wal

Mart site (which it does not), the project fully complies with Goal 2. 

b. Goal 4 

FNK next claims that the project does not comply with "Goal 4: 

Create a strong identity for the development," which relates to 

architectural design, project layout and landscaping. See Op. Br. 18; CP 

1971. FNK claims that the project is not "unique and appropriate for 

Monroe" as required by Goal 4 because it is not "intimately scaled," does 

not create an "informal architectural character," or a "small town 

character," and that it will "dominate the area's identity with a formulaic, 

typical superstore Wal-Mart aesthetic." Op. Br. 18-19. Notably, the only 
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one of these purported requirements that is actually in Goal 4 is the 

objective encouraging site and architectural design that is "unique and 

appropriate for Monroe." See CP 1971. FNK' s other claims relate to the 

Plan's Design Guidelines, or the Development Concept, none of which are 

incorporated or even referenced in Goal 4. 

In factual findings that FNK cites but does not challenge, the City 

Council found that the elevation drawings "emphasize fa9ade modulation, 

variation in materials, and variation in color, among other desirable 

architectural design elements." CP 2759. In finding that the project 

complies with Goal 4, the City Council also noted the "landscaping along 

the site's perimeter, throughout the parking area, and around the 

stormwater detention area." Id. The City Council also found that 

"[ s ] tamped and colored concrete, common to the greater development, 

define entryways and connections to the site." Id. 

FNK attacks this finding on the basis that, in FNK's opinion, the 

Council "ignor[ ed] the massing and orientation of the building"; and 

because the project's design treatments, in FNK's opinion, "do not create 

a strong identity for this area." Op. Br. 20. Again, the relevant portions of 

Goal 4 encourage creating a "strong identity for the development" through 

"architectural design that is unique and appropriate for Monroe," and the 

Council concluded the project was consistent with this goal. CP 2759. 
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FNK cannot affinnatively demonstrate clear error in this detennination by 

stating its lay opinion on the project's "identity" or "massing," so its 

challenge to the project based on Goal 4 must be rejected. In any event, 

the Council's unchallenged findings relating to this goal are supported by 

substantial evidence in the record, and support the City Council's 

conclusion of compliance with Goal 4. 

c. GoalS 

FNK claims the project fails to satisfy "Goal 5: Encourage 

pedestrian-friendly development," which contains a lengthy set of 

objectives relating to pedestrian-friendly design. See CP 1972. FNK 

assumes the project cannot meet this goal, but ignores Plan provisions 

stating that "large-scale retail uses" can further this goal by "provid[ing] 

multiple entries and minimize[ing] blank walls." CP 1972; see Op. Br. 20 

(omitting this language from FNK's excerpt of most of the text of Goal 5). 

FNK cites but fails to challenge Council findings that the project 

"includes pedestrian connections throughout the site as well as 

connections to the southern site." CP 2759, and that "[t]he main entrance 

to the northern site aligns with the southern site to support automobile and 

pedestrian access," CP 2760 (also noting that "[a]dditional bicycle paths 

planned for the southern site will provide off-street bicycle access to the 

northern [i.e., Wal-Mart] site"). In detennining that the project was 
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consistent with Goal 5, the City Council found that "[s]tamped and 

colored concrete ... define entryways and connections to the site," that 

perimeter landscaping provides screening for parking areas, and that "[t]he 

site will include paths, sidewalks, and bike racks to accommodate 

pedestrian and bicycle access," as well as providing "two pedestrian 

entries into the development," and noted the store's design elements, 

"informal open spaces" on the site, and the "plaza area adjacent to the 

main entrance that will include specialty paving, public seating, and 

landscaping," as well as the corner pedestrian feature on the site. CP 

2759. 

But FNK's claim that this was clear error is supported solely by its 

own lay opinion that the design and layout of the project "encourages 

driving ... and parking to get to the store," and that the pedestrian 

amenities are "after thoughts [sic]" and "secondary to the primary car

focused site configuration and plan." See Op. Br. 21. FNK is wrong on 

the merits-as the evidence in the record (including numerous 

unchallenged findings of fact) points in only one direction: The City 

Council correctly determined that the project complies with all of the 

above goals of the Plan. Because FNK offers no more than its subjective 

disagreement with the City'S decision, this Court should reject its claim 

that the project violates the Plan's goals. 
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2. The Project Is Fully Consistent with the Plan's 
Design Guidelines. 

FNK claims Wal-Mart's project fails to satisfy the Plan's Design 

Guidelines, which are set forth in Appendix 1 to the Plan, and include 

guidance on numerous design topics.4 See generally CP 1986-2035 

(Appendix C). Much like FNK's position on the Plan's goals, FNK 

advocates for a rigid, prescriptive application of selective Design 

Guidelines, but the terms of the Guidelines make it clear that they are 

intended to be a flexible set of planning policies intended to encourage 

high-quality design through the City's discretionary, case-by-case 

application. In any event, the Design Guidelines are expressly intended to 

"[a]ccomodate[] retail development of various size and character" so long 

as the scale and design quality is appropriate for Monroe's small town 

character. See CP 1989. 

The Design Guidelines also include express guidance about how 

they are to be applied. CP 1991-92. Under these interpretive provisions, 

4 The parties briefed FNK's challenges to the project's based on other guidelines in 
FNK's prior appeals of the project-including, for example, the guidelines relating to 
Circulation, sidewalks and pathways, see CP 99-100,293; building elements and details, 
CP 103-04,297; exterior materials, CP 104-05,298; and the retail use proposed at the 
site, CP 96,290. FNK has waived these objections to the project by failing to address 
them in its Opening Brief, and has waived any other issue not raised in its Opening Brief, 
as well. See, e.g., Cowiche Canyon Conservancy v. Bosley, 118 Wn.2d 80 I, 809, 828 
P.2d 549, 553 (1992) (en banc) ("An issue raised and argued for the first time in a reply 
brief is too late to warrant consideration."). 
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the critical inquiry for City decisionmakers is whether a given project 

meets the intent behind the Guidelines: 

The project proponent may submit proposals 
that he/she feels meet the intent ofthe 
Guidelines but not necessarily the specifics 
of one or more Guidelines. In this case, the 
City will determine if the intent of the 
guideline has been met. 

CP 1991 (emphasis provided). The Plan states that "[t]he City retains full 

authority to determine whether or not a proposal meets these guidelines," 

and reserves the City's right to decline to apply any particular guideline. 

CP 1990. 

The interpretive provisions establish a three-tier scale "to indicate 

the relative importance and priority the City places upon the particular 

guideline," based on whether the item is presented as something that is 

"encouraged," that an applicant "should" do, or that an applicant "must" 

or "is required" to do. See CP 1990-91. Even under the most stringent 

standard-i.e., where the words "shall," "must," or "required" are used-a 

guideline will not apply if the City finds it is not "applicable or 

appropriate in the particular instance, or [t]he development proposal 

meets the intent of the Guidelines in some other manner." CP 1990 

(emphasis added). 
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FNK makes much of the "mandatory 'should'" guidelines that 

apply unless the City finds that "[1] The guideline or requirement is not 

applicable or appropriate in the particular instance, [2] The development 

proposal meets the intent of the guidelines in some other manner, or [3] 

There is a compelling reason to the contrary." See CP 1990-91 . But even 

with the requirement of a finding for guidelines containing the word 

"should," the City still has discretion to determine whether a particular 

guideline is appropriate to apply in each particular instance, and whether 

the overall project meets the intent behind the Guidelines.5 See id. In 

basing its claims on a few selective guidelines while disregarding the rest, 

FNK ignores the Plan's directive that the City Council determine whether 

the particular project before it meets the intent behind the Guidelines as a 

whole. In elevating a few Guidelines above others in support of its claims, 

FNK again ignores the canon of statutory construction that a law's 

provisions "should be read in relation to the other provisions, and the 

statute should be construed as a whole," as well as the City's broad 

discretion in interpreting the Plan's provisions in a flexible manner. In re 

Detention a/Williams, 147 Wn.2d at 490,55 P.3d 597 (emphasis 

provided). 

5 The City may also disregard any guideline that it finds to conflict with the City's zoning 
ordinance. See CP 1990 (zoning ordinance controls in the case of conflict). This 
provision would prevent the City from applying the guidelines to require less parking, for 
example, than the Code-required minimum. 
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As the City Council properly found, "the design guidelines 

contained within the North Kelsey Development Plan are intended to be 

applied flexibly rather than rigidly." CP 2758. FNK's claims miss the 

mark not only because they ignore the role ofthe Design Guidelines in the 

City's project review, but also because FNK asks the Court to override the 

Council's discretionary application of its own policies-an application 

that was correct on the merits and fully supported in record evidence. 

a. Site Configuration Guidelines 

FNK claims that the project violates the Plan's Site Configuration 

Guidelines, which require that a development "be based on one or more 

City-approved binding site plans that address the following principles," 

and stating that a project must "accomplish[] these goals to the City's 

satisfaction." See CP 1992-93 (emphasis provided). Considering this 

language, FNK must prove that the Council clearly erred in finding that 

Wal-Mart's project addressed these principles. See id. 

Among the principles challenged by FNK is Configuration 

Principle 3, which provides in relevant part: "Uses north of North Kelsey 

Street should be configured around a central open space or plaza to create 

a campus like setting." Jd. (emphasis provided). FNK baldly contends 

that "[0 ]ne look at the site plan reveals that this guideline has not been met 

by the proposal," Op. Bf. at 24. Again, FNK cannot satisfy its burden of 
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demonstrating clear error with its subjective disagreement with the City 

Council's conclusion of consistency with Configuration Principle 3, which 

is based on the following factual findings that FNK cites but does not 

appear to contest. 

Findings: The binding site plan, supporting 
documents, and conceptual site plan include 
significant landscaping around the site's 
perimeter and adjacent to North Kelsey, a 
plaza area adjacent to the main entrance to 
the retail store, and a comer pedestrian 
feature. Pathways connect the internal 
features and public sidewalks on North 
Kelsey Street and the Galaxy Way comer 
feature to the future development. ... 

Findings: The binding site plan, supporting 
documents, and conceptual site plan 
illustrate that the northern site is organized 
around a large anchor retail store with two 
smaller "out lots" that will provide 
compatible uses to the proposed anchor 
consistent with Chapter 3, Concept 8. The 
drawings also show that the main entrance 
to the northern site aligns with the southern 
site to support automobile and pedestrian 
access. Internally, the northern site includes 
pedestrian paths and walkway to and from 
the retail store .... 

CP 2763 (emphasis added). These findings are based on substantial 

evidence, some of which is cited in the findings themselves. Id. ("the 

binding site plan, supporting documents, and conceptual site plan"); see 
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also CP 2624. They also support the City Council's finding of 

consistency with Configuration Principle 3. 

FNK does not appear to suggest otherwise, instead largely ignoring 

these findings based on the assumption that the City Council "recognized 

that this design guideline had not been met." Br. App. 25. This 

assumption is wrong. The reference in the findings to "Chapter 3, 

Concept 8" is to the development concept in the Plan that new 

development north of North Kelsey Street is to be organized "around a 

central open space or according to another spatially unifying concept that 

connects it to the south lot and creates a campus-like character." CP 1980. 

The City Council clearly found compliance with Configuration Principle 

3. While FNK may not agree, it cannot demonstrate clear error in the 

City Council's application of this guideline to the project. 

In any event, to the extent the project is not consistent with 

Configuration Principle 3, the City Council also found that this guideline 

does not apply to the proposed use--a project organized around a large 

anchor retail store. As the City Council found, "[t]he suggestion of a 

campus-like setting on the northern portion of the property is a 

discretionary and not mandatory element of the North Kelsey design 

guidelines not applicable to this proposed use." CP 1993 (emphasis 

added). Such a finding is consistent with the interpretative provisions of 
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the Design Guidelines, which give the City Council discretion not to apply 

a particular guideline based on a detennination that "[t]he guideline ... is 

not applicable or appropriate in the particular instance." See CP 1990-91 

(emphasis provided). This is precisely what the City did in finding that 

the Configuration Principle 3 was "not applicable to the proposed use." 

CP 1993. 

FNK contends that this finding is not supported by substantial 

evidence-essentially stating that Configuration Principle 3 is clearly 

applicable to the Wal-Mart site since it refers specifically to the north site. 

However, the mere fact that the guideline applies to the area where the 

Wal-Mart store is proposed to be located does not mean that the City 

Council does not have the discretion to find that the guideline is not 

applicable "in a particular instance." CP 1990. It clearly does. Id. In 

this particular instance, where the proposed use is a project organized 

around a large anchor retail use, the City Council exercised its discretion 

appropriately and consistent with the plain language of the Plan, and its 

finding in this regard is supported by substantial evidence. FNK cannot 

meet its burden of demonstrating clear error in the City Council's finding 

of compliance with Configuration Principle 3. 

FNK also challenges Site Configuration Principles 4 and 5, 

essentially finding fault in the City Council findings for not parroting the 
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language from these guidelines, see Op. Br. 28, 30. Principle 4 requires 

that "[p]arking for the facility should be accessed from [the] loop system 

and not intrude into the center of the site or detract from the activities or 

qualities of the development," and Principle No.5 "[l]ocates and treats 

large buildings to reduce their perceived scale to fit with neighboring 

structures and presents an inviting, human scaled, pedestrian oriented 

character to the public." CP 1993. However, the Council's findings leave 

no doubt that it concluded the development was consistent with these-

and all other-Site Configuration guidelines, see CP 2763 (noting 

pedestrian features in response to the Configuration Principle 4 suggestion 

that parking not "intrude" into center of site, and noting numerous 

building design features in response to Principle 5 suggestion to address 

perceived scale of buildings). And these findings are supported by 

substantial evidence.6 

In its post hoc attacks on the phrasing of the Council's findings, 

FNK demands a level of precision that is impractical, if not unattainable, 

for any land use decision. In any event, the Council's findings are 

adequate to support the approval because they squarely address the issues 

raised in each guideline and leave no doubt about the basis for the 

6 The cited language from Configuration Principle 4 by its terms applies to the south site, 
not the north site. CP 1993. FNK's attempt to rely on a concept drawing, Figure 5, is 
equally unavailing, as it does not require the parking configuration shown. Id. 
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Council's decision. See Citizens Alliance to Protect our Wetlands v. City 

of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356,894 P.2d 1300 (1995) (en banc) (rejecting 

challenge to hearing examiner's findings where examiner's ruling 

contained "substantial analysis of every issue. Because a reviewing court 

can determine the basis for her decision, the hearing examiner's findings 

are sufficient."); Tugwell v. Kittitas Cnty., 90 Wn. App. 1, 14-15,951 P.2d 

272 (1997) (rejecting claim that findings were "so incomplete that they 

prevent meaningful judicial review" where Board of County 

Commissioners' findings "impliedly but clearly resolved the issues 

involved"). 

Neither FNK's attacks on the language of the Council's findings, 

nor its subjective disagreement with the Council's conclusion, help satisfy 

FNK's burden of affirmatively demonstrating clear error in the Council's 

determination that the project complies with the Design Guidelines. 

h. Site Planning Guidelines 

FNK claims the project fails to comply with the Plan's Site 

Planning guidelines, in particular, the guidelines for Public Open Space, 

Land Uses, Parking Areas, and Street Comers/Highly Visible Locations, 

see CP 1992-1310, repeating its error of applying the text of a few 

selective "guidelines" as if they were rigid, inflexible development 

standards. See Op. Br. 29-41. 
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(1) Public Open Space 

The Pedestrian-Oriented Space portion of the Design Guidelines 

include detailed provisions regarding the height of lighting fixtures over 

the surface, see CP 2000 (generally encouraging a height of 1 0-15 feet); 

brightness of the lights, see CP 2001 (2-foot candles, without "dark 

spots"), and the amount of seating required in these spaces, see CP 2001 

(one linear foot of seating area or one individual seat per 60 square feet of 

plaza area). FNK complains of the lack of "details" on these 

requirements, or that "there is no evidence in the record to support a 

conclusion that this guideline has been met." See Op. Br. 31-32. 

This claim not only ignores the burden of proof in this proceeding 

(which is FNK's) but also disregards the City's specific finding that, 

although complete design review for the project (which will review these 

specific items, among others) would be completed at the building permit 

stage, Wal-Mart had submitted sufficient documentation of the project's 

conceptual lighting details, including those shown on the conceptual site 

plan and elevation drawings. See CP 2768; see also CP 2787-89 (site plan 

and elevation drawings); CP 2731 (proposed location of illuminated 

bollards in the plaza entry area). In approving the project, the City 

Council specifically required that the plaza area alone be improved with at 

least eight benches and three tables, see id (showing proposed locations 
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for benches in the plaza area), CP 2732 (additional conditions of approval, 

including the addition of benches and planters), and found that the project 

provided "attractive pedestrian-oriented spaces, and pedestrian amenities" 

consistent with this guideline. See CP 2751 ; see also CP 2782 (findings in 

addendum to City's Staff Report). In any event, these claims should be 

rejected outright because FNK cannot meet its burden of demonstrating 

clear error by assuming that the City will not apply its own code 

requirements at some point in the future. 

FNK next claims that Wal-Mart's proposal violates the "north 

building site" guidelines, see CP 2001, notwithstanding the Council's 

conclusion that these requirements were met based on the project's 

provision of "interconnected landscaped open spaces along North Kelsey 

Street," and "different types of open space [including] landscaping along 

the site's perimeter, throughout the parking area, and around the 

stormwater detention area," that the store's "secondary fayade faces North 

Kelsey Street across a landscaped buffer and parking area," that the north 

site aligns with the southern site "to support automobile and pedestrian 

access," that the proposed retail store on Lot 1 is buffered by "[a] large 

landscaped open space," and that the stormwater detention facility "is 

buffered and heavily landscaped." See CP 2050-51. 
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FNK's conclusory response to these detailed findings is to simply 

disagree with them. See Op. Br. 33 ("[T]he Wal-Mart site has not been 

organized around an interconnected set of heavily landscaped open spaces, 

nor does the site include an open space that fronts on North Kelsey Street 

or aligns with the Focal Plaza and Village Green.") (citing almost 

verbatim from this guideline, see CP 2001, with the addition of "not," 

"nor," etc.). But FNK cannot meet its burden of demonstrating clear error 

in the City's decision with its sUbjective disagreement with the Council's 

findings. And the record evidence showing the landscaping, sidewalks, 

and the central plaza area-which is located roughly in the middle of the 

site (between the store's primary fa9ade and the parking lot)--all of which 

connect to one another and the pedestrian crossing to the south portion of 

the Plan area-belie FNK's claim that the Council's findings are not 

supported by substantial evidence and support the Council's finding that 

the project complies with the Public Open Space guidelines. 

(2) Parking Areas 

FNK next claims that the project violates the Parking Areas 

guidelines, see AR 2007-08, based on its lay opinion that the project's 

parking lot layout does not minimize negative impacts on the pedestrian 

environment and visual quality of the project, that "parking is the central 

focus ofthe site," and that the project is not "pedestrian-oriented," Op. Br. 
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at 38. Again, FNK wholly ignores the City's finding that the parking 

layout is consistent with the Plan, which was based on the four separate 

driveways into the project with one aligning with the entrance to the 

southern site, and "pathways through the main parking lot" connecting the 

main store entrance to Galaxy Way and North Kelsey Street. CP 2765. 

The City also relied on perimeter landscaping and the internal pedestrian 

connections in finding the project meets "the plan's parking strategy for 

the Plan[ a]rea." CP 2765-66; see also CP 2766 (City's finding that the 

project will "provide safe and efficient bicycle access within the Plan[ 

a]rea"). FNK claims no expertise in parking lot design, and fails to 

provide any facts or analysis to back up its bare allegation that the 

project's parking layout is inconsistent with the Plan. 

FNK complains that the project lacks crosswalks at intervals of 

less than 150 feet, Op. Br. 37, neglecting to mention that the cited 

guideline can be met by providing them "along every fourth parking isle," 

CP 2008, which the project clearly does with contrasting surface materials 

clearly shown in the site plan, see CP 2787. And even though all 

pathways in the store' s final design will be over the 4-foot wide minimum, 

see CP 2008, FNK complains of a lack of record evidence to show "the 

precise width of the pathways," see Op. Br. 37, again ignoring the 

Council's findings and record evidence unequivocally demonstrating 
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compliance with these Design Guidelines, see, e.g., CP 2787 (Site Plan), 

2766 (unchallenged City finding that the project "meet[s] the sidewalk and 

pathway requirements [of the Plan], that all "[p]roposed sidewalks will be 

ADA compliant" and will be between 5 and 12 feet in width along the 

mixed-use path between North Kelsey Street and the garden center, and 

along North Kelsey and Galaxy Way). FNK thus cannot demonstrate 

clear error in the Council's determination of compliance, which was 

clearly based on substantial record evidence. 

(3) Street Corners/Highly Visible 
Locations 

The final claims FNK makes on its selective set of Site Planning 

Guidelines relate to the "Street Comers/Highly Visible Locations" section 

of the Design Guidelines. See CP 2008-10. FNK fails to recognize the 

fact that this guideline is not only flexible, but entirely optional. See, e.g., 

CP 2008 (An applicant "may propose other design treatments [ifit can] 

demonstrate successfully that the proposed treatment meets the intent of 

the guidelines."), id (proposals should include "at least one of the design 

treatments), id. at § 1 (a) (stating facades "are encouraged to include a 

special element"), CP 2009 § (e) (stating that "method 'a,'" which 

references possible building placement "within 15 feet of comer property 
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line, "is preferred" for comers at Location E) (emphasis provided). This 

alone justifies dismissal of FNK' s claims regarding these guidelines. 

In any event, the project complies with these requirements. The 

City's findings of fact specifically acknowledged the "Location D" and 

"Location E" comer guidelines, see CP 2009-10, and found that the 

project site provides "interconnected landscaped open spaces along North 

Kelsey Street," and "different types of open space [including] landscaping 

along the site's perimeter, throughout the parking area, and around the 

stormwater detention area," and that the store's "secondary fayadefaces 

North Kelsey Street across a landscaped buffer and parking area." CP 

2763-64 (emphasis provided). Thus, FNK is wrong in claiming that Wal

Mart disregarded the "Location E" provisions and that the proposed 

building is not oriented toward this location. See Op. Br. 40. 

In finding the project complies with this particular guideline, the 

City relied on "the large landscaped area at Location D," the landscaped 

area and pedestrian path at "Location E," and the fact that design review 

would be required for the further improvements to this location. See CP 

2765. Thus, FNK's suggestion that the Council failed to consider the two 

comers on North Kelsey Street (the other two are located on the south side 

of the street) is also wrong, see Op. Bf. 39, because the City considered 

the design treatments and landscaping discussed in this guideline for both 
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Lots 1 and 3 of the site plan-which front on these two comers, see CP 

2787 (Site Plan), 2765 (discussing guideline with respect to Lots 1 and 3). 

These substantial evidence findings-which FNK does not appear 

to challenge-all belie FNK's claim that the project fails to meet the intent 

behind these guidelines. In fact, FNK's sole support for this claim is its 

lay opinion that "[t]he landscaping ... acts a barrier" and "is meant to hide 

a parking lot that should not be there in the first place and it cuts off open 

space and pedestrian flow." Op. Br. 40. FNK cannot demonstrate clear 

error in the Council's decision with such statements of opinion. 

c. Architectural/Building Design 
Guidelines 

FNK's complaints about the project's compliance with the 

Architectural/Building Design guidelines essentially boil down to its 

opinion that a large retail use can never meet the Plan's Guidelines. But 

this is wrong because the Plan specifically allows-and encourages-

large-scale retail uses, confirming that they can be consistent with the 

Plan. See, e.g., CP 1971 (Goal 1 of the Plan). FNK's reading of the 

Plan's Design Guidelines to essentially prohibit any large retail store is 

thus inconsistent with the Plan, as well as the canon of statutory 

construction requiring that all provisions of an enactment be given effect. 
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See, e.g., City of Seattle v. Fontanilla, 128 Wn.2d 492,498, 909 P.2d 1294 

(1996). 

FNK would also have this Court override the Council's application 

of its own code based on subjective complaints like the following: "The 

design of the Wal-Mart building does not address the size of the building 

massing elements relative to a human body to the degree required by this 

Plan." See Op. Br. 43. The subjective, project-specific nature ofthis kind 

of inquiry, and the expertise required to resolve these issues consistent 

with each City's code, is precisely why the Council's determination is 

given such a high degree of deference in this proceeding. In any event, 

under LUPA' s limited standard of review, FNK cannot impeach record 

evidence and the City Council's findings of fact (many of which FNK 

does not appear to challenge) with its own subjective views about the 

architectural quality of the project. 

FNK first claims that the project violates the Plan's "Architectural 

Concept" guidelines. See CP 2016-17. Op. Br. at 42-43. Again, FNK 

completely ignores the use of the optional language in these guidelines, as 

well as the express language requiring only that a project "address"-not 

include each and everyone of-the enumerated items in this guideline. 

See CP 2016. Thus, even if the project failed to include the enumerated 
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items, this does not mean that the project fails to comply with the 

guideline. This alone justifies dismissal of FNK' s claim. 

In any event, the project did include these items in its design. The 

decision, though it notes that "[c]omplete building design review will be 

under a separate permit," concluded that "[t]he preliminary design concept 

for the [project] is consistent with the Architectural and Design concept 

for the Planned Development Area," based on the City Council's findings 

that the project design "emphasize [ s] fa9ade modulation, variation in 

materials, and variation in color, among other desirable architectural 

design elements and treatments along the primary, secondary, side, and 

rear facades"; that the project includes "vertical articulation" along all 

these facades, "including stepping back portions of the fa9ade including 

distinctive features, and changing materials." See CP 2767. 

When the City Council adopted these specific findings, it had been 

provided with a detailed description of the project's elements that meet 

these guidelines from the project architect. See CP 2618-652. An 

independent architect hired by the City-notably, this is the same architect 

that drafted the Plan's Design Guidelines-also confirmed the project's 

consistency with the Design Guidelines. See, e.g., CP 2111-12. 

FNK would now have this Court overturn the professional 

judgment of these two architects as well as the judgment of the City 
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Council in favor ofFNK's bald assertion that the project does not meet the 

Plan's subjective "Architectural Concept" guidelines. The only basis FNK 

states in support of this conclusion is its lay opinion that "[t]he design of 

the Wal-Mart building "does not address the perceived massing of the 

building,,,7 and further complaints about the size, orientation, and layout 

of the building and parking areas. See Op. Br. 43-44. FNK cannot meet 

its burden of demonstrating clear error in the City Council's application of 

the guidelines with these complaints. 

FNK next claims that the proposal violates the Human/Pedestrian 

Scale guidelines because the building is not "vertically articulated into 

sections averaging not more than 50 feet along the fa<;ade at regular 

intervals" as encouraged by the Vertical Articularion guideline. Op. Br. 

45; CP 2018. In language FNK failed to excerpt in its brief, see id., the 

actual guideline states that "[a]rticulation may be accomplished in several 

ways, including. . .: Modulation ... , significant building elements ... 

that visually break of the fa<;ade. Building focal points ... Changing the 

roojline. Changing materials. Landscaping. Using other methods 

acceptable to the City." CP 2017 (emphasis provided). Each type of 

articulation is shown in the elevation drawings of the proposed Wal-Mart 

7 As di(;cl:I(;(;ed noted above, FNK's reliance on the Plan's concept drawings ffi-ili 
inappropriate, as nothing in the Plan suggests these control project design in the p'p'lan 
area. See Op. Hr. 43 114 . 
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store, and FNK cannot demonstrate that any 50-foot section lacks one or 

more ofthe above articulations. See CP 2144-45. Thus, FNK's claim that 

the project lacks the articulation contemplated in this guideline is without 

merit. 

FNK next claims the project violates the Plan's "building elements 

and details," and "exterior materials" guidelines. See CP 2020-22; Op. Br. 

at 30-31. With respect to the "building elements" guideline, FNK 

concedes that Wal-Mart has incorporated items on the list of suggested 

building elements, but offers its lay opinion that these architectural 

features were not "incorporated ... in a 'substantive' manner,'" and that, 

in FNK's view, they do not make a "significant contribution to the form 

and character of the building" as provided by this guideline. See Op. Br. 

at 31. FNK goes on to opine that the architecture of the Wal-Mart store is 

"identified predominantly by corporate identity features," under the 

Supplemental Building Elements guideline set forth, see CP 2100, and 

opines-though it is unclear what guideline this is in reference to-that 

the "formulaic Wal-Mart structure dilutes the town center's identity with 

corporate identity." Op. Br. at 31. Each of these claims disregards the 

City Council's findings of fact relating to the building elements, which, 

though they note that "[c]omplete building design review will be under a 

separate permit," find that the project includes "roofline variations," 
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"desirable building elements and details ... including articulated building 

elements, weather protection at building entrances ... decorative building 

materials," that the project proposes the use of "durable, high-quality 

building materials ... including architectural block, stone, and brick," and 

notes the use of "a variety of muted earth-tone colors" in concluding that 

the project's architectural elements are consistent with the Plan. See CP 

2767. In fact, the record reflects that the design of this Wal-Mart is the 

first of its kind in the country, given its reliance on cultured stone, the use 

of brick on its front fayade, timber usage, and other unique design 

elements that were added based on the Plan's design standards. See, e.g. , 

CP 544; see also CP 534-36 (project architect's testimony regarding store 

design). Thus, FNK's claim that this is a "formulaic" "big-box" design is 

wrong. 

The consistency of these elements with the Plan were confirmed 

in great detail by the project architect, see CP 2618-52 (Attachment G), 

and approved by the independent architect that drafted the Design 

Guidelines, see, e.g. , CP 2111-12. Again, this Court should reject FNK's 

request that this Court overturn the judgment of these two professionals as 

well as the judgment of the City Council based on its detailed (and 

apparently unchallenged) findings of fact supporting the project's 

compliance with the Plan, especially where, has here, FNK can point to no 
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testimony (expert or otherwise), facts, or record evidence, to back up its 

subjective disagreement with the City's decision. 

In its final claim, apparently as an after-thought, FNK states 

uncertainly that "[t]he record is unclear, but to the extent that Wal-Mart is 

using concrete blocks, that use shall be limited to 25 percent of the 

primary building fayade," pursuant to Item S3 of the Supplemental 

Exterior Materials guidelines, see CP 2102, and complains that "[t]here is 

nothing in the record to demonstrate whether this requirement has been 

met." See Op. Br. 31. The project complies with this requirement, as 

shown by the limited use of exposed split-face concrete masonry unit on 

the project elevation drawings. See CP 2144. FNK has failed to meet its 

burden of demonstrating clear error in this respect, or with respect to any 

other guideline. For this reason, FNK's claim that the project violates the 

Plan's Design Guidelines must be rejected. 

B. FNK Cannot Meet Its Burden of Demonstrating Clear 
Error in the City Council's Determination That the 
Project Qualifies as a "Planned Action" under SEPA. 

FNK's claim that the project violates Washington's State 

Environmental Policy Act ("SEP A") is based wholly on its conclusion that 

the project approval is inconsistent with the North Kelsey Development 

Plan. See Op. Br. at 48-49. Because FNK's claims about the project's 

consistency with the Plan fail, so does its SEP A claim. 
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C. Wal-Mart Is Entitled to Its Costs and Attorneys' Fees 
Under RCW 4.84.370. 

RCW 4.84.370, in pertinent part, provides: 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
this chapter, reasonable attorneys' fees and 
costs shall be awarded to the prevailing 
party or substantially prevailing party on 
appeal before the court of appeals or the 
supreme court of a decision by a county, 
city, or town to issue, condition, or deny a 
development permit involving a site-specific 
rezone, zoning, plat, conditional use, 
variance, shoreline permit, building permit, 
site plan, or similar land use approval or 
decision. The court shall award and 
determine the amount of reasonable 
attorneys' fees and costs under this section 
if: (a) The prevailing party on appeal was 
the prevailing or substantially prevailing 
party before the county, city, or town ... ; 
and (b) The prevailing party on appeal was 
the prevailing party or substantially 
prevailing party in all prior judicial 
proceedings. 

Under the statute, a party-in whose favor a municipality's land 

use decision is rendered-is entitled to attorney fees and costs if such 

decision is affirmed by at least two courts: the superior court and the Court 

of Appeals and/or the Supreme Court. Habitat Watch v. Skagit County, 

155 Wn.2d 397, 413, 120 P.3d 56 (2005). In Habitat Watch, the court 

noted that "parties challenging a land use decision get one opportunity to 
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do so free of the risk of having to pay other parties' attorney fees and costs 

if they are unsuccessful." Id. 

Here, Wal-Mart was a prevailing party before the City and in the 

prior superior court proceedings. Thus by the terms of the statute, Wal-

Mart is entitled to an award of reasonable attorneys' fees under RCW 

4.84.370 if the trial court decision is affirmed. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth herein, Wal-Mart respectfully requests 

that the Court uphold the trial court's order denying FNK's Land Use 

Petition, uphold the City'S approval ofWal-Mart's project, and award 

attorney's fees and costs against FNK pursuant to RCW 4.84.370. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 30th day of July, 2012. 
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Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
Attorneys for Intervenor-Respondent 
Wal-Mart es, I c. 

By __ =-=-________________ ___ 
Charles E. Maduell, WSBA # 15491 
Clayton P. Graham, WSBA # 38266 
Suite 2200 
1201 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-3045 
Telephone: (206) 757-8093 
Fax: (206) 757-7093 
E-mail: chuckmaduell@dwt.com 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2011/009 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
MONROE, WASHINGTON, APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT 
AGREE?v.!ENT WITH NORTIl KELSEY LLC PURSUANT TO 
RCW 36.70B.170 - .200; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO 
EXECUTE TIIE DEVELOP?vfENT AGREEMENT ON BEHALF 
OF THE CITY; ENTERING SUPPORTIVE FINDINGS AND 
CONCLUSIONS; AND PROVIDING DIRECTION TO STAFF . . 

WHEREAS, the Monroe City Council has considered the apprpval of a proposed 
Development Agreemeot with North Kelsey LLC with respect to the use and "development of 
certain real property located in the North Kelsey Planning Area; and 

WHEREAS, following a public hearing and upon careful consideration of all 
testimony .and evidence submitted, the MonrOe City Council desires to approve the Development 
Agreement and authorize the Mayor's execution thereof; NOW, nrEREFORE, 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONROE, WASHINGTON, 
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Findings. and Conclusions~ A$ its findings and conclusions in support 
of its approval decision herein, the City Council her.eby adopts and incorporates by reference the 
Staff Report & Recommendation prepared for the Mireh 1 S, 2l)Up'4i>lic hearing, the Addendum 
to Staff Report & Recommendation prepared for the Match 29, 2()11continued public hearing, 
and the March 29, 2011 Staff memorandumregnrding "Staff Responses (Ex.hibit .20)," 
collectively appended to the Development Agreement as ExhIbit D,togethcr with· the findings 
and conclusions set forth in the Development Agreement itself. Anything contained in the 
above-referenced staffreport, addendum and memorandum that could be construed as a· finding 
is expressly adopted as such. Anything contained in. the above-referenced sta.ff report, addendwn 
and memorandum that could be construed as a conclusion is expressly adopted as such, The City 
Council further entersthcfollowmg findings and conclusions: 

RES2011/oo9 

A. Findings 

1. In accordance with RCW 36.70B.200, the City Council conducted 
a duly noticed public bearing regarding the Development Agreement on 
March 15, 2011. The City Council heard presentations by City staff and the 
applicant and then accepted oral testimony from the public. The public testimony 
portion of the bearing was closed on Marcb 1 S. The hearing was continued to 
March 29, 20) I. and the record was kept open for tbepublic to submit written 
comment until 5:00 p.m. on March 18, 201 L The hearing was reconvened 00 

March 29. 2011. After rebuttal presentatio~ by City staff and the applicant, the " 
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RES20111009 

City Council closed the evidentiary portion of the hearing and entered the 
debberative phase. 

2. During its rebuttal presentation, the applicant submitted a revised 
conceptual site plan in response to concerns raised by the public regarding the 
applicant's original conceptual site planpr<>pQsal. The revised conceptual site 
plan provides for additiona,l pedestri311 amenities and landscaping features, as well 
as numerous enhancements to the structural materials, roof configurations, 
signage, . and other aesthetic and architectural components of the proposed 
bwlding. 

3. At the conclusion of the deliberative phase of the public hearing, 
the City Council voted 6--1 to approve the Development Agreement inclusiVe of 
the revised conceptual site plan. The City Council's approval motion was 
amended to provideJor the following additional conditions: 

• Incorporation of a pedestrian path from the northwest comer of North 
Kelsey Street/Chain Lake Road (the southeast comer of the project 
~te) around the stonn detention area to the souib par.king area: 

• Utilization of an off·sd crosswalk design for the North Kelsey Street 
erosswaIk incorporated into the existlng· landscapirig . median, with 
additional safety amenities such as lighting or rulgging, SUbject to 
review and approval by City staff. 

• Addition Qf a 12~foot mixed~use (bicycle and pedestrian) path from 
North Kelse! Street to the Garden Center. 

• Installation of a 100foot landscape bUffer at the sOuthwest comer of 
Lot 3 between the corner feature and any future building on Lot 3. and 
orientation of the garbage~handling operations · associated with the 
future Lot 3 building away from the comer feature. 

• Enhancement of the plaza area between the two main store entrances 
with the following amenities: three planters,three tables, eight 
benches, and four hanging bask~. 

• ,Imposition of a permanent covenant prohibiting a fueling station on 
Lot 3 of the subject property. 

4. The proposed Development Agreement, inclusive of the associated 
Binding Site Plan' application (BSP 2011.01) and GrndingPennit application 
(M20lJ-0004Il). were reviewed and prOCessed as a Planne~ Action pursuant to 
WAC 191-11-164 through WAC 197~11~17:i and the March 10, 2004 North 
Kelsey Sub A.ml Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) . 

. The City Council concurs in the determination o.f the City's SEP A Responsible 
Official that the proposal qualifies as a planned action and tbat the significant 
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environmental impacts of the proposal. as conditioned, have been adequately 
addressed by the SElS. . 

5. The . City COUllCll specifically finds that the anticipated traffic 
impacts of the proposal ~ within the scope and levels contemplated by the SElS 
and comply with applicable local regulatory standards. Substantial evidence in 
the administrative record supports this determination. im:luding withoot limitation 
the expert te$Wnony of and reports submitted by the applicant's traffic engineer. 
The administrative record contains no expert testimony or persuasive evidence 
that contravenes this finding. 

6. All external impacts of the development proposal authorized by the 
Development Agreement. including without liInitation transportation, stonn 
water, noise, geotechnical, air quality, land use, truck traffic and visual 
.characteristics impacts, will be adequately mitigated by applicable project 
conditions, development standards andlor permitting processes. 

B; Conelusions 

1. The proposed Development Agreement, as conditioned. and 
inclusive of the associated Binding Site. Plan. application (BSP2011.01) · and 
Grading Pennit application (M2011-000411), is consistent with the City's 
development regulations and satisfies all applicable criteria for approval. 

2. Without prejudice to the foregoing. the City Council concludes that 
the applicant's development proposal, including the .revised conceptual site plan 
submitted by the applicant. . as conditioned by the Development Agreement, 
complies with all applicable provisions of the North Kdsey Developmmt Plan. 
the North Kelsey Design Guidelines, and the Supplemental Developm.ent 
Agreement · Provisions previoilsly adopt~ by the City. The City Council 
conc)udesthat the original conceptual site plan submitted by the applicant also 
complies with the above-referenced standards and tbat the applicant's revised 
conceptual site plan further enhances and elevates the proposal's compliance with 
these standards. 

3. The City Council specifically' notes that the North Kelsey Design 
Guidelines were intended to be interpreted and applied with flexibility. Where 
the texm "should" is used in the Design Guidelines as a compliance standard with 
respect to particular guidelines or requirements, the City Council coocludes that 
the applicant's proposal satisfies these guidelines and requirements. The City 
COUllCl1 further concludes that even if the applicant's proposal did not satisfy 
these guidelines and ' requiremcuts,applicatioD of these guidelines and 
requiIemCDts is eithk inapplicable or inappropriate in this instance or on this 
portion of the North Kelsey Planning Area and/or that the applicant's proposal 
meets the intent of the Design Guidelines in some other rilaruler. 

4. The City Council CODcurs in the manner in which the Development 
Agreement, .iQclusiveofthe associated Binding Site Plan and Grading Permit 
applications, was reviewed and processed by the City. The City Council 
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concludes that MMC 17.34.030(C) and tv.IMC 21.50.130, construed ill harmony 
with RCW 36.70B.200, authorize the City Council to act as the final decision
maker for the Development Agreement, Binding Site Pian. and GradiIig Permit 
under these circumstances. 

Section 2. Approval of Development Agreement. Based upon the preceding 
findings and i::onc:iusions, the City Council APPROVES the proposed Development Agreement 
with North Kelsey LLC, inclusive of the revised conceptual site plan submitted by the applicant 
and the associated Binding Site Plan application (BSP 2011-01) and Grading Permit application 
(M2011.Q004/1). The Mayor is authorized to sign the Development Agreement on behalf of the 
City. 

Section 3. Notke of Decision. The Community Development Director is hereby 
authorized and directed to p~are and issue a Notice of Decision for this approval in accordance 
with applicable state law and local regulations. 

Section 4. Appeal: Reconsideration. The City Council's approval decision is 
appealable to the Snobomish County Superior Court in accordance with MMC 21.060.030 and 
Chapter 36.7OC RCW. The City COUDell's decision is also subject to reconSideration pursuant to 
MMC 21.50.080, which provides as fonows: 

21.50.080 Reconsideration. 
A party to a public hearing or clQSed record appeal may 

seek reconsideration only of a recommendation or a decision by 
the hearing examiner or bearing body by filing a written request 
for reconsideration with the community development department 
within ten calendar days following issuance of the written final 
decision. All motions for reconsideration shall state specific errors 
of facts or law. Failure to do so will be. grounds for 
nonconsideration. The bearing examiner or bearing body shall 
consider the request, without any public comment or argument 
Reconsideration will be granted only when an obvious legal error 
bas Oi::CUIred or a material factual issue bas been overlooked that 
would change the previous decision. If a request for 
reconsideration is accepted, a decision or recommendation is not 
final until after a decision on the reconsideration request has been 
issued 

PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor of the City of Monroe, 
Washington, at a regular meeting held this 12th .day of April, 2011. 
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ATTEST: . 

~:~ 
<JJ{~ 

2;aeh Ixtt, City Attorney 

'1)...~ ~ £\\..IU"'I~ 

R.ES20 11/009 
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APPENDIXB 

Staff Report and Recommendation, 
Addendum, and Responses 



[EXflIBIT D TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENl] 

STAFF REPORT a RECOMMENDATION 
BINDING SITE PlAN (SSP 2011*01), GRADING PERMIT (M20U~OOO4/1)1 

AND NORTH KELSEY CONCEPTUAL MATERIALS 

[NOTE: EXhibits la, la, 2b, 3, 4a and 4b are omitU:d as attachments to this report and 
can otherwise be found as separate attachments to the Development Agreement] 

TO: Mayor Zimmerman, and the Monroe Oty COlIna1 

FROM: Brad Feilberg, P.E., Public Works and Community Development Director 

Russell E. Wright. MES, Acting SEPA OffidaJ 

SUBJECT: Staff Report &. Rerommeodation for Binding Site Plan (SSP 201H)1), Grading 
Permit (M2011-{)004/1), and North Kelsey Conceptual Materials 

H~NG DATE: March IS, 2011 

A.PRO'.lgg DESCBlP'J'l'QN: 
PACl.AND, PO behalf of North Kelsey, LlC (an affirsate of the Sabey Corporatlon) and 
Walmart,. submitted an application (Exhibit 1a) for a Binding ~ltePlan (BSP2011-o1) (Exhibit 
2a) with supporting doCuments (Exhibit 2b) and a Grading permit (M20U-0004/1) (Exhibit 3) 
to develop approximately 17 aaes In the northern site of the North Kelsey suban::a. The city 
has also received a conceptual site plan (exhibit 4a) and conceptual buDding elevations (Exhiblt 
4b) in support of the binding site plan and a development agreement as negotiated between 
the city Of Monroe and North Kelsey LlC. Staff deemed the application complete as of January 
05, 20U (Exhibit Ib). The binding site plan proposes to revise existil'lg property fines for 
three rommerdal Jots and Identifies the location of future phased building sites, parldng 
areas, and stormwater detentiOlL lbe binding site plan Cllsoprovides for the dedication of 
new pubfic rlghts*Of-way and describes the new Jot configuration and proposed easements. 
Finally, the binding site plan ii:ldudes a proposed site layout for aWalmart retail store of 
approximately 151,719 square feet with associated seasonal and outdoor garden centers of 
approximately 13,000 square feet. The remaining lots Indude an approximate oneo-acre site 
intended for future retail or service uses In the southwestern comer of the site (Lot 3) and an 
approXimate six-acre lot In the northern part (Lot 2). The applicant, North Kelsey, u.c has 
control of the property for purposes of this development proposal pursuant to the t:enns to 
that l>utcllase agreement between the Oty of Monroe and North Kelsey, LlC dated December 
17,2011. 

The supporting documents Include site information, preliminary grading and drainage plans, 
preliminary utility plans, preJJmlnary landscape plans, and preliminary irrigation plans. The 
city will review the retail store and final supporting doOJments under separate pennit 
applications. 

The grading permit applicatlon materials identify proposed grading Improvements and include 
preliminary utility and infrastructure plans to support the binding site plan. 

The project is located In the North . KeIse,' Planned Development Area and is subject to the 
North KelseY Development Plan and North Kelsey Design Guidelines adopted by Ordinance No. 
015/2003 and amended under Ortfl1l!!na! No. 024/2007. The city has confirmed that the 
project ~orms to the North Kelsey' Development Plan and Design Guidelines. The city has 
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verified 1hat the project is a Planned Action ,under the Final Supplemental Envl~llmpact 
statement (FS8S) for the North Kelsey Planning Area under Ordinance No. 003/2004. 

Subsequent to statrs recommendation, the Oty Council will ad on awnsolidated apPIicatiol:l 
Induding a development agreement pursuant to RON 36.708.170, the b\lidipg sn:eplan, grading 
permit, supporting documents, and a conceptual site plan and conceptual buiJdingelevatJons.. 
The consolidated application materials will establish the development conditJons for the 
northern site of the North Kelsey Planned Development Area indUding the proposed Walmart 
retaU store. 

B. INFORMATIQNi 
~ 
Oty of Monroe 
806 West Main Street 
Monroe, WA9S2n 

APPlICANT 
PAClAND (on behalf of North Kelsey; uq 
1505 Westlake'Ave. North,· SUite 305 
Seattle, WA 98109 

APPllCADON: 
Application JanLlaty 05, 2011 (exhibit 1a) 
AppllcatiorlComplete January 05, 2011 (Exhibit Ib) 

lOCATION: 
The property address is 19191 North Kelsey Street; the project area IS J.oc::ated dlrectly north 
of North Kelsey Street and east of Galaxy Way (Exhibit 5). . , . 

ZONING ON SITE; 
General CoI'l'll'i'lel1laI 

COMJ'REJjENSIVE PlAN DESIGNATION; 

ZONING OF SURROUNprNG J>'ROPERlJES: 
East -. CPS) - Public Open Space 
West-General Commercial I ~Ilndustrlal 

. North - (PS) - Public Open Space 
South - Genefal CommercIal 

USES ON SURRQUNDlNGPROPERTJES: 

General commercial . 

East - public right-of-way for future U5-Z bypass I Clain lake Road 
West - commercial and lndustJial 
North - publicrlght-of-way for future lJS-2 bypass 
South - GQIl'lmerdal 

AIRpoRT COMpAlJruUTYi 
The $ite is located inside ~ 6A of the Airport Compab'bHity Overlay. 
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NOncE AND PUBUCATIQN 

• The city caused written notffk:atiOn of the Land Use Application tn be ([mOOted to all 
property owners within SOOreet of the project $ite on January 25, 2Ql.1 (Exhibit 6a). 

• The city ,$lent written notificatjon to the Morvoe Monitor of the Land Use Applkation on 
January 18,2011 for pubficatlon on January 25, 2008 (Exhibit 6b). 

• The dty posted the Notice of the land Use AppfJCatlon on-site january 28, 2011 (Exhibit 
6c). 

• The Monroe Monitor published written notification of the Public Healing for the 
DeveJ,aprn&1t Agreement on February 22. 2011 and March 8, 2011 (Exhibit 6d IlL 6e). 

• The dty mailed WJitteo notification of the Planned ActIon and, Publ"lC Hearing to all property 
owners within 500 feet of the project site and interested parties on t!\ardl8, 2011 (ExhIbit 
6I). 

• The aty posted the Notice of Planned ActIon and Public Hearing on-site March 8, 2011 
(Exhlblt Sg). 

SEPA COMPlIANCE (Otaoter 20"04 MMO: 

• 'The applicant prepared a revised environmental chec:kf1St, dated and recclved February 24, 
2011 (Exhibit 7). 

• In accordance with WAC 197-11~172, tnedty has veritiedthat the proposed development is 
a Plamed,Action and ronforms to the Final $upplelpelltal 'EnvironmentaJ,lmpad: Statement 
(FSEIS) prepared for the North Kelsey area under dty of Monroe Ordinance 003/2004 
(Exhibit 8). As such, the project will Implement anyapplic:able conditions or mitigation 
measures identified in Ordinance No. 00312004. The FSElS for NOrth KeIsey,has addressed 
prob&bfe;sIgnifia!rttimpads related to future deVelopment. 

• No further SEPA review is required. 

ENYIROtfMWAl./SlTE CQNpmONS; . 
The majority of the site Is generally tlat with an approxlmategrade of two to three percent. 
There are steep slopes along the northern andeastem pol.lndaries · of the site created by 
previous mining activities on the site. Soils ronsist primarily of gravelly sandy loam or pil 
run. The Site Is loCated outside ot the lOO-year flood %One. ,', Thenorthem portion of the site 
on Lot; 2 Includes four potential category IV wetfands (exhibit 9). Potential wetlands win be 
set ~de In a Native Growth Protec:tion Easement. subject to MMC 20.05.070 - Protection 
and Mitigation Measures. No priority habitats or sped,eshave been observed OlH:ite • 

. C. EIlfQWGS AND CONC1.USIQNSl; 
1. Compr.anc:e with Chapter 17.34 .MMC - BindIng Site Plans 

• Following MMC l7.34.0.20, the purpose of a Binding Site Plan Is to dMde land, for sale 
or lease, Into lots or tracts zoned for rommerda/ or industrial uses and allows for 

1 The city developed tIieGo;\s Objectives to thl! North J(~ Development throughout the planning process for the 
subarea. The flndinr,s :.nd conclusions Include paraphr;ssecl 'qulatJons, deYdopment concepts, and review criteria. 
Within the plan, .some of thl! elemmts are discretionary lind others are manlbtory. Specific elements within the 
Goals and ObjectIVes mar be ilpplkable to the nonhem site. 50uthem s;le, or both -the findings and CDnduslon 
herein primarily consider dlscretlonary and mand;rtory elements appnCabie 10 the nonhem site and/or the entire 
subarea. 

Pag'" 3 of 20 

02041 

2754 



BSP2011-o1/ }.f201l-0M/l 

COI'IOJrrent or phased development. 

f/n(/ings: The proposedblnding site plan ptiJposeslo recanfJgure Parcels l,Z, and 3 
(otherwise known DS Parcels ~ £; and K or the Oty or MDI1ffJC I?eaJtd of Swveyt 
recording number 200504(75335) into three commerr:ia/ IQIs ;md Identifies the 
loaJtion of future phased buikJlng sites •. 

findings: The proponent subnritted anappncaticn fcr a Binding Site Plan (8SP2011-
01) and a Gl8(/'mg Perml? (M20JJ..()(){H/l) along with supporting oocument5. The 
proponent intends fc develop a large retail store on Lot 1. "nIe proponent or 
sua:essor wiD likely develop Lots 2 and 3 In future phases. 

• Following MMC 17 .34.030{A), binding site plans require pubnc notice per MMC 
21.50.020 and requIre anotlc.e of developmenf applieation and notiCe of ded$ion as 
defined In Chapter 21.40 MMe-
. Findings; Section B .above Indlldes' doannentation of noticing. for the development 
apreement, binding $ite plan, graomg permit, · and pJanned action. . . . 

• Following MMC 17.34~O~), the ~ily Devel~pment Director will issue written 
findings that approve, apPrOVe with conditions, or deny binding site planS and 
CQnanrent development· ·pennits when the proposed ·binding .. slte plan meets all 
requirements and standards. Under MMC 17.34.030(C), when an itpplitantseeks a 
CQncurrentlanduse approval for a quasl·judidal or legislative action . per MMC 
21.50.130, the highest decision-maker . will isSl.le written findings that approve, 
approve With cbnditions, or deny the preliminary binding site .p/ans and cooCtJrrent 
development permits. . 

. Flndtngs/ .Th!! Cqrnl1WnityDeveiopmentDiredDr will.l!i5tJewrittl!n lin(f1l1!J$ in.support 
of the binding 'S.ire . plan, supporting doaJments, and· grading permit . Under a 
Coi7sriIld4ted iIcI:fcn, . pt/t3lJiIn{: to MMi: 2L$!J,1.34 as /he'I1/ghest,oedsion-ma1dng 
IiOdy, the Monroe C1tY Council WlTI act on the same, COI1(;U/7ehttwith ltsadlcn on H 
deveJcpmentagreementper .RCW .36.7011.170 SMa t:r;m(;ept:ulll site. p/i1n~ and 

. conceptlJa/ eleYatfofls for the northein site. ,.. . 

• Following MMC 17.34.040(A), blndln9slte plan applications must Conform to the 
submittal, review, and procESSing standards set forth in Cl1apter 17.32 MMC (Short 
SUbdIvIsions). 

• Bodings: As svbmitted, the fonnand C)/ftentcT the propoSed binding site plan 
conforms ·totile appUaJbIe ~. set forth /n o Chapter 17;32 MMC (Short 
SUlx!iY!sionst IildvdJlIfl but not lim/ted to the appl/aJtJon requirements~ sun-ey 
requIrements, . utility lnfrJrma~ . deOGtionor right-of~way, lot design;. and review 
arid prrx:essing 07Cet1a . 

• Under MMC 17.34~04O(B), binding .site plans and condJrrent building permits or other 
land use/developrnent permits must comply with applicable municipal ex>de provisions, 
pubHe works standards, · bw1ding .CXlde$, and performance standards ·In . effect at the 
time of application, including but not limited to building setbacks, oitkal areas, 
easements, landscaping, lighting, lot coverage, pariOng, storrnwater drainage. streets, 
and utiliti~. Proposed bInding site plans must dearly depict aU planned 
improvements. 
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findings: Oly $i;Jff has revi"ewed the binding site plim for mnsistency with applicable 
municipal crxJe provision$, public ~ standa~ bufftfmg cvdes; ;md performana 
~ and I1i1S determined I:fJat the 8inding Site Plan . satisfies aU . such 
reqllireJ'nePt$. 

• Under MMC 17.34,04O{Q, binding site plans are required to undergo environmental 
review in accordance with Chapter 20.04 MMC - SEPA. 

findings.' The appJicant SlJbmitted on environmental cI1eddist for review as part of 
the combined appUcation packet (Exhibit 7). 

Bndings: The diy's SEPA official determined that the proposed development of the 
northern site is a planned Action i1nd conforms to the Rnal Supplemental 
Environmental Impact SfQtement (FSEISJprepared for Ule North Kelsey Plannlng'Area 
under city or Monroe Ordii'Jance 003/2004 (Exhibit 8). No tiJrtJter SEPA review is 
/'£!{/tJin:d 

• . UnderMMC 1734.040(0), a9gregat:e Jots within a binding sitepJan must function 
internally as a whole and may share common features such as access points, open 
spaces, parking, stDrmwater systerns~. ~other proposed .imprOvements. 
flndiaiJs; Shed lofSoltheblnding siteplan (Exhlblt2a)lndlKfesDec:larations and 
DedicBtIpns fhiJtldeni:ify tJ,,!conditions of ~ l11ii1inteMnee, 3mlrestrictions fer the 
three.parce/S. . 

Finding$: ~ S of S (Exhibit Za)DJustrates common dri~J15/ iJCCeSs points, 
parfdng areas, and strJrmWilteraroa. 

findlngs; The StJpporting documents (Exhibit 2/)) indvde site Inform;Jtfon 
(o:wersheet), preliminary sfll!pJans (Sheets PC-J.Oarid pe·J.l},prellminarygradlng 
and drainage plans (Sheets pc-zo andpe.Zl), "a preliminary utility pmn-(Sheet PC-
3.0,l pre/lm!narylandscajJe plafJ5 {SIteets PL-J.O arjd Pl-!.1}, and preIlmInpry 
lITigatiOn p/an$ and details (Shee/$PL ... .t.O; pt:'2.l, andPl-3.0). 

• tJriderMMC 1134.(}oK){E), binding site plans shall dearly Identify the conditions of 
use, maintenance, and resb1c:tions on redevelopment for an shared features by 
covenant:, ~t, or otber·slmilar mechantsm •. 
Rf1((tnqS; Sheet J of S(Exhlblt2a) t'OntiJins DedaraUons and DedIcations that ldentify 
the cond/tfons oruse, fTliJinl:1:!nance, and restrictions oJ1redeveJopment forClII.shared 
features by coven;mt, e8$I!I'l1ent, or other similar mechanism. 

• Under MMC17.34.040{f), binding site platiSshalJ indudethe. following note: 
,Subsequent deveJopment, of the site shall ··be .In amfOl1llance with ·the recorded 
binding site plan. .. All provisions, condItfons, arnl'requirements of the binding site plan 
shall be legally enf~bIe on the purchaser or any other person clCIluiJing a lease or 
other ownership int:erestot any lot or tract createdand/or developed pursuant to the 
binomg site plan. 

Findings: Sheet J of S(Exh/bIt 2a} contains thIs note. 

• Under MMC 17.34.040(G), a binding site plan defines the locatiOlland size Of future 
buildings, setbacks, parking areas, roads,stormwater d~on, and other proposed 
site Improvements. . Properties Subjed: to a binding site plan may propose phased 
deve!opmentror portions of the project, when the proposed phasing will not adversely 
'affect the public health,safety, or welfare. " 
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fiqdings:As noted in response ·to SecUon NMC J7.34.fHO(D}, thecppJiamt hc$ 
SiJbmitta:I documents that show the location of site elements and features. 

Fmd/ngst AS noted In the projeddesaiptlDn and elsewhere, the proponent f)J'"CP()$eS 
p/;1ns tQ develop a JNge ret3i/ ·.!StDte on let /.. The proponent or successor wUI 
develop tots 211J1ti 3 in Mure phases. (Extu"bits 20, 2b, ~ and 4a) 

CondJJSilJns; Sections NNe 17.34.020 through .tJ40 establish the 
prtdimimll., appnwal criteria I'D, binding site plans. As submitted, the 
bindIng site plan, supporong documents, and a:mceptual site plan are 
consistent with the underlying app(Oval critena. 

2. Compliance with MMC 15.04.070 International Building Code 

• The MMC 15.04.070 adopts the International Building Code (l~), 2009 Edition 
including Appe/'ldbc J {Grading} by reference. 

f1ndJags:" The proponent submJttei/ a gf"iJd/ng pennit applia1tfon under I1MC 15.04.070 
that IndtJded a temporaty:erosicn COIitroI plan, grading pI;m, and a geotechnit:al report 
findill!f$Sedion§ Of the SlaIf.report evaMtes the grPdihg permltappl"lCiJtJon for 
c::onsistenf;y with NtJrth Kelsey Rna! SUpplemental Em1ronmentallmpact SfiHeIpei]t . . 

EiaI:!i!!!Jr..' The t::itYs SEPA oflidal determined that the prr1p()5ed deve/Opf!1ent althe 
notthem $ite Is a " Planned Adlon and <DiJ/oims . /x) '. the • FimJISupplemental 

. EnVfronmentalIl11pact Statement ('FsSS) prepared for the North Kelsey,Planning Area 
under city of Monroe Ordinance 003/2(){)4 (Exhibit 8). No further SEPA review Is 
required. 

Conclusions: The proposed grading permit application is COI1Si$IsnI with the 
applkation requiremenlS found in MMC.ts..04.070 (SectIon .1 ()fthe 200fJ 
Inmmlltional Building CDde) and h~ .addressed impacts l'eiatBdto ·flJtuJ"e 
dsveJopmefit uridert:he Planned Adion FSEIS fbr the NDrth·Kelsey PlannIng 
Arm • .. ' 

3. Compliance With MMC 21.50.130 Consolldatibn 

• FoIlowingMMC21.50.120, when an apPlicant seeks a concurrent land ·useapproval 
for a quasi-judldal or 1~lslatiVe action, the highest dedsion-maker wUl issue written 
findIngs that approve, approve with (:onditioos, or ,deny land use appfications. 

Findings: The proponent .seeks a a:msolidated pennJt revieW under MMC 
17.34.03O(C) and MMC 21.50.J2O. 

Find/ngs: The Community Development Director m7J Issue written findings In support 
of the blndintJ site plan, supporting doaJments, andgf"iJdlng permit. Under i1 
amsol'Jdi!lted action, pursuant to NNC 21.50.130, as the highestdedsion-making 
txxJY, the Monroe aty Cound/ will act on the same, ronaJmmt With i/$ action on .(1 

development . agreement per HCW 36.708.170 and a conceptvaI site plan, and 
ccnceptua/ elevations for the northern site. 

. Conclusions: . The requested c:onsolldated pennit review process meets the 
Intent of NNe .ZJ..SO,J.30 apd J.7.34.030(C). RCW 36.708.200 requires that 
a development agreement be approved by the City's legislative /xHly. Tbe 
City Council Is therefore the highest dedslon-/1I;Iking body with authority 
to grant one of the requested land use approlnlls. In acc:onlance with the 
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abov~referenced .ccde provisions 41nd RCW 36.708.1.70*.2.1fJ, the 
Cummunity Development DIrector interprets and hal771oiJl.zes these 
p"';tlislons In a manner that provides For final City CounCl7 approval 01' the 
proposed development agrtfemellteoncmrently with the assodatl!d bInding 
sits plan ahdgradingpel771it fo/Iowinga public hearing. lbe DIrector 
adrnow/edges that the IH1l771lfl nview p~ for the binding sire plan and 
!Jl'ading permitwouldnot ordln;ui/y involve a pre--dedslDnal public hearing, 

. and tmJt the .. consolii/41ted review approach pDtential1y allows a !/lWIt:er 
opportzinlty 'Dr publIc participation and comment than would otheJwise 
ot::aJr. Hpwever, the applicant h;u·expressly requestedconSfJ/ldation In 
thls.ll1anner aTH/ has not objecUd on this basis. 

4. Compliance with tbeNorth KeI$ey Development Plan 

• PrelIminary Comments: ~ Community .Development Director nores that the North 
Kelsey Development Plan contains both mandatory and discretionary .elernents. Even 
where particiJlar standards are I'I'I<lIl.datDl)', the North. Kelsey Development Plan provides 
that some requillld elements .applyorr, IX> specfflc areas within the larger North Kelsey 
Plaming Area. The development plar'l. also provides fJexibllity and allows altemative 
locations WithIil. the larger planning area for other plane/ements. The Director 
acknowledges that thE! design 9u4:1e1ines contained within the North . Kclsey 
Development Plan are:Jntended IX> be applied fIexlbJy rather than rlgldJy. TheJoilowing 
anaJysis. oI';the proposed ~efopment agreement's conip6ance with the North Kelsey 
Development Planrettects these principles. 

.. Olapter 1 of the North Kelsey Development Plan rontains the following broad Goals and 
Objectives: . . . . 
Goal 1. Jnaease the.dty's economic vitality. 

objectIVes: · AlloW fora variely of CXlmITleI'daI .use, IOciucnng"'bfg-box'" relaI1 stores, as 
long as they ~reSited and clesignedtn meet other plan objecl:lves; encourage uses for 
the north ~that support the oty's tax base. 

Findings: The proposedbindJng site. plan Includes i1 Site layout for a IiJrge reJ:;n7 store. 
The proposed retail stDre is located fDw;;vrf the eastern edge ()fLct 1 adjacent to the 
tolH>f-slope. The proposalalso indtx/e$ Ow "out If1ts'" for IiJt.ute development The 
prr>pOSf!;d retlJJ7 sb:ue . Indudes parking and traffic oiw/atlcniJrei15, pedestrian 
amnectJons, stOrmmiter detention, and landscaping. The proposi:d retail store Wl71 
generate sales tax revenue In the futJ.Jre. (EXhibits 2a, 2b, ~. and 4a) 

Goal 2. Cleate a (Ofl'IlTlUOity gathering spot. 

ObjEctlves: Oeate a plaza open sp;lce to acrommOdate at ~ 1,000 people for 
spedalcommunity events.. .• 

findirlg$: The DeIie!opment Plan indicates that the "'ViI/qge GieenK and "Focus PIaziJ'" 
areas wig be·kx:ataJ on the souIf1em site of North Kelsey. · As patt of the binding site 
pli14 the projed proponent intends /J) ded'lCilte aCCmel' pedestJiM fei1ture to the city of 

Monroe for public use. (£xhibits 21, 2b, ~ and 4a) 

GcaJ 3. . . Provide uses and services that meet the needs Of Monroe's diverse 
populat:ior!. 
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Objectives:. fncouIage a variety ci CDIl'U'l'IeI'Ci uses. which serve both local and 
regional needs. •• . 

findings: The proposed retail stDre depicted in the bInOmg site p/iJn . wiD provide iI 
varfety ()f $7tXXfs and servia;s i/val/able to Iccal re9t:lents and those In svf1PJJlJdlng 
CDIT1I11tJnities. OIiJpter 4 Section 8 c:oncIlxks, "The Primary ReSiI Market consists of an 
estimated 25,000 people for whom Honrceis likely the most crovenient pliJce' m shop 
for most goods and ~ •• ' The pi:cposed deYeIophtent is likely to drawa:msumets 
toMonrt>e. 

Goal 4. Qeate a strong development identity. 

, Objectives: EncDUrage site and an:;hitectural design that is unique ~ndappropliate for 
Monroe; encourage architectural design that combines traditional and modetn elements; 
emphasize landscaping and gn:ernw throughoUt the development to create a park-6ke 
setting; enCourage ardJitecbJral design that Is ~. and subtle '" 

findings: TIle ~I efeyations {Exhibit 4bl emphaSize fayJde modtilation/ 
vadatJon in materials, and variation in (;()/Or, amongot/1er desirable arr::hiIeduraJ design 
elements. ' 'The SVppodfng~ to the binding site plan (Exhibit 2b) ;md 
~ site plan (ExhIblt 48) IndutIe det;JUed IiJndsaJpe drawings I:Iutt . show 
landst::aping aJcng the .~ perimeter; tJvoughout the parking area, and around the 
stDrmwater tfetentJonarea. . 

GOOIS. ~ ~rHrfendly 'development. 
Ob~ Pttwidesafe.effiderit:, and attractive pedestrian ~ons'betweenuse; 
throughout the deveJOptnent .areaand to uses sumxsoolllg the site." . Klde and screen 
parking areas; Inc:oi'porate ' safe bitydeaa:ess to and throughout [the] sitei encoUrage 
large-scale retails uses to provide multiple entJies and minimize blanltwallsj provide 
pedestrian-or.ientedplazasand open .~ throughout the development 

' . .. 
findings: The binding site p/i1n Inc:IrJcIes pedestrf;97. t:ontiedions tivwghwt the Site as 
well as CDf1I1edIcI1s/p /he SOIJthem site. stamp!!(! andccloiedcilncTete, cotntnonto 
the gJelM developi11elJt, .· tfeIine .entJywaysand ccnne:t::Uons IDIhe site. Perimeter 
ml'Jdstaping saeet'!Sthe /JiJi'king are;is along Salaxy ~y and North Kelsey Street. The 
sill! will Include paths, sidewalks, and bike r;J(;/($. to i1a»mmodatepedestrian and bk:yde 
aa:ess. .7l1e concepIlJi;iI elevations Induds.two pedestlian enflies intb the development 
(ExIJl/Jft$ 2;1,2b, 3, i1I1d *) . . . 

findif1!JS: As' 1J(1/ef1 in the findings to Goal ~. the proponent 1'JCI$/nd1Jded iJ varietyof 
design elements IncIud"tng multJpIe reaJvtes 8Iol1fJthe front afJiftight elevation faCades. 
The binding site p/anand sUpporting dccumentsJndtJde informal open spiJCes between 
North Kelsey SlTeet' and lot 1 of the proposed development; a plaza area iJdj;Jcent to 
the .maln entrallCl] that will rowe Specialty paving,. pUblic seating, andlrindscapiflg; 
and 8 CDI7'1t!r pedesfJian feature at Galaxy Way and North Kelsey strret for public use. 
{Exhibits 2;3, 2/}, 3, and 4a) . , 

Goal 6. Create a plaa! that complements the Downtown Commerdal corridor. 

OtTjedives: · Enhance cxmedions between the site and downtown; provide uses and 
activities that · are not and/or cannot be accommodated downtown; encourage site 
design and,. development: character that cootrasts rather than copies downtown. 
Rridinqs: The pirJpased use Is fOr alarge-saJle·re/aU sirJre that Is CDITJPIementaty to 
Smaller chwntown retail esl:iJbIishments. . 
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Condusions: The proposed binding sits pbli,supportlng docvment:!i, lind 
Q)nceptual site plan med the (10;1/$ and Object/ve;s of the North Kelsey 
DevelopmentPf;ln. 

• Olapter 2 of the North Kelsey Dev,eIopment Plan Is a MarlcetAnalysisSummary. 

IjndInqs: section 8 of the. Malket ~ summary pt¥!dlds that Monroe, Will he the 
PJiniary Re/11J7 Hatket fer 25,1)00 people IncIud"Ifl9 the city and iJdjacent unincr>rpor&Jted 
areas for convenience shopping iYXIsetVlces. It also predicts that Monroe wl71 be the 
Secondary Retail Market for an even larger geographic area ;,nd popuIl!Ifion. 

findings: Section D condf.!des based on an i'JI1iJlysis of projected population growth 
geographic location, income growth, iJI'f(/ tetaJ7 needs, that , the city Wl71 require an 
additional $4(),(J()() SQuare feet of retail space by 2020. 

CondusiC1/1S: 'the proposedbindll1g sits,plan, stlPportil111 dDCUmen~ ~lf1d 
conCi!'J1lval sitB plan are coi1Slstent with the projected population growth~ 
Income,growt4and retaIl needs for the cfty and $IIlTOundll1!1area. 

• O13pter 3 of the North Kelsey Development Plan contains the fuJ10wIng Development 
Concepts: " , , ' 

Concept 1-Focusdellelopment around Internally COl\I)ected open spates. 
. . . '. 

t=indifJr§: The blncfll1!J site plan, supporting cIoaJments, iII1d t:OI1i:IiptwI site plan /ndude 
.s:ignlfk:;mt kmdscaping sawnd the site'S perimeter and iJdj8cmt fDNorUIKeisey Stni:t, 
a plilZil ,are;J adjacent to the main ent,rance fD the retaD'~lJl't!taJ1(/a COI11eFpedesttl;Jn 
reatute. PDthwily$ cmi1ed the internal featlJrI!s I1rxf public skJ~o(J North Kelsey 
Street and/he Galaxy ~y (;()I"I'g feature fD thefiJtJJrei:leveJopn7ept. {txhJhIIs,2a, 24 
~~ , 

COncept 2 - Unite the 'development with a -series of pedesbfan mrinectJons to the north, 
~ Chain lake Road and Main Street. 
·,fif1dfnqs: The binding site pJ;m, SlJppating doaJments, JIId ~sltep/;Jn show 
pet:/e$tJian conne.dlcns between /he Pf'OIXJ$ed deve!opmentalong GaIaity' way fD the 
,~North Kelsey stnIetfD the sctJth, and along. the public sideWalk fD the east lIP 'to 
0Ia1n lake Road. . The main ent:r.Jnce to the nortfJem * 811g/1$ WHh the southern s;ti!! 
to SllpJXJa ,automobile and pedesttiatJ ~ 1ntemaUy, the I1CI1t!em site shows 
pedestrian pa/:lT$lmd ~/~ to and /Tom the retail store. (ExhIbIts ~ '24, and 4a) 

COncept 3 - Provide multimodal acx:ess around -the site by constructrng an e1!ISt/West 
connector. Provide ,~and safe parldng acCess along ' Perimeter streetS. 
COI1$bUCt sidewalks and blcyde paths along the site's perimeter and install heaVy 
landscaping. 

findings: Tjeme Place was constJvcted willi the Lowe~ development 8nd lJS2 / Chain 
lake Rood lnlet'sed:ion implClVel11ef1ts. The binding site plan, svppt)l1Jr1g doalmef1ts, 
and concepllJal site plan include publ"lC sidewalks With landst::i!pIng along G1J/axy Wc1y 
lind North Kelsey Street. ~ fD /he northern site is' otf GJJaxy Way and North Kelsey 
Street Community Tl71nsit pruvides bus service to the plannIng area. AdOJtfonaI bicyde 
paths planned for the southem site Will proYfd~ off-t>treet bicycle aa::ess to the northern 
site. 

Concept " - Allow for small and large retail businesses and a community center or 
sirru1ar public faouty. Provide adequate serviCe ao:ess for large businesses and 
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minilT!iZe their impact on viSual qualities and pedestrians. 

findings: The bfnding site plan, ~rtlng doaJ/11ents, andconceptJJ;Jl site p/i1n 
ptTJVide for the IiJlure development of thtee lots. lJ:Jt J WiU include i/large-.scale re/jJfl 
business, while lJ:Jt :1 Wl71 indlRfe iI smaller reSJ7 or servfce use of appri:JXjmete/y 2500 
square feet 711e proponent did not model future development of· lot 2 at this time. 
The $VbrrJitttjd dlXl/meJ1ts identify proposed ingiess and egress routes that are 
consistent with city stBndarrJs. Proposed· serw"cr! areas for Lot J are f1etween the 
building's east elevation and th.1! toe-of-$/ope. and behind the patldng tlnd stvnnwater 
areas. (Exhibits 28, 2b, and 4a) 
Concept 5 - Pedestrian-friendly development ~t provides · amenities, landscaping, and 
human-scaJe elements. 
firrdings: The a:mcepl1Ji1/ elevations . emphasize fa~de modU/iltion, variation in 
matEtiills, and variation In color, among other desirable arrhitectu!<JI design elements. 
The sppporting documents w the binding site plan and a;nceptual site plan include 
deaIHedlandscspe drawings tiJat show Jandst:aplhg along· /he Site's perimeter, 
t/1rcUghoutlhe piJrIdng area, and around t1!e stDrmWi1tf!r qetentlon area. The binding 
site plan, siIppoitfng documents, and CDl7Ct!pI.'fj;JI site plim also /ndtJefe.iI plaza ilnNi 
adja(.enttu the main entrance to /he retaiJ ~ and ;j comer pedestrian fei1ture. 
Inf.ernaJ and extft;miiI pathways topedestrfan features are proposed.. (Exhibits 2i1, 2b, 
~~~ ..-

Concept 6 - Intimately scaled I.lnfuimal architecture; ensure that large bUadlngs do not 
dornirlate the area's Identity. 

f!r1tffl7qS: The ptopoSedretaiJ ~ is!ocated towardthe~ edgedflot liic!facent 
tD the tDe-of-slope. . The conceptlJaJ f!/eY81iOrIs emphasize ~e /tJIX!watioo, var/aticn 
in materials, .. anti variation In alior,af1'1Ol'l!i other. ~ t!eslgn.elemen~ . The 
supporting docvments tD theblndind Site· Plan and conci:pluaJ site plan indlKIe detiJiled 
Iilndsc:;;lpe drawings that show Jandscaplngalong the site's perimeter, throughotit the 
paiking area, and around the stDnnwater detention area. (Exhibi/S 2a, 24 J;. and 4a) 

Concept 7 - ProVide resldentJa/ uses on upper storles. 

findings: 7hk c:oticept ilpplies ID the southern site. .The Zoning Cede (Ol<Jpter 18.10 of 
the Monroe Munldpal Qxfe) does not aUow residential lJ$e.5 in the GeneJgJ Commercial 
zone. . 

ConO:!pt 8 - OIganize development on the northpartel around a central open spa.a: or 
another . unifying concept that: ronnects it to the south andaeates a OlrripUS·nl<e 
character. 
f1ndjnqs; The binding Site plan, supporting documents, and a>I1Ct!pl1J;J/ site plan 
illustn1te that the noitJ1em Site is organized around CllaJye anchor retail store with two 
·smaller "out lois' /hat will pmvIde cOmpatible uses tiJ the proposed anchor. The 
drawings also show that the main entfaf1C1!J ID the northern site ali911$ with the southern 
saetD suppalt autrJlnObiJe and pedestJian access. lntm1a1/y, the northem site Inc/ude$ 
pede:stri;Jn p8ths end walkway,5 tD and fi'om the refl!JiJ store. (Exhib;l;s 2a, 2b, J;. and 4a) 

filJdjngs: The suggestion of a campus-liJ.-e setting on the northern portion of the 
property is a disa'eti()i1iJty ;md not miJncl8fDry element of the NoM Kelsey DesIgn 
GfJIdelines not app/'JCable to this proposed use. 

Pilge.lO of 20 

02048 

2761 



8SP2011-Gl/ M2Dl1-0Q4/1 

CDndusll>ns: The proposed bindlng sitiJ plan, $lIpport/11!1 dOCllmenls; and 
aJnc:eptu;H site plan meet the North Kelsey Development Plan Development 
Concept. 

.. (hapter 4 of the North Kelsey OeveJopment Plan relates to the implementation strategy. 
fiI:!!!!IJ!J: The city has taken action to Implement the measures descnbed in Chapter "'. 
Conclusions: As the implementation measures are policy strah:gles, they do 
f1t1t affect prqfect leyel appUc:atlolI$. 

5. CompJia,nce with the North Kelsey. Design Guidelines 

.. Cllapter lot the North Kelsey DesIgn Guidelines provides a basic Introduction and 
overview of the application aod review process of the plantling area design gUidelines. 
It also defules how the city wJ1l consider mandatOIy, and encouraged design elements. 

• 01apter 2 of the North KeJsey Design Guidelines relates to the Site configuration and 
reqlJireS feiIieW of a bJrnrIllg site,plan With the following elements: 

COoflgUJation ,PrInciple 1 - connect IndiVidUal areas within the Planned Devekipment 
area with an 'Integrated pedeStrian netwOrk. 
fitzd:JI1tJ$: 71wt bWlng site pt;m, $tJpporting doa.Iments, and conr:eptvalsiteplim show 
pedestJianCDl1l'lt!dions belweeh the proposed deYeIopment along GiJlaxy ~ to the 
me:st NMh Kelsey street to the south, and along the public sidewalk to the east to 
C17ain liIke Roifd. TheI11i!JIf1 ' enlral)C8 to'the nortIJem sitea/igns With the southem site 
to support avirxnobl7e and pedestTiin , a«e$$. lntemi11/y, the lIOrlhem site shows 
pedestrian paths and ~J'$'to and hom the reti1iIstote. (ExhIbits..2'8 ... 2b, ~and $) 

Configt.IratiOh PriIldple' 2 - FocUs ret:aII, reaeatfpnal, and dvicuSes ,00 the southertl sie. 
Uses onthe·'i1Otthem$l~ shOuld' be'e«ripatible and'supportive • 

. Bndfngs: , tbe bJndmg Site pIan, . ~ng. dcalments,andccnceptwl ~ plan 
proykIefor ~ MtPe tkM!Iopment of three lots on the nortIJem s;te. 10tJlncJiJties a 
liIrge-saIle J1!taiI store, while Lot;1 includes a .51T1iJ11er retail or sevlt:euse 01 
approx/lJ1;rt£ly 2500 square feet Thepropoi7ent did not mode/future development of 
Lot Z (ExlJi/iits..2'8, 2b, ~ i!nd4a)' 

FlndiniJs: To date, there Is only one business on the southem site: L.Dwe~ Hantwate. 
The proposed ret'iiI17 stare on /he northern site wDlamy some overtapplng produd:Sr but 
In genemI is a Vl1Ifety store that stTXks groct!lieS, clothing, household items, aniI othei 
retad~ idavailbble,at Lcwn 
Rntfff1!l$; Table 2 (ChaPter ~ Section C) defines retal7 uses as aa:eptable uses on the 
norJI1em .site. 

ConfigUtation 'PrInciple ~ - Pr.ovkfe, a ~.of open spaces along the pedestrian netWoik 
that Include a cMc pfa:za, Villag~ green and smaUei open spaces to enhanCe the retail 
environment Uses on the northern portion should 'bec.onfigured around a central 'open 
space or plaza toaeate a campuS-fike sewng. 
Fmdinqs.· The Development Plan 1ndiCi1f.eS tNTtthe "ViJliJge Green' and "Focus PlaZiI· 
areas will be kx:i!tetI on the StXJthem site of Nofth Kelsey. The 5f./!J!]eStion of iI campus
like setting on ,the f1OI1:hem pcrtiM of the property is ;ufJSCTe!kKJary and not mandat1:Jry 
element of the NOIth Kelsey DesIgn Guidelines not applicable to this proposed use. 
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. rm!ngs; The binding Site p/i1~ supporting docvrnents,and ,~ site pl.3n /ndiJde 
Significant IandsGJping arotJnd the sit6pei'f1nt!ie /Jndadjacent to North Kelsey SlTeet 
a plaza area i1djacent to /he ffliJin entmnce to the retaH store, , and, a comer pedestrian 
fei1hre. PiIthvrqys CDI1nect the Intemal features and public sidewalks on NoIth Kelsey 
street anti, the Galaxy Wqy comer feJtzJre tD the ftJtJJre deve/opmeiJe (Exhlblts 2iJ, 2b, 
~and4a) 

findings: Tl1e binding site plan, supporting doalments, and ccnceptual site plan 
i/llJ$tTtJ/e that the northern site is 0f!}ilflIZed around a 1iJ/'f/l! anchor retail stDre with two 

-'smaller -out Iots'that will provide axnpatfble uses to the propasetf anchor, consistent 
with O1apter 3, CoI)cept 8. Thedrawfngs also show that the main ~ to the 
northern sire aligns with the southemsite tD support autDrnob/7e anti pedestrian aa:ess. 
Intema//)/ the I7OI1hem site indudes pedestrian paths and ,lWIhYay.s to and from the 
, retal7 SI1:Jra (ExhIbits 2ct 2b, ~ and 43) 

eorifi!jUlOtion Principle " - Include a looped road ,system for , traffic drrulatlon that 
lndodes ~North Kelsey Street, Olaih lake Ro;Kt, and Tjeine ~ , 

FjlJdiaos.; ,Thr: binding site pJari, supportJng documet)ts,and'CD/1i:epltJaf SIte pJiJn ' Show 
f;edestrfan "~ between the propased'deveJopmentNon!J Galaxy ·Waytotbe 
west (Iorth Kelsey Street to the south, and along thepuljllc~1(j tMe:i$t-iJp to 
C1iain [,like Road. The main ,ent:tance to the nortIJem sit8aJignsWith tlitUiiiiU)emSlte 
to·support at.iIDmobiJe andpedestJi;Jn aa:ess;.~/y,/he1J¢hem ~shows 
pedeSlrfanpathsi1!1d wa~y.s tD and Iiomlhe retDilstore~ , (Exh{Qils .2i1,2b~ ~ and4a) 

-connguration Principle 5 - ProVide architectural features that CXlmply WlthOlapw- :5 ,of 
the [)esjgn Guidelines. , _ , . 

- f!idwnas: , .-~ i10led In,Ondings for OIapter, J, _Goal 4 MdChapter ~ Goals Sand 6;_ the 
i:oiii:eptuiIl dlaw/ngs emphasize tiIfade mocIuI8Iion, varflltionin I11iIterialSt ai1iIvaliatlon 
In wlor, among other ard1ita::tu17Jl de#!Jn elements. ~ supporting-doq,Jments tgtiJe 
bindlngsit8 plan and Cl>I1Cepb.tPI site p/;1n Include d{:!taiJed,/al1f1,sr::i1pe -¢l1JWilJ!1st/Jat show 
Iandsa!ping iI/ong the..site's perfmetir, thtr:JughotJt the pa~are,a, ,_and around the 
stormwaterdetl!ntJon areo. (ExhIbIts Z4 2b, ~ and,4a) -

. COncluSions: The proposed blndfng sits plan, ~pppd:ingdOCllments, and 
~al sitB plan meet the Sltt!CfJf1!ifluratlim. Pr:/nJ::Jples of-the North 
KeIsey'J:JeveIopnient GoJdeJines by proliidiiig intaConli«:tMty, compatible 
land,~ pubU~ open spaces, and t/e$lrable ardJiteduial featJJ"res and site
deslfl11e1ements. _, Ellen where tits proposal J/tJeS not si:tlctIy satiSfy the 
~o(a partk:1llar .design guideline, the pl'tJposal as-ii wholi!anppDes -
with the North KelstJy Design GuIdelines when thetotaJity o'_aO projJoSed 
featuresare consldered. . 

. . . . 

.(hapter 3 or the North Kelsey Design Guidelines relatesto the site planning: 

sectiOn A - PubrlCOpen Space incJUdes the fQiiowing _ statements of Intent for the North 
Kelsey Development Area: provide a varietY of open spaces, provide a focal open space 
that: functions as mmmunfty -gathering space. provide a' park-like character within the 
P1aMed Development Nea, provide anatlradlve pedest:tlan environment, -andprovlde 
outdoor spaces fur reIaxing,eatfng, sociali2ing, and recreating. 

Rndjrig$: The svpporUng documents t1J the binding site and ~ site Pian and 
conceptual elevatJons Indude detailed landscape drawings that show olfferent types 01 
open space asscciated with the retal7 -deveIopment of the northem site that includes 
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f8ndsaJping along the site's perimeter" throughout the pamng ~ iIf1d iJround the 
stmmwater detention area; a pIaZil #lea a(/jaa!nt to the·main · entrance to the retail 
stDre With per:/I!!sirfan setJIing, 1ands<:apitJg, . and an enhanced "hard5cape"; and a CDmer 
pedestrI;m I'eiJtvre at ~ ~ and Ncrth Kelsey Street. (Exhibits?4 4;11 and 4 b) 

Findlngs:Chapter 3 cf the North Kelsey Design GlJIdermes prrJJXises development of the 
fOcal Pbza, WIage Gn:en, and Shopping CoIrfdor, i1I1d pedestrlan-orlented spaces on 
the SOiItheni site. 

endings: As noted abo~ the proposed development for the northern site Includes 
pedestrian amenities; ~lhways, mndscaped ~ pubTlC seatfrJg, Iightjng, Focal points, 

" as well tiS tex!lm!d and colored ct:Jf1C't:leln different eteas. (ExhIbits lb, 4;J, and 4 b) 

Findings: 1be .5lIpportlng doaJments'to the binding site and ~i!I site plan show 
intt!l1:onned:ed /iJI1(;/$(apeil wen spaces along.North.KeIsey Street. (Exhibits 2b, and 
4a) . 

findings: Thesuppoding ~ to the b/J)d'lI'1!lsite and ~ site plan show 
a pedestrian a:mer feature and toaiI 0pJjh SptJc;e aJong North Kelsey SITet:!t. A large 
Iandst:aped open sp<N;l!.bufferstheproposed mtaiI ~ (}n I..Dt J";md aligns with the 
VJlIage Green area iJaT)$$ i1 textured ;md colored' H!a~ TfteSkfewpik;Hong' North 
KelseY Street. cmnectsthepet:leslrian comer IeBtvres. 'oesIgi1.reYiew of thepedesfJian 
amerfeal:lJrt1 wiII·be unde:rseparatenMew. {EIr.hIbfts2b, 4iJ,aiJd 4b) 

fiJ:Jdiltgf;;. The stamwater deteIi~ "!adrdr .6t 1M ft1li!tsedfon .(){ North: Ket5ey street 
NK/Gi;Jin Lake Readier tIJe noitI1eI1I Site IS lilJffen..Y:I fJni:f hevJvIJy lant:/sfaped. (Exhibits 
2b, 48, .i1I7d4b) . "' '. .. . '. . . 

Condus/ons: Tbe propo$ed develqpment of the northem Site provides.varled 
open .. spaQ!S, attractive pedeStrian-oriellted ~. and pedeStrian 
ilmenlties. . . ... 

. SectfOn B- BuiJding orientatiOn Ingudes the ~Sta~tsoflhtent for the North 
Kelsey DevelojlmentArea:'provjclli!<In i3~e ~:envm;ment. entIanc.ethe 
charader of the streetScape, enhance the . uSe' andsafetv of. open spaces, and provide 
attradlve btJildingl'aaldes adjacent to ' parking lOts • 

. findings: The primarY fayKIe oft:lie pI"OJ':IO$edr$l! slJ:Jreon Lot J faces west tvward 
the prrrIdng a/a71. 'The .stktintIa1Yfa¢d!: facsNortl! Kelsey Streeiaaoss a /andSCiJped 
btlff'er";mo p;nking area. (EXhIbits fa, 21i, ~ arp 4a) 

FinclitJg§; 7he .. ~tuaI e/EY.at/(XI$. if1dIxIe .~. ;nr:/JJteduTa/ elements and 
treatments·aIong the primary, seconi:Iary, ·~and rearelev3tkins • . amp/etc buildlng 
design review wJ11 be Clnder;iseparate pennJt. (EXhI'bIt 4a) . 

Condus/tHlS:Theproposed development and prelimlnsl)' design concept For 
Lots :l and 2 of the norlhem, site. are. consistent With the plan's goal lr1 
provide an attnlclfve pedesbfan envirrmmenf;,enhance the stteetscape, and 
tq provide i1~ buildlng facadesadJad!!httQ.j:Jarldng lots. . 

5ec:tfon C - Land Uses indudes the following. statements of intent fur the North I<eIsey 
DeveJopmentAr.ea: to provide av.meLy of uses that serve the d'rverse needS and 
iht:et¢st of Monroe's residents and residents 01' the defined market area; to provide for 
uses that faCIlitate a pedesbian-tiiendlyenvlronmeot; and to support an expanded tax
base for the city of Monroe. 
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findings: Under OJapter ~ Sedion C; TiJbIe Z of the North KeI$ey Design GoIde!ines 
retaU use is iln acceptable use onl/Je nottI1em site •. 

CDndusions: 'T1Ie prr>pOSled development and prelimiNIlY,deslgn. CClm::ept for 
the i1DithiNti. are con$isl1Jnt with the pIan'S al/owed.uses, i1S noted In 
5«t:iDn C(3} (f{ the staff report. The proposed'develDpment Is consistent 
with the projected population growth, InCDme growth, and retailneeds ItIr 
tlie dtyand surrounding area, as detailed In the HlIrket AnaJjl$is. . 

SectIon D - Parldng areas include the concepts fur the North Kelsey DeveloprneritAtea: 
~ provide convenient. -parking QTeaS, provide flexibility In parl<ing d~, not to 

diminLsh pedestrian andvisoaJ qualities, maintlln the street edge thi'ough screening, 
and minimize Impacts of drfveways. . . 

findifJS§: TIJI! PlfJpc$(!(/ parldngSIe;JS as shown in the blnamgsite plan, SlJppoitIng 
documents, .and conc:epb,mJ site plan conform to the requin:ments of ClTaptef 18.86 
MMC (Ex/JiQItSZe, Zb, 3,and4a) . .... 

findings: The svppottIng docvrni!hts to the binding sitB plan (ExhIbit 2b) 'iridk:ate that 
the proponent will aJnSt;rJd61/7 parIdng spaces (659 are required. for the rotal retail 
iJreiI qf 164/8111fcJtitf'II1!lgarden centers besed on a ratio of 1 $paCe per 250 square 
feet of gn:JSiS tIcoi lJiea). 
findit?q$,' me proposetf pafkin!l iJreiI iJ?dudes onemalndrivewily off North Kdsey 
SfT!:et' that .~ ~ tlieentrance to the $Otilhern site BOOth,. ~J'S oIIGaJaXy 
way. . 71Ieaj:JpU(8nt fJITJIXisI!JS to iJ?dude pathways tfJroug,/1 tliematn parIring.1ot ilrthree 
amas CDI1f1I!!ding'tu Galaxy w.,y to the main entnmce and an additiol1lll pathway /i'om 
No!th Kelsey St1eetttl the f!IlIin enfraJ'1(;e. The . perimeter of a~ patking a~. are 
/at1dsaJped(Ex/1lbils.4 2b, ,3, ;md 4a) . .'. . 

CD/xi:Iusillits,, '1bt.t prt1pO$ed deVelopment ant/prelimlnaLY design c:onc:t¥1l rt>I' 
the norlhem sn. are CDnslsttmt with the plarrs parking ~ It»- .the 
Planned Detteit>pl11ClttArea. . . 

5edIonE - Street ComersIHlghlyViSIole Locations indudes the .~ for ·the North 
l<elsey De.lelopmentArea: to enhance the 'appearance of highly ~e'JpCations/to 
enhance the pedesbianenvlronment, and to establish a de:Signldentity for the North 
Kelsey Planning Area. 
findings: Chapter 3, Section E Identifies six highly visible areas and t!I7C'OU1if1ges design 
tTei1tmenI:s at these It:x:ations. Tao highly vIsibIe .iII'fSS abl.lt the nortfJem site: Location 
DandE. . , 

RTKi1r1!Js: I.d$ 1 is. adjacent to l«:atlon D. 1.dt 1 Includes iJ li11ge/at7(:f$a;fped area at . 
!Jx:;;djDf1 D. 

findings; Lots 1 and 3 are adjacetJt to Lcx:ation E. Lot 1 irJdudes ;i Jal'JdsaJped llf¥!!iJ 

and pedestrian pat/1 at .ltx:atfon E. lot 3 Wl71 /ndiJde a reliJd store or rC$I:mJriJnt 
adjacent to l.ocatiexfE.· Des/gn review for futvre development of l.ct3wi/1 be under a 
separate permit. (£xhibits Ze; 2b, 3, and 4a) 

Com:Iuslons: The proposed deve/opment.and preliminalY design concept ItIr 
the northern site Include some desirable design 'elementsenmumged for 
Highly Visible Locations within the Planned Development Area. 
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• Olapter 4 of the North Kdsey Design Guidelines relates to the drcuJatipo; 

Section A relates to'the coOstructiOn of an east-west connector. 
flocItnqs: As previDtisJy ~ Tjeme Place ~ CCf1StT1.tctEd as the development's east
west ronnector with the Lowe's development and iJS-2/ Chain l4ke Rtf Intersection 
impIfJVements. 

, . 
Section B $tes to ~ constnJctjon of sidewalks and paths. 
findings: As previously f1Ote(t the binding site plan;; supporting doaJments, and 
a::Jf1C"ePtJsI site pJ;m show.pedestrian connecUons between the proposed development 
along ~, »11y to the west North Kelsey Si:Ja;t to the scuth, and along the public 
SJ"dew;J1k ,lrJ the eaSt up to ONJin l4ke Road. (Exhibits 2b and 4iI) 

{irxf/fJlJS: Propasedsidf;walks will be ADAa:mp(GJlJt ;md include Jandsa:fped planting 
strips. (E.xh1bits 2b and 48) 

, , 

, F'if:1!!!l!tJ$: :Pedes/rian· U'aSsWQ1ks are provklf!i1 'at North' Kelseyaiid Galaxy Way and 
where the main entmnt::e tD thenotthem site allgns with the Southern site (Exhibits .la, 
2b,and4a). 

findftJ!§; The CrJ5swaIIcs()f) North,KeI$ey Street,GiJIaxy Way, and wheretheimJln 
. entl3nce, to the ncrthem site' aligns With the stJIJIhem site wID be.~ c:oIoi-Ed 

t:t:Jnt::1ete to fTIi'Itdr exiStIng ctD$$W8/ks in the North Kelsey Planned Development Ara1. 
(Exhibit 4iJ) 

findin05: A se.a>nrIary palJlWi1Y, lJdjacentto the ~, Site~ , main enln1na!, ' from 

North Kelsey Street tI7 1M pt'1)pDSe(I refaU.store on Lot 1; wi/J be five ket in width, and 
ifN:IudIJ street:trees. (Exhibb 2barid4a)" ' , " ' , 

fiiKllngs: " '.rntemally, iheliol:thfmsiieincJwes pedestri8n.pat/1s and wa/ltWays to and 
Iiom the retBII Store, and t/1rrxJghotJt the main parIdng a~. (EXhibits 281 24 and 4;1) 

CDndlMlons: , 'The p",~" deveJopme:nt plans and preliminary' design 
ct>nr::ept /tJrt/.1e noitllem sI~lTilj1eithe sidewalk and pathway requirements 
Forthe Plannea Development Area. 

'SectIon C relates ~ the bicycle draslat!on and amenities. 
Rn,fl/?tl$j As preYfolIsIy notl!:4 the bindfng site plan Indudes supporting documents, and 
ccnceptva/ site plan shows pedestrian conned/ons tfJrooghotJt tbe site as well as 
conneCtions to the scvt/)em site. (Exhibits 2~ 2b, ~ and 4a) 

findings: The proposed ¢ewa/k on the northern side of Norlh Kelsey Wl71 be eight feet 
In width and support mtJltimodal lISe. ,(Exhibits2a, 24 ~ and 4iJ) 

find§; The.,site wiIIlndt.ide paths, sidewalks, and bike ~cks tD aa:omtnodate 
pedeStrian and bJcyde ~ .(EXhlblts 2a, 2b, ~ 4~ and 4b) , 

Conduslons: The ~ development plans ,~nd pi-eJJmilUlty design 
amc:ept for the nDltbeinslte provide safe IInr! efficient bkyde 1It:aSS withIn 
the PI@ned f)eye/opmentAIWI. 

, ' 

• Olapter 5 of the North Kelsey Design Guidelines relates to the architectural and building 
design: 
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Sect:lon A relates to the· ardliI:ed:JJraI c.onc.ept enCDUraged for the North Kelsey Planning 
Area. . 

findings: As previously noted, the conceptUal site elevations for the northem site 
emphasize $¢e modulati04 YiJliiJlion;,; materials,. and varfatiorJ in colo(; amo"!l ot/'Jer 
desirable arr:hltet:t1.lni design elements and. treatments along the prima~ secondary, 
side, and rear facades. Complete building design review will be under a separate 
pennIt. (Exhibit"tJ) . 

Section'B relates'to the aTchitectlJraJ scale of buildings encouraged for the North Kelsey 
Planning Area. 

Findlogs: From the i:onceptwl site elevations, it appealS .that the propased building is 
under the maximum aJIowed height of 35 feet Complete bUilding design revjew will be 
under a separate permit (Exhibit 4b) . 

. Flqdii1qs: The. cor/cepwaJ.site elevations sf10w VertiCilI articulation, along the primary, 
secDnda;y, ~ end te8i fi1t;ides iIX:/udii1g . stePPing back port/IJn$. cf the f<K;Bde 
indt.JdH:'IfJ di$tinttive feaf:lJn!s, and changing·mitteii;JIs. Ccmp/ete blJl!ding design review 
wfJI be under a sepamte pennit. (Exhibil'4b) . . 

5ed:ion C relates tothe~ elements encouraged for the North Kelsey Planning Area . . . . '. ... .. . . 

wOos: The CO/'ICept1JiJI site elevations shOw roaI1iJ1e vatfatlons along the primaty, 
sewodi1ry, side, anI1 re.arfacades. Qmplele buildll1g .desIgn rev/sWWIU 1Je.·under ;j 
sepa!iJte permIt. (Exhibit 4b) . . . 

Bqt[mgs: The cr.:JnCeptu;i/ site ·eleYations show t:Ii!sITable bill/ding eIemertts and details 
along the prim;Ky, .seccntiaJy, . .sfd4 and rear ·facadt:S lndixIIiIiJ 'ii#JajJatedbuildlng 
elements, WE'iJlher protedionat. bul/d/ngenttant:es, 'and d~tJite htJikJIng 'tndtelials. . 
Complete bfJildi.f1!JdeslgnrevJewWil/ be under asep;ilQte pemiit (EXhfb,it 4b) , .. ' 

fiMog:;: The conceptit;il site elevations shoW dwable, hig.h-qu;J/ity materials along the 
primary, seaJndart, side, .;md rear facat:Jes ir1dui:/ing architectural blOck, stone, and 
brick. Complete buikIIng.design reYlewwill be utideraseparate permit (Exhlbit4b) 

findings: The conceptual site elevl1tIons Include a 'ClJIor palette that Includes a varielyof 
muted eartf1.trxJe color.;. The majority. of the building proposes to use a darker 

. fJ;JckgrotJnd color wfthllghter abs for accent along the prffT1illY, set:Dndary, SIde, and 
rear {a(:;Jdes. Complete building design real;&1 wiU be under <ueparate permit (Exhibit 
4b) . 

findings: SerVice iJreiJ$ I1Ie sr:reened from public Yiew. . Complete building design 
m1eW will be under a separate permit. (Exhibits Zb and -fa) 

Condusions: M.e pre/lminary designcon~t for the northern .site is 
consistent with. the Architectural and /)esfgn concept for the Planned. 
DeVelopment Area. . 

• Olapter 6 of the North Kelsey DesIgn Guidelintl$ relates to landscape design: 

Rndjags: The proponent SlJbmitted · pre/imilKJty landscape pla/lS as supPOrting 
. dca.Jments wthe binding site plan. The ,concetJ!UaI site p/8f1 also shows landscaping 
areiJs. (Exhibits Zb and 48) 
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{1ndiogs: As preyJcusIy noted, the ${JJ)pOI1ing doctJl1'1efJts ID the binding site and 
. ~I sita plan incJf.K/e dd;Jil«1l8ndsaJpe drawings that show diff(!la7t types of 

()f)tf!n space associated with the retail development of the northern site that indudes 
Ii1ndsc:aping along the site's perimeter, tluwghout the parking <freH, and ilroundthe 
. stonnwater detention area; a plaza' i1te;I adjacent to the main entrance to the reti:JJ7 
:slrx8 with pedesbiiJn sea~ WxJsi::;;j/Jl!79, and an enhanced "haJ:rfscape,'" and a CDmel' 
cpedeslr/;Jn feature at Galaxy Way and Notth Kelsey S!Teet (Exhibits 2b and 4i1) 

find!J?9$! As pleYiou.sly note4 propo$ed sidewalks and pathways indtJde iandsaJped 
planting strips. (Exhibits 2b and 48) . 

Findiags: As prevfoUsIy.i'1OlEd, /andsaJped areas screen high-intensity areas induding 
parking areas, the stormmJter detention 811!i1, and setYic:e iJf8iJS in the nOlthem site. 
~~2band~ . 

. ' . 
CondUsions: 'Tbe preliminary design concept for the northem site is 
gel7er.Jl/y consistent with the Landscape Deslgnconcept for the Planned 

. Development Afea~ Thedty W/7laddress Iil1i1ldeSlgil mtHIifica.tfoJ'lS at the 
tlmeofblJ11dlniJ pennlt application. . . 

• . Chapter 7 of the North Kelsey DesIgn Guidelines relates to signage. and lighting: 

Findll1fl* '. Tbe proponent submiI:t¢ ~ sign drawings for lJ:Jt Ion the northern 
siIi! that fhcJude wall Signs, secmdary ~18; and. monument signs. .Complete design 
review wIU be under (1 sepa~te permit (ExhIbIt 4b) 

FII1dIngs: '. The monument s/gn$,ate~ to bt!k:taitetJ at the trJ8in entrance along 
. NorlI1 KelSeySlreettmd /Jetween the. SfXCfKIary en/rant::$ on Galaxy Way; Complete 

design nMew wPI be under a separate permit. (Exhibits 4i1-and 4b) 

findii¢. The ~ s/gpiIge ~ maJketfJf1d PIwmacY, home and IMng, and 
0I.J(d(;IQr IMtJD signs q/Ong l:M.pdlpary.fapKJe. . . SetDniJarys/gnage·/s kX:ated above on 
fix;aJpoints, Q!t1tered between ari/1iteduralt!lemetrts, and Integrated inlD the Qulkllng's 
ard1il:e.cture i::onplete design fevIew Wt71 bettnder a ~ permIt (Exhibit .,b) 

BntfIti9s; 71Ie ~I Willi sign, Iocataf at the main ei'Itn1nt:e Within an arrhi/:er::tlJr.J1 
fociJI point, exceeds the qlloYiled $Quare. fr:x1Iage by apprr»tirnJitely !J8 :;quaff! feet. 
CompleJB design l1!View will be under a separate permit.' (Exhibit .,b) 

findings; The binding sItI! ~. StJpPortinfl documen~ ~I Site plan, and 
ami:21>tUilI {!ievatfons lnd!.J#e .~ lighting details. Complete revfew of Ilghtfng 
sta~ will be under iI separilW pennIt. (Exhibits 2iI, 2b, 'fa, and "Ib) '. 

Conclusions: The prelimii1ilry sign and Hghtlng com::ept for the northern site 
Is generally consistent with the sign and lighting ai'berIa For the Planned 
Development Area~ Tbe city wlH address IinaI t/,eslgn modifications at the 
time·o~sign pennit.:md building pennit ilpplkatiM. 

6.. Compliance with the Pf;:mned ActJon .;. Final SUpplemental Envl.ronmental 
Impact statement. . 

• The North Kelsey Planning AreiJ arid Planned 0eveJ0pment Area are subject toa 
Planned Adfon as allowed underWIC. 197-11·168 and a Final Supplemental 
Environmental btlpac:t Statement, adopted under Ordinance No. 00312004. .At the time 
of inception, the Planned Action indueled appro)dmately68 aCres. The pre:ferted 
altemative fot development is Alternative I, the full bu!Id-out option that envisions 
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approximately 500,000 square feet of retail use in the Planned Development Mea. The 
Planned Action FSEIS has estabrlShed the terms of deve/()pment and mitigation for 
pOrtions of the Planning Mea. 

flndi!igs: FoOowing Table 5.1 (OilJpter 5 of the FSEIS Volume 1), &rtn and Sol7 
Element; dlMtopmenl shaH ccnTorm to adopted cvdestDndilrds - Table 5.1 dId not 
identifY any mItigatiorI measures 

findings: The proponent submitted a grcding plan (Exhibit 3) and geotechnical report 
(Exhibit 10) detailing issues related tv eartn ;md soil issues for the/iJtlJre development 
ofUle northern site. 

findlngS; FolloWing Table 5.1 (C11cpter S of Ule FSEIS Volume J), SJJrface Water and 
Quality EJemen(, deYelopment shall provide a stonnwater plan - Table 5.1 did not 
ldeJ'1tify any mitigation ~1Ires. 

fltidings: . The proponent submitted a Tem/XJiCIY ErosIcn Control and Sedimentation 
PI8n wiJh the gradihg p/4n (SheetsP01.2 -l.S and PD2.0-2.2 of ExhIbit 3), supportfng 
doaIments (Exhibit 2b); and a preliminary stonnwater report (Exhibit 11) related tv 
stol[11w;Jter issues frrthe future deve/oprilent of the noithem site. 

FitJd[nos: ·· Following Table 5.1{01apter S of the FSEIS Voh.me IJ, li1nd Use Element, 
deve/opmi!nts ShdII prrJIiIde II site plan bas«/onthe North Kelsey Design guidelines and 
a:JI1JpIy With adopted $l;andards."'; Til/;!/e 5.1 did not Identify any mitigation meilSI.Jres.. 

Wags; . The/1flJPf)l7elltsubmitted II blnd'mg Site plan" supporting documents, and a 
~ sltlf plan based en the North Kelsey Design Guidelines. . Th8 IiltlJre 
development on the northern site lndudes the "North An?a' and a portion of the former 
Monroe Public WoOO'site and enrompasses appioxfmately 24 aaes, exduding right-Clf
!my dttJications. (ExhIbits ~ 2b, ~ and 4c1) 

FindfnqSi The HyJiothetJaJ/ lise .. Ptojed:ions (C11apter ~ Sed:Ion 2.S)" estimate 
approxImately 100,OOOsquare feet o/retal7 use on the northemsite afldt{)4000 square 
feet of ·@ce spi!tP en the noithem Site· The prcpO$ed deve/opn1&1t Of the northem 
sitIJ, ttJli1I$apPrOXimately J(j7;(J()() ·square feel Induding the reii1H sWreand garrfen 
ct!I1fetson Lot JandCOl1C/!ptlJaldevelopmentofLot 2. (Exhibits 2a, 2b, and 40) 

fil'1fffnqs: · FollowIng Table 5.1 (Chapter 5 of the FSEIS Volume J), Transport;ltion 
Element, developments shalfprovide a site-spedfic imnsport;Jtion an81ys1s - Table 5.1 
mitigation measures require consistency wlththe Master Plan, carefUl design for vehide 
a~.and IionfBge 1mpn.1Yements. 

findinQS FoUowlng Table 5.3 (Chapter S of the FSEIS Volume J), defined mitigation 
measures will ~ as deveJopmentmeets delinedtrip thresholds. 
findings.' TheFSEIS established Tr.msportaUon Analysis Zcnes (TAZ) for porDans of the 
PIanning,.tWa. TheI70lthem site is included in TAZ 106, The FSEIS (VClume 2, Section 
4.1.1)estIlT1iJtes tf1fIt the northern site wHl getleIate 835 tol3l PMpeak hour bfps. 

findings: The proponent su/Jmft!ed a tTqffic alJlJ/ysis (Exhiblt .12), related to tTqffic 
issues forthefutt.ue development of the northern site. The tn1mc analysis estimates 
that the re/8iI development wl/Igenerate S15fDlD1 PM peak hour tTipsand predicts the 
level of setlIia! at ilffet:ted lntersed:it>ns wiD range between Level of Service A to 8. 

findlnos: As previously ~ the binding site plan. supporting doaunen~ and 
conceptva/ site plan indude proposed traffic Impiovement, driVeWay wts, and rfght-of-
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wayimprOvemenl:s. (Exh!bits2o;~'3, and4a) , 

f;ndlngs:· Following Table 5.1 (C/1;JpI£:rSof the FSElS Volume 1), AIr Quality Element,' . 
develcpments shaH meet local and regional cr:xJe requirements - Table 5.1 Induded 
miti!Jiltfon JT163SUI'eS spedfic fi) the operatfoncf /;1keside f~ . 

Nndings; 1he proposed binding site plan and fuI:ure deveIopmerit of the northern site 
wI1f have 'cDmmensvrate e/feds 017 air QlJiJ/ity asscdated with retail development 

Bndings: FcJlowing Table 5.1 (OJi1pter 5 of the FSEIS VoIlIme 2), Noise Ben:rEl1I; 
.developments shiJIlCDnform to iJdoptl!d city ncise standards - Table 5.1 did not Identify 
any mlfigatJC1/7~. 

Findings: The proposed bH7dlng site plan and future development of the northern site 
wlN.have CDmIT1efl5lII"ite effects C1/7 nolse iISSOdated wlth retal7 development 

firx:f/nQ,k FoUowing · Table 5.1 . (01apter S of ,the FSEIS Volume lh Visual Bement, 
d~ shaH meet dty sI:N1dati:Is -Table 5.1 induded mifigatiOnmeaslJTe!; spedIic 
to the operafiqn of lekeside IndustJies, 

Rnd1ngs.t 'I1H: proposedb!nd!ng site plan imd tiJtlJredeYelcpment·ofthe ncrthern site 
will have commensurate Visv;iI effects i1S$OC/ated whhreliJJ7 develOpment As pteviously 
noted, . the pn)pt:Ised cIevek>pment <if /be l'IOf'lhem siteW/11 be screened by pe!imerer 
/;Ji7dst;aping and the building is sited to fitlnto the 4X/SIing topography. . 

fjpdirm: Following · Table 5.J (Ot8prer S of tk J:$EIS VokJme I), General Mltfgatlon 
E1em~ developments shaH ccnfr:Jrm·to the North Kelsey Design Guidelines and city 
zoning standards. . 

RndIoqs: Eadler resPonses detaH consistency with the Design Guidelines and zoning 
aXle. 

RECOMMENDATION:l. 

Staff recommends that Monroe City Couna1.AppaOVE; Binding Site Plan (SSP 2011-
01)" Grading Permit (M2011-OOO4/1); and the . North KeI$ey CCincepbJal Materi.,ls 
through a coPsolidat'ed tevfew of the Development Agreement with North Kelsey UC 
subject to tire foJloWing conditions. 

1.. Exfll'bit 2a Is the prefimjnary binding site plan. Final approval will be administrative following 
completion of requjred Improvement or acceptance of finanda.1 seo.rrities. The city may 
approve minot, non-mat:erlal changes to the plans at the discretion of the Director or 
designee: 

2. PrelimInalY approval of the binding site is for a period of two years. The dftector may grant 
an extensiOn(s) for up to one additional year. 

, In acrordance with the appli(:;lnt's ~est for consolidated re>liew of the proposed binding site pr~n _tid gradms 
permit conc:tII1'eIItly With the proposed d~pment agleeme/lt. the Oty Council. as the highe$t body with decision· 
ma1dnl: allthority With respett to the development agreement. '1$3150 autflorized to Issue a final decision on the ' 
binding site plan and grading petmit w~nt to MMC 1734.030{C) and MMC 21.s0.1~. The Director expreSsly 
finds and !:OIldudes thallhe binding $Itt: plan lind ending permit meet aD applicable standards for approval. Staffs 
action Is formatted as a recommendit/on rather than allnal approval only because the Oty Council p(I$.$t:$$eS final 
dedslonal authority under these cirrumstances. 
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3. followIng final approvaJof the binding site plan, the applicant shall record tile approved 
binding site plan with the Snohomish County audItor Within ninety days. 

4. Exhibit 2b indudes supporting dotuments to the binding site plan. The final approval of 
individual elements will be administrative at the time of f4j:ure permit appncation. The aty 
may approve minor, IlOnwmaterial changes to the plans at the discretion of the Director or 

designee. 
S.Exhibit 3' is the grading plan. The 'city may approve minor, non-material changes to the plans 

at the discretion of the OIrector or designee. 

6. Exhibit 4a is the conceptual site plan for the northem site. The city may approve minor, nDn-
material changes to the plans at the disaetlon of the Director or designee. . 

7. '~ibit 4b Includes the conceptual building elevations for Lot 1 of the northern site. Anal 
approval of Individual elements win be administrative at the time of future permitapplicatlon. 

Brad feilberg ($jqned original in .official filel 
BladFeUberg, P.E., 

PubJlc WorKs and Community Development Director 

Russell E. Wright (Signed original in official file) 

Russell E. Wright, MES, 

Acting SEPA Offldal 
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[EXHIBrT D TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT] 

ADDENDUM TO THE STAFF REPORT lit RECOMMENDAnON 
BINDING SItE PLAN (SSP lOU-Ol), GRADING PEJtMlT (M2D11-0004/1), 

AND NORllf Kl:LSEY CONCEPTUAL MATERIALS 

[NOTE: Exhibits !a, la, 2b, 3, 4a and 4b are omitted as attachments to tblsrepott and can 
otherwise be found as separate attach-ments to the Development Ag~entl 

TO: 

FROM: 

Mayor Zimmerman, and the MOnroe City Covodl 

Brad Feilberg, P.E., Public Works and Community Development Director 

Russell E. Wright, MES, Aqlng S6PA OftidaJ 

SUBJECT: Addendum (Exhibit 17) to the Staff Report & Recommendation for Binding Site Plan (BSP 
2011-01), Gradlng Permit (M2011..()00411). and North Kelsey ~tuaJ MatIlrials 

HEARING DATE: Marth i6,2011 (continued to March 19, ZOU} 

CQmp/J;;,nce with the North Kelsey SUpplemental Devdopment: Agreement ProvJsions 

The supplemenm"1 develoPment agreement proviWns "supplement'" the .adopted -guidelines. The 
~ supplemental. provisions are W'ritmn in ,tare. The SUpplemental proYIs!ons relate 
predominately to the southern .Site. 

• SUpplemental Focal Plaza f'ro'.oisions 

Ei!JJ:!!J:g: Th8 SiJpplement;J/ Focal PIazi1 ProvisIonS Pf(Jride eight objec/iYes related to the Focal Plaza 
indJxl"lf1/J WiJterfe#tvres, public art. enhanced landscaping, plIb/ic spaces, and public seating. 

f!!J!!i!1!J5:. Cr>nceptwl ibWfngs for the North Kelsey Devefcpment Plan and SlJpplemental PrrIvisldris 
p/;Ia! the foaJI PlaziJon the SlXithem site (Section AJ, North Kelsey $lipp!en1enfiJl Development 
Agreement Provisions). 

CondusWn: Supplemental Focal PlaZiI ProYisloTl$ do not sITed propDseddeveJcpment Dfthe 
I10rIJJem site. . . 

• Supplemental V~lageGreen ProvIsions 

fitWJ:J!:JF- Tlie SuppJemellti1/ Vi. Green ProvIsions prcMde live objectJvf!s re/iIted to the Village Gn!eI1 
/nc/u(jf'1!} saNe, 1a1'Jdscap;ng, pl!b/ic open spares, Hnd pcJbfc Hrt 

Eia!!itJ!I5: Conceptwl drawings for the North Kelsey OeYeJopmf!l)l f'fanand SUpplementiJI Provisions 
place /JJe WSge Green on the southem site (Section ~ North Kelsey Sqpplen}t;nfiJl Development 
Agreement Provisions). 

Condusion: Supplemental VIllage Green P1'ovl$itmS do not affect proposed development of 
the northern SiU. 

• SuppIemeotaJ ShQPPlng COrridor Provisions 

fllJJ/j[jg5: 111e Supplemental Shopping Corridor Provisions prrMde eight objectiveS related to the 
Shopping Con1dor Indudlng pubflC art, architectural ~, dining & fXlblic seatJ'ng, lanclscaplng, pUbliC 
open ~ and f1i1lurallight . 

fi!J!f!J:l!JS: Conceptva/ drawings for the NoriJI Kelsey Development Plan and Supp/emenlD/ Provisions 
place the ShoppIng Ccnidor on the southem site (Sedion ~ Nt:xth Kelsey Supplemental DeveJcpment 
Agreement Provisions). 

Conclusion: Supplemental ShOpping Conidor Provisions do not affect proposed 
development of'the norlhem site. 

P~ge 1 ofl 
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• SUpPIementlI PrtMslons: Public Atrium 

~: The Suppfemen!Dl PlJbf/C AtniJrn Provisions provide /fJree stZItement;s of intent · and 13 
objective$ related to the PIlbTIC Abium. 

l:'i!l!i!.t:Jgs: The intent sf3temenfs Jixvs on public ameru1fes, m:n as a awered ~ corrfdor adjacent 
to the /oc;J/ plaza and village green and the use of natural fight TI1eob}edJves int:IucIe. size, height and 
visibility cvnsIderatfons; pub1lc seating; public dining; puNIC amenities; use of /'JJitUtiJIlight; etc. 

~ The SupplemenliJl Provisions indicate that iJ PIlbIk Atrium is an alternative to the Shopping 
Corridor. Therefore, a PlJblic Allium WCJUld be located on the SOI.Jthem site (SedJon AS; NOi1i1 Kelsey 
Supplemental Development Agreenent PrrMsions). 

Conclusion; Supplemental Public Al1ium Provisions do not affect propost!:d deveJopmentor 
the northern site. 

• SUpplemental Parldng Provisions 

~: The SUpplemental ParkIng ProYfsicns relate to ~tklng areas and requfre that pec/esIlfan-scale 
UgJrting be fr/axpor;JtJ!d Q/Qng wo/Jr:ways through parldng lots; the SlJpplementiJI Parking ProYisicns 
recommend 1ncIud/ng weat/)erproted/on when .such· ~1Away connects· tJSe$ within the $Ite and 
/nt::orpofat111g design and niatelfals that dJmpl~t the deveJcpment'S buildings and .cpei, spaces In 
parking lot l.Jyoot.. . 

li!:JJI.iDgs: "T"M binding sHe plan, suppatfng dccuments, and conceptvaJ site plan :indude pedestrfan..sc;J1e 
lighting wilh/n tile parking areas lK/jacent to defined patllways. amp/elf! review ·of Iightfng5tandilnfs 
wiN be under a separate permit. {EJd1/bilS.la, 211, -la, and -Ib} . 

fit:Jf!fJ:J!& The binding sire plan, supptJrllng documents, and C1JI1ieplUillsits plan Ir1i:r:Jrpcr;,tlng design 
and malErii1/S that canplement /he ptoposecf building and open spaa!$ into the parking let layout 
including p;vJdng Jot landsc:apll7!h patterned conctl:te patfrways iIIroZJghthe par/dngateiJ$, and patterned 
and coIoted CX1t'icrete at 0DSSWalts. 

Conc/lJ$/tmst The binding sibe plitn, suppoJting dMlments, and tonceplllal sibI plan rorthe 
nortbem site an: consistent with the SUpplemental ParklnIlProviskins. . 

• Supplemental lntent .st;,tement: To enc:ourege architecture that evokes a "Northwest" architectural 
theme based Upon its use or natural local materials and northwestarchitedllral heritage. . 

li!1tii!J!J5; The conceplUi1I site elelletlons . show d~ h/gII-qt»/ity materlills alwg the . primary, 
S?CCndiJry, side, and rear liK:ades IndurJing iJtd1Itf!dura! block" stDne,and btfcIG ClJlnplets buiiding 
design ~ will be under a separate pe!TDit. (exhibit 4b) 

fifJJ:!iJJg;z The ctJI1CePtImI site elevations itdude a CDIcr palette tflat indur:Jes lJYarlety of muted earth
tone .«J/I:XS. The majod(y of the blJI/ding proposes to use i1 darker backgruund ccIor With lighter roIcts 
for ~ 8Iong the ptimaty, secondary, ~ iJnd rear faCi1des. Complete buiJdJng desi{;n rewew will be 
under a sepruats permit (Exhibit 4/)) 

• The SuppIementaJ Architectural Provisions provide three objectives related to building design. The 
first concept enoourages the use d a variety of buIlding mater1als, colors, finlshes, dnd textures and 
Incaporating and rewmmencling that structvres employ exposed timber elements or similar unifying 
ardlitedu'aI feature approved by the Qy, The second mnc:ept indicates that: flashy oru1lOSUa! 
design themeS that have no history with Monroe or the Padi'ic Northwest are not acreptabIe. The 
Third wnalPt Implies tha~ aU buildlngfaaldes Include a unifying architectural sd1eme. 

EiI:JfIj(Jgs: The ptl)f)OSed development ()f/ tIN: northern sill! provides a J.Jnifying1beme ba$ed on a 
vati<1llon of alb; ~ a:nd materials along aD laaJdes combined with emphasi;:Jng decOratJve 
ardIited.uraI elements iJ/(;Jng the IirJnl fi1;ade, SlJdI as Ii . trelJis..rJke weather protrxtJon featul"l! oYer 
primary enir.Jna!5and arched rooIIInes 0YeI" main enlRnces. Comple/e buikfll1!] design reYfew will be 
underasep;Jratepermlt (Exhlbit4b) . . 
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~: The pit)JX1Sed amcepllJiJI elevations do net i1idtJde any .~y' or unusual design elements. 
CJ:JmpJete buikfll1!J design fe\dew tWO be .CJrKfer iI sep.w;ite permit. (EXhibit 4/)) 

ConduslDnS: Ellen thouyh /he conceptual elevations tiD not employ heall)' timber Futures, 
as l!IJf»ungetl, k tloes Include., unifjifng theme ba$ed 0I'f colm; textures, Imd fmltl:/ials that 
emphasizes det:Dn1tiYe elements illongthe front J'a~de a trdli$-like weather proted:Jon 
featunl that sImUlates timber. The conceptual e/evatioMare not Ittyp/p1l (If reglonal.1arge 
retal7 buJ7trmgs and om! genera/lycons/stent wflh the Supplemental Arr:hkecturalpl'Ovisions. 

• SUpplemental BuIkfIl"i9 Elements and Details Provision include two new design objectives. 

Objective 51 reqtiil'es that aR new buildings indude at Jeast four desirable faI;;ade ele!nents on their 
primaryl'acades including but not limited to artwork; recessed entries; dealralive doors; pergolas, 
arcades, or bay windoWs; multiple-paned windows, decorative weather protection feature; landscaped 
trelDses or other decorative elements that incorporate landscaping near the bunding entry; decorative 
building materials such as stone, Ille, or wood-worlc. 

BaiIlo!J5;. the conceptuaJ site eleYations show desirable buildIng e/errIents ilnd (/stilUs ilfong the priln<1ry, 
sea:Jl)(/;Jry, side, and rear facades e.g., artiaJfated buDdIng elements, projected entrona:s (equivalent to 
recessed entries), decoratiVe weDther pfDtedion at entrances, a landscape feature lieiween the primary 
entnmces, rnuItipIe-paned wVxfo~ and Ngh-q1JiJlity, deaJratiVe bIJilding materials lriduding ardJita:turaf 
block, stone. end btick. CotiipIete bflj/(f"1hg design rewew wiD be under 8 sep;1rate pennJt. (ExI1Ibit 4b) 

Objective 52 prohibits archil:ed.ure that is Identified predominantly by ctlI'pOrate Identity features (e.g., 
KFC red roofs, McDonald's yellow roof ribs, Rite Aid's dlamond wincb'Is, etc.) 

fitJI:!ia!J6; The CtJf1CEPllJaI sItB elevations are a va/knt of Wahnalfi current CDrpOIiIte ~ design 
plan, but tile plan Gbes not emphasize widely Identifiable t::DIpOrate sym/JoI$ (exdl1dIng s:ign8ge) ccmmcn 
to earlier Willmart stDres. The proposed de5lgn would I'ICt ,:vchibir1iJtute reuse or sIgnIIit::ant design 
modilkat/on$ by 11 different 0CaJpant. Ccmpl~ building design rerdew wiD be under 11 separ;1/(! pt!Imit. 
(EXJ[i/)it 1/;1) 

Conclusions: ThIla>~ptuaJ sitt: plan ;lIId elevatiDns 'or tht! I1OrthlP'll site JU'B gener;,11y 
COIJ$isb!nt with tINI SUpplemental Blli7dinIJ E1eJ?1ents aud /)etai/s ProvJsIDflS. 

• Supplemental ~ Materials Provisions 

fiof!J.!1!JS: The S!Jpj:Xemen/;J1 Exterior Millerials ProvisIons- delines tile allowed percentage cf' metal, 
~ and concrete block on primary and other IiJaJdes and prohibits using non-durable materials illong 
Within three feet of a mtfAway surl'aa!, pavement;, or bare ground. 

lJiJJiio!J5: TIJe CDnCi!ptlIaJ elevs/lons IndtJde i1 mix of hlgh-qlJi1liry, decorative buJkling materials IncJudIng 
arr:hitecturiJI bloCk (three Ya~), siDne, and Mck along a/l facades as well as Trespa Meteon panels 
(lhis In3telfal is i1 durable prelinlshed waJlpanel) and ETP.i extefIor wall dackIing (lhi$ 1$ a matz!riill with iI 
stua:~/jke ilppearance). Complete bulldlng design reVIew wiD be under a.st!palate permit. (Exhibit 4b) 

Conc/llSion: The t:(;Jntt:pttml eleViJti9M Tor the nt>rthem site are generally consistent wflh 
the Supplemental Exa!rlor Materials Provisions. 

Brad fe!1berg (Sionec! original tn offidal fUe) 

Brad F~ilberg, P.E., 

Public WorIcs and Coovnunity Development Director 

Bussen E, Wright (Signed origlna! in official file) 

Russell E. Wright, MES, 

Acting SEPA Official 
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Memo 
To: MayOr 2immerman & Monroe City CoonQ1 

From: Russ WriSht, A,ssociate Pla.nner 

Brad Feilberg. Public Works Director 

Date: March~, 2011 

Re: St;lff Responses (Exhlblt 20) 

SUMMARY 

City of Monroe 
Planning & Permitting 

City Council held .the first phase of the Publk Hearing on March 15, 2011 related to the development agreement 
between theclty of Monroe and North XeJseyUC, the associatedbiiidins site plan. gradIng permit, and conceptual 
siteplan, During tJie fun phase ofilie publiChe;ulng, Cc0n01 heard openfngstatemenufrom staff and the applicant 
and reteilled public testimony •. Council directed staff to leeep the ~d Ope1l for addition'll written public comment 
untif 5:00 pm Friday, Matdl 18. 2011. Subsequently,· staff' has reviewed the verbal;aJ'\d written pvbne comment 
related to the consolidated hearing.· . 

A m;Jjorityofthe comments reflect personal opinions related to the proposed retail use on the northern site. 1hese 
t'ommeriu·are out ot the· purview of the hearing, as the proposed retail use is an ""ciwed use In MMC 18.10.050 and 
In lhe North Kelsey Development Plan (NorthiCelsey DeSign Guidelines, Chapter 3, Section C}. 

Other test'frrlony and'written oomments reflect colICems related to trlIn.sportation ImpactS and the application of 
design guidelines. 

Before providing a response to these concerns, staff 'would like to discU$$ briefly the purpo$e of a planned action 
environmental impactstitement(EIS). 'UnderWAC 197·11-164," plalinedadlon typicalty reiell to a subarea plan or 
other type of mliS!er ·p!an With a ·deve/opment scheme where the jurisdlctlon conducts environmental review 
simultaneousJv with the plan'J development. The reason to conduct environmental review at the beginning of the 
pro~ Is to streaminepennilting at the project leveL Jheenvli'onmentci review will provide impact llSSesmlents 
based on different land use alternatives. Planned actfoll5are sllbj~ to public review and an appeal period before 
flhal adoption. In the case of the North Kelsey PiaMed Ar:tlon EI5, the planned action rec:eJved no challenges before 
adoptiOn. The ado~ P!anned elsultimateJy .rei:ommends .specific mItIg.ation measures to imprDlle utIIitles. 
transportation, and other identified &!fk:iendeS. What ·ihis·means In ,a p~ctical sense Is that when an apprlt3nt 
proposes a proj~ under a pl;mned action. the affected jurisdlctlon will review the projett to determine if any 
poftio.n of the proJect exceeds adopted senrfce thresholds under the prekrre:d a1tem;Mte. If the project is (O~istent 
with the underlying planned action, no additional environmental review is required and the project is subject to the 
Identified mitlgatkm measures. If a project, is not consistent with the planned action and the jurisdiction predicts 
additional Impacts resulting from the project, the jurisdictlon will require further environmental review and 
addltlonal mltlgatiOf) measures equal with the impact. 

As previoUSly d~ In the staffrePQrt. city staff has reViewed the potential tr3ffic Impacts associated with the 
"roposaL SQff reviewed the Trnfflc Anafysis Summary, Pl'Epared by Tr;mspoGroup, against Volumes 1 and 2 or the 
adopted Environmentalimpaet Statement eElS) (edlibits 13 and l4) and Institute or Trnnsportation engineers Trip 
Generation Manual. Volume 2 of the EIS includes a detaned Transportation Analysrs Report, prepared by Jones and 
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Stokes. This report analyzed the assumed ttafficgrowth "t four "transportation analysis zones'" (TAZ] in relation to 14 
likely affeqed intel3eCtlons, Including major Intersections alotlg U5-2. TAZ lOS, 106; :.nd 72 appl'QlCimate the 
boundaries of the tlorth kelseyPianning Area. TAl 106 corresponds willi the northern site. 

.• ' US-2& Fryeland$ Blvd. • North Kelsey Street &.Chain Lake Road 

• U5-2& 179thAw.. • INtI eonnectoi & Chain take Road 

• US-2 & SR·S22 • US-2 & Chain Lake Road 

• EW Connector & Kel$ey Street • West Main & SR-203 (lewis Street) 

• Lenton Place & Kelsey Street • Oaks Street & WpOds Creek Road 

• U5-2 & Kel~ street • U5-2& WoodsCreeJcRoad 

• West Main & XelseyStteet • U5-2 & West Main Street/Old Owen Road 

The primary purpose of the Jones and St.olces traffic report \W$ to estimate the potential impact 0( weekl'/ PM peak 
hour trips on the adopted Level of Service at these intersections. PM peak hout trips correlate to the tlme of day 
with the hlghe$t anticipated traffic volume within a given area. According to the clty's Comprehensive TronspoltDtion 
Pkm (page 4S), the hour between 5 pm and 6 pm is the most representative peilkhour dtywlOe.lOS Is a qualitative 
Ind"JCator of trilffic flow at intersectIOns typiaDy l'ni!3$ured b'/ w;.it time. LOS designatiON ra~e from A to f, with N N' 
representing tire best ttaffic concfitioO$ and "F'" the worn Acceptable t~ levels vary by Inte~. type. An 
fl'lterIoc:al. a~enl between the city of Monroe .and ,tlle WashIngton state Department· of Transpomtlon 
establ"lShes the LOS standards for Intersections alOng U5-2, SR-S22.<1nd SR.203. This a~t reCJUires that existing 
LOS beinaJntaIned attetdevelopment when the lOS is D orE,and improved when the existing lOS isf. 

The ffndjngsof importance from the Jones and Stokes tr.!ffrc; report compared to the TranspoGroopttafflC $tJmrnary 
are the averaO trip projection at fun. build·out fot T AZ 106· e.g., tllenorthem· Site and theprojeci' 5 potentlal lOS 
impacts at affected intersed:lon$. . Table 10 in the Jones and Stokes 'triIfficreport estimateS 83S combined trips for 
T AZ lOG. The appllc:a/rt'str3ffk: S\JIl1Ill3IY jmrJCates that the proposed retail development on the· riorthem.s~e will 
gener.lte 5lSPMpeak hour nips. 1n .r'e"Aew of the applieant's ttafficwmmary, staffverifiedthlltthe PMpeakhoor 
trips fer the Jiropost!d retail development are below theforeca$ted capacitV for the nOl'therri 'site by 320 projected 
trips. . 

In response to citizen comment, the appllc:lnt $Ubmltted a supplemental trilffic memo, along With other mater~1s 
(EJchibit 19), to provide backgroUnd .jnformation, not included in it$ summary <1nalysls. The response memo from 
TranspoGroup ditec:lly compares the project to the 'triIfflC forecast described In the JOnes and Stokes report. It al$o 
provides a LOS swnmary for five affected intersections e.g.. US-2/Ketsev Street, V5-2/Olaln lake Road, ljeme 
Place,ll(elsey Street,. XeIsey Street/Chain .la.lce Road, and TJeme Place/Chaln bJce Road based on traffic counts and 
model'm8- The supplemental report found that the current proposal is coNlstent with the retail land use assumed in 
the North Kelsey EIS and that the proje<.t will meetintersecHol'I LOS standards.. . . 

As mentioned above, JOne$ and Stokes traffic reportrneasured the LOS at 14 intetsectlons under three alternatives: 
a no action i!ltem<ltlve, a MOderate build-out alternative, and a fuB buIJd-out alternative,. which wa$ the preferred 
alternative forthe proposal. Table 11 of the Jones and Stokes ttaffic report predIcted that seven Intersedlons (e.g., 
future EW Connector & Kelsey Street Lenton Pbce & Kelsey Street. U5-2 & Kelsey Street West: Main & Kelsey Street,. 
North Kelsey Street .& COOin lake Road, future EW Cohi'\e'Ctor &Olaln laJce Road, and V5-2 & Olain lake Road) would 
faD at full b\JiItH)ut without Improvements. Table 19 of the Jones and Stokes traffic report identified eight 
Improvements to Insure thOlt affected Intersections meet LOS standards for the North KelseyPl3Ming Area at bUlld
out. The city has completed six of the eight recorrvnended improvements. Mitigation f~ from the pending project 
will fund the wnstruction of the remaining two projects. The foUowlngtable Is adapted from Table 19 and shows 
completed projecU.. 
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Tr.Iffk M"ltfptiotl Proje.cts 

lrlter'$e.ction Status 

lenten Place & Kelsey Street 
Allow only right turns ea$tbound and westbound and prohib~ 

Done 
left tums northbound. 

West Main & kelsey Street Install $ignaJ. Pending 
lJS..1. & Ktlsey Street Construct second eastbound left!turn lane. Oone 

Add second southbound left-turn J~ne. Add eastbound and 
U5-2 & Chain lake Road westbound righl-tum lanes. Extend the jmpfovemen~ north of Done 

f.W connector. 
North Kelsey Stre-et & Chain 

Construct sfng/e-Ial'le roundabout. Pending 
lake Road 

EW Connl!(".tor (TjernePlace) 
Construct ea$t-wesr roadway between North Kelsey Street and 

Done . Chain Lake Road, north of lenton Place. 
EW Connector & Chain lake Prohibition of eastbound lefHtll'i'l$ may be needed to maintain 

DOlle 
Road LOS during PM peale. 
ew Connector & Kelsey 

Install signal. Done 
Street 

In the pUblie testimony. there were comments that suggested th:It the proposed retail development did not meet the 
. intent of the North Kelsey Development Plan. (Exhibit 15) or SupPlemental Gulderanes (EXhibit 16). As noted.in the 
staff repoftand addendum to the staff repQrt (Elchibit 1'1), staff concludes that the propo$lilgenerally meets the 
dlUlgn gUJdelfnes. Staff based its review on a poInt-by-point analy$js of each eJe{lle1lt of the plan including 
rnandatoly and dlsaetlonary elements. 

SUbsequent to a review of the publletestimonY,·staff has had discussions With .the appli~nrs deslgn team .. and the 
city's ~rdlltectiiral ainsultant to convey some public comments. The city's arCNtectural·conSu!mnt Maws provided 
a summarY memO. related to thtr c:urrent . proposal,. JlQtIn.i general compllanc:e with the d~gn giJldelinesand 
deveio~plan (ExhIbit: 18). .Makers also suggested someaddition<Jlenhancements as the project moves. fOlW<lrd. . 
lhuppkahrs ~ team tiaSJndlcated a willingness to fndude some addilfonal erlhancements to the cOnceptual 
site plan and eievatfons-Ior council's conslder.ltion based on the feedback recelYedlExhil?lt 19). Staff has received 
altemative conceptual drawIngs fi"om the appncantand letters desaibing project compliance. 

lhe altematfve conceptual materials meet the design fiujdeffnes as outlined In the staff report and addendum with 
additional enhancements to the SQuthem 2CC2S$ polnt to the northern site. adifitionilllands(aping along 'Keb:ey 
Street additional pedestrian conne.ctivity a.nII feat~es throughout the site. The alternatiVe .e/eY3tionS arl! also 
consistent~ but prefect a slightly different development concept. 

In dosing. staffcondudes that the proposed retande'o'elopment Is an allowed land use, meets trilff'!c col'IC\IIT'ency 
requirements under the planned action, and that the proposal meets the North Kelsey DeSign Guidelines and 
supplemental prcMsions. 
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APPEND/XC 

North Kelsey Development Plan and 
Supplemental Provisions (Excerpts) 



City of Monroe 

,N'o'rth, Kel~ey' Deve'lopment :P'ia'n \i 
Adopted by Ordinance 015/2003 .;a~ 
Amended by Ordinance 024/2007 
Effective 12102/2007 
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North Kelsey. 
Development Plan 

Approved Ord. 015-2003 
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CHAPTER 1: 
Introduction and Purpose 

A. Introduction 
In April '925 tbe City of Monroe entered into a Contract of Sale with the State of 
Washington to purchase 80 acres ofland for S1,I 01. The Contract was fulfilled in ) 934, 
with the State of Washington deeding the subject land to tbe City of Monroe. The City 
then acquired tbe north twelve acres in 1974 through a Governor's Deed for mutual 
benefit between the State of Washington 3I!d ~e City of Monroe. 

Over the years, the North Kelsey planning area has been home to the city dump, a 
racetrack operated by the Sky Valley Racing Association, burial grounds and the 
Snohomish County Public Works Yard. 

In 1958 the City entered into a lease agreement with Charles Beavers for the extraction, 
processing and distribution of commercial gravel. The city has leased the landfor 
commercial gravel operations to vanous companies over the years. After Charles Beaver, 
the Vnlley Concrete Company attained a lease agreemeni witbthe City, which was later 
taken over by the Joplin Paving Company and eventually shared by Cadman and 
Lakeside Industries. The city still retains a contract with Landside Industries for the 
processing and extraction of gravel on a portion of the site. 

The city hired LY011$ & Strutz Associates 10 complete a long-range feasibility study for 
the North Kelsey planning area in 1992. The study included three alternatives: the 
preferred alternatin recommended Q mix of commercial and heavy and light industrial 
uses. The preferred alternative also recommended the eonstruction ofa boulevard 
connecting SR-2 with Chain Lake Road; N. Kelsey Street was constructed as a result of 
this plan. No further action was taken to implement the recommended alternative. 

In 2001 the City of Monroe hired Makers Architecture and Urban Design finn to 
continue the planning process for this arcl1. 

Figure 1: Looking _sf at the North Kelsey planning area BCTf)SS Chain Lake Road. 
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B. Planning Process 
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C. Goals and Objectives 
The following goals and objectives for the North Kelsey Development Plan were 
developed from the public workshop held on October 2. 200 I and refined through the 
planning process. 

Goal 1: 
Increase the City's economic vitality. 
Objectives; Allow for a variety of commercial uses, including "big-box" rt:.tail stores, 3$ 

long as they are sited and designed to meet other plan.objectives; Encourage uses for the 
nortb-site that support the City's tax base. . 

Goal 2: 
Create a focal poInt as a community 
gathering spot. 
Objectives: Create a piau open space to. 
accommodate at least 1,000 people for special 
community events; Design the plaza open space to be 
a,doptable to a variety of events ~d uses; Design the . 
plaza open space to be safe and welcoming. casual 
and comfOltabIe; include a modest WIller fC4tUre 
within the plaza'open !;pace. ' 

Goal 3: 
ProvJde for uses and services that meet 
the needs of Monroe's diverse populatioh. 
Objectives: Encourage a variety of conunercial us~s 
which serve both local and regional needs; J;ncouragetbe 
development of a community center to serve local 
recreational, social. cultural, and/or educational needs; 
Encourage housing on upper fJOOl$, c:loseto uses and 
amenities; Provide youth-oriented activities and uses; 
Provide senior-friendly activities and uses; 

Goal 4: 
Create a strong identity for the 
development. 
Objectives: Encourage site and architeCtural design that 
is unique and appropriate for Monroe; Encoutag~ 
architectuIal design. that combines traditional and modern 
elements; Emphasize landscaping and greenery 
throughout the development to create a park-like setting; 

City of MonroeIMAKERS architecture and urban design 
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Encourage architectural design that is understated and subtle; Employ local artists, where 
possible, in the design of public spaces and the streetscape • . 

Goal 5: 
Encourage pedestrian.friendly development. 
Objectives: Provide safe. effICient, and attractive pedestrian connections between uses 
throughout the development area and to uses surrounding the site; Encourage small-scale 
businesses such as cafes and speciaJtyshops; Encourage building design that orients to 
public open space, pathways, and streets; Develop streets with pedestrian amenities such 
as wide sidewaIks, aWnings. street trees and fandscaping. and buildings with display 
windows; Provide separation of vehicles and pedestrians, where possible, along arterials; 
Hide and screen parking areas; Incorporate safe bicycle access to and throughout site; 
Encourage 1arg1i>'~cale retail uses to provide muitiple entries and minimize blank walls; 
Provide pedestrian..Qriented plazas and ()pen spaces throughout the development.. 

Goal6: 
Create a place that complements, but does not reproduce the 
aesthetics of the Downtown Commercial corridor. 
Objectives: Enhance conmctions between the site and 
downtown; Provide uses and activities that are not and/or 
cannot be accommodated downtown; Encourage site 
design and deVelopment character that ,contrDsts rather 
than copies downtown. . 

rMCA · • eI . • 

~. ' .: ..... . fAN.'f)(. • . . ' .C~~~ 
• • •• 0 
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CHAPTER 3: 
Development Concept 

The planning objectives for the North Kelsey Planned Development Area calls for the creation of 
a pedestrian. friendly center that serves as a community focus, provides public open space and 
amenities, and accommodates a broad range of commercia] and civic activities. The 
development should build a unique, high-qualjty identity that complements-but does not 
duplicate-<iowntown Main Street The pJaming concept outlined. inthU section translates these 
objectives into the physical designprinciples described and illustrated below. 

Figure 4: Dev6lopment concept. 
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1. Focus activities an<Istructures around an intemaUy connected set of open spaces, 
including a focal plaza or "town sgUale, n a park·like open space or "green, .. and other 
Smaller open spaces fostering activities associated with businesses or other facilities 
(sucb as outdoor dining areas connected to restaurants or a children's play area next to 
the community center). 

. . .. . . 

Figure 5: Focus 
activities around an 
internally connected 
set of open spaces. 

2. Conn~tthe centers USC$ and aetivities wilha network ofpede$trian connections and extend 
those connections to the north to the site on the north of North Kelsey street. to the west 
toward the Fred Meyer site; to the southeast toward B connection to Main Street, and 
southward along Cham. Lake Road. Provide convenient acceSs from parking to buUding 
entries. open spaces, and primary pedestrian connections. 

3. Provide vehicular. bicycle, and pedestrian access around the site by constructing an easrlwest 
connector street running rougbly along the site's southern perimeter. Provide purking access 
wbere converticDtand safe along perimeter streets. Construct sidewalks and bicycle paths 
along the site's perimeter and install heavy Iandscap~g19 Create attractive streetscapes. 

FiglJlf16: 
Prr>pOSqd CtO$$

section oIlhe 
eastAvesl 

connector lOad. 
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4. Identify a development configuration that allows for small and large retail businesses, a 
community center or similar public and recreational facility, and some uppc:r~stOIy 
residences. Provide adequate service access for large businesses and minimize their impaCt 
on visual qualities and pedestrians. . . 

5. Ensure that the activities and buildings arc: pedestrian~fiiendly by providing amenities and 
landscaping, weather protection, ''tnmsparcnt facades." and human-scaled buiIdingelements. 
Provide main entnmces facing primary pedestrian connections or open spaces. 

Figure 7: Activities and buildings should be pedestrian friendly. 

6. Create an assemblage of buildings with an intimately scaled and infortnalarchitectural 
charaCter. Locate, clUSter, and architecturally treat large bUildings to ensure that ~y do not 
dominate the area's identity. through the architectural, landscape, open space, and gateway 
elements, create an identity unique within the region that reflects Monroe's small town 
character. 

7. Provider'eSidential uses on upper Slories near the village green in order to increase housing 
choices in~nroe, to enhanee safety and secumy of open spaces. and to provide day-to-day 
patronsJorbUsinesses. . 

.. \:. 

8. Org3nizen~deveJopment north of North Kelsey Street aWund a central o~n space or 
8ccardingtl:)8notbcr spatially unifyingconeept that connects it to tbe:soutb lot and creates a 
c:unpus-.Iike cJuiracier. 
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Figure 4 diagrams these ideas, and Figure 8 below illustrates a hypothetical plan that meets their 
underlying objectives. 

~ 
~ oriMlRuliond 
!I$O OIfI/fIJI%fId 8IOU'Td 
open~MIJ~ 
Itl SDiJtIJ otross N.. K~y 

Srwn 1MIJ' .... d' __ --'=--
In_and~ 

~ 

------.. 
Legend 

- RwU' 
Eli ~,., __ _ -~-- ......... ~-
-~-nI.!I2D-cI_..... " 222.2SO "' ____ " __ 

Jt~~ooIoJ) ~t ofploD", __ _ 

'·==::=r.::.r~I'" 
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Oralt 2 May. 2002 

Figure 8: Hypothetical development plan. 
; 
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The i1Justratedconfiguration in many ways reflects a time-tested shopping center model in order 
to ensure the site's desirability to major retail tenants. However, there are several features that 
make it a potentially ground-breaking development in the State and responsive to the City'S 
goals. These include: 

• Focusing development on a town square and green open space. 

• Making pedestrian connections to neighboring areas. 

• Including residences on upper stories. 

• Creating a small'scale, informal architecrural character and minimizing 
the impacts of large-:scale businesses. 

These, then. are the elements that will distinguish' the devClopmcnt from others in the region, 
while inc~ing a sense of comtnUl)ity,~ttrlI(:til').gvisitors. and enhancing the viability of ilther 
busines.scs ig the downtown. The design gliidcI,ine:iin this report codify these COJ;lCepu and 
enable the City to work with poteDtial develClperSto make sure tho principles are achieved. 

Relationsbip to ,theSUrroundJngCommullity ' 
In order to meet the project'sg9,als, tl:ic:North Kt:1sCy~clopment must reach· out to the rest of 
the downtown, providing pedestrian coIIDeCuons,lntegrating access with the downtown's larger 
ciroulation network IUld establishing a tOp qUality qeijgnclla.racter. At the same time the City 
and othet,doWntown stakeholclers sbouJdworkl(lg~ei: to ~e advantage of~ project's 
il(mefits and to increase redevelopment aridhuman'actwitythroughout the city center. 

Key actions in this eff~ are; 
• Improving locat~d regional pedestrian and bicycle connections, 

• Upgrading the' most Visibles~capeS. 

• Continuing MainS~ttevitalization ' efforts. and 

. , Enhancing buSin~sses between the North Kelsey Site and the Old Main 
Street Core. 

The map diagram on the follOwing page illustrates some preliminary ideas for accompHshing 
these goals. The noted 'elements are not oeeessarily fmn recommendations of this plan. They 
are intended to stimulatetbought and to demonstrate that through strategic planning. the North 
Kelsey development can serve as an integral part of the surrounding downtown. 
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Downtown Monroe 
Urban Design Con~p:t 

-.~--
-~.n._ .. -a·---.. • 
51 ............ -112---rs=::a.=..!~'" ................. --

Figuro 9: Preliminary ideas lor-integrating the Norlh Kelsey development Wl'th downtown end the city. 

When the proposals were presented al the public workshops. most participants found the 
suggestions generally favorable. However, more study and citizen inpUt is necessar.Y to identify 
key community design actions and refme Sllch proposals. Implementation action #7 of this plan 
(see Chapter 4) recOmmends that a downtown planlimprovenumt program be undertaken to 
insure that the North Kelsey development ~d the surround.ing downtown evolve together. for 
mutual beneitt. 
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CHAPTER 4: 
Implementation Strategy 

The following are suggested activities to implement lhe North Kelsey Development Plan. The 
fIrSt step in adopting the plan and establishing the project schedule and budget should be initiated 
in the Summerlfall o.f2002. The project schedule and budget wm identify the time frame, level 
ofeffott, key participants, and resources necessruy for the S1J~uent planning and project 
implementation steps. 

I. Adopt the plan and guidelineS and establish a projcct :;cbeduJe and budget for future actions. 

2. Survey the properly to establish accu~ property boUndaries and right of way limits. 

3. Establish policies and criteria for annexation of the County property. This wouJdbe a formal 
.indication to the County iaod subsequent property owners oethe City's intent. The policies 
and Criteria shou)dbe rehltively general to maintain the City's flexibility and authority. 

4. Conduct a SEPA analysis and documentation. It may bendvisable to conduct. a "planned 
action~EIS thlU identifies potential impacts of the envisioned development. Such a planned 
aetion EIS would analyze impacts such as water nm..off and traffic increases in sufficient 
detail thaHbe project develoPer would not need to"dosignificant SEP A work if his or her 
pi"ojiosal is within the ~ters oftbcplan. This t3nbe a sipifiC3l\t advantage to a 
developer and re.inforee. the gUidelines and regulations that the City adopts. The planned 
action EIS could also provide project level analysis for the EastlWest connector road. 

S. Market the project to the development community. A brochure or web material could get the 
word out. The success of this project depends on a rugb ealiberdcveloper. 

As part oC the. mark.eting and implementation effort. it may be useful to conduct a 
uDeveJopu's Forum" in which a panel of quality developers and locnJreal estate expertS 
review the draft plnn and indicate their reaction to it. This would be a start toward alerting 
the development community and would get some developer response to the proposals. There 
may becommenr.s that can be incorporated into Ihe plan and guidelines if this is done before 
hearings and adoption. . 

Designating this prOject as a "sustainable development" project would belp to give the 
project greater visibility and dim;t it towards community goals. The planning team could 
recommend a set of» sustainable development" principles that would direct the developer to, 
for example, incorporate innovative techniques for stonn water management, energy 
conservation. recycled materials and efficient land use. 

6. Establish a process for a binding site plan agreement. The City is working on this now. 
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7. Initiate a downtown plan to address issues on Main Street and SR-2. This would be a useful 
thing to do' in its own right, but the benefit to this project is that it would provide a better 
setting for the new development. 

8. Begin the process of programming a community center or other public facility so that piece 
of the puzzle is ready when you begin to put together development packages. It is not 
intended that the communityfaciJity ~tssarily be funded before the initial development, 
but derming its size and character will enable the City to better incorporate a facility into the 
development plan. 

The community centersbould be a multi-purpose building that provides for a number of uses. 
services, and meeting space for tocal organizations. The site should be large enough to 
accommodate a 20,000 to 35,000 square foot building and !lSSociated parking. 

Development proposals that include a community center, or at least reserve land for a 
community center, and pJovides for public open spaces shall be given favorable mention. 
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ApPENDIX 1: 
Design Guidelines 

\ 

\1 
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CHAPTER 1: 
Introduction 

A. Purpose 
The application of these design guidelines will bea critical regulatory tool in 
implementing the community's design-related goals and objectives for the North Kelsey 
.Planning Area and the North Kelsey Planned Development Area. 

B. Intent 
These guidelines are directed to creating a development within the North Kelsey planning 
area thin: . 

• Provides a visible and accessible commercial and civic town focus for the City of 
Monroe. 

• Enhances downtown circulauon for pedestrians .and vehicles. 

• ConnectS and integratesothcr dOwntown activities. 

• Features II specttUIll of public open spaces and amenities. 

• Includes 8 mix of commercial, civic, ~eatioxmJ and resjdential activities 

• Reta.lns opponunities north ofNonh Kelsey Street for a ~arger activity in a master
planned setting such as an educational or medical facility or a corporate eampus. 

• Accommodates re~i1 developmen.lofvarious size and character as long os the 
development's perceived sCale is appropriate forMonroe's small town character and the 
design quality is of the highest caliber. 

• Enhances the toWn's identity as a regional attraCtion. 

C!!X of MOllroeJMAKERS architecture and UIban design 
NORTH KELSEY DEVElOPMENT PlAN Page.24 

01289 

1989 



c. Application 
of Design 
Guidelines 
The design guide fines apply to 
all new construction in the 
North Kelsey Planning Area 
(MAP). The sole exception 
involves interior remodels. 
The guidelines are intended to 
supplement the other 
standards in the MOnTOe 
Municipal Code. Where the 
guidelines and zoning 
ordinance .standards conflict, 
the City shall determine which 
regul~tion' applies. FigU191: AppPoeble propM}es. 

All properties that are outside the planned deve)opmentarta, but within the North Kelsey 
Planning Area are subject to ChapteTS.5 through 7 oftllese design guidelines. This 
includes the privately owned p3lCeJS within the outlined art:a: the guidelines will become 
affective one year after the adoption of the North K.elseyComprehensive Plan 
amendments, subject to Washington State veSting laws. 

The specific planned development area is comprised of three properties along Chain Lake 
Road. currently owned by Snohomish County and the Ci!y of Monroe .• 

D. Interpreting the Design Guidelines 
The City retains full authority to determine whether or not a proposal meets these 
guidelines. Within the guidelines, certain wOrds are used to indicate the relative 
importance and priority the City places upon the particular guideline. The words "shall," 
"must." and "islare required" m.e.an that the development proposal must comply with the 
guideline unless the City finds that 

• 1be guideline or requirement is not applicable Ot appropriate in the particular 
instance, or 

• The development proposal meets the intent of the guidelines in some other manner" 

Tbeword "should" means that the development proposal will comply with the guideline 
unless the City flnds that: 

• The guideline or requirement is not applicable or appropriate in the particular 
instance, 
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• The development proposa.1 meets the intmt of the guidelines in some other manner, 
or 

• There is a compelling reason to the contrarY. 

The words "is/are .encouraged" mean that the action or characteristic is allowed and will 
usually be viewed as a positive element in the City's review. 

The project proponent may sUbmit proposals that he/she feels meet the intent of the 
guidelines but not necessarily the specifics of one or more guidelines. In this·case. the 
City will determine if the intent of the guideline has been mel. 

E. Review Process 
The following guidelines will be used, along with other City ol1iinances and regulations, 
for the City's review of one or more prqposed binding site plans and subsequent 
development proposaJson the site. 

Ifmore than one binding site plan is submitted (or if the site plan only applies to part of 
the development area south of North Kelsey Sired). then the site plan shall indicate how 
the proposal wilJ connmto adjacent propeniesfparcels to bcdeveloped Inter. The means 
of pede.strianand vebj~lar circul:rtion, as well as building and eniryorientation. must be 
as approved by the citY in accordance with the design guidelines as ·applied to the entire 
area ofappticabililj as stnted in Chapter Ie oftbc guidelines. 
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CHAPTER 2: 
.Site .Confi 9 u ration 

The development must be based on one or more City~approved binding site plans that address 
the foJJowingprinciples. Ifmore than one binding site plan is submitted (or if the sile plan only 
applies to part of the development area south of North Kelsey Street), then the site plan shall 
indicate bow the proposal will cormect to adjacentpropertieSlparcels to be developed later. The 
means of pedestrian and vehicular circulation, as well as building and entry orienrotion; must be 
u approved by the City in accordance with the design guidelines as applied to the entire area of 
applicability as stated in Chapter Ie of the guidelines. . 

1. Conncc:tsthe following activities with an integrated pedestrian netwotk; 

• To the Southeast: Chliin LakeRoad sidewalk. .- - ._-_. j' 

• To the North: future development on City 
Public Works land north of North Kelsey Street. 

• To the West: . NoJ1h Kelsey Street neartbe 
entry to the Fred Meyer store. 

Gatiway featu~ and safe walking coruiections 
must be provided at these points. . 

. ljflt::ll!i 
, ;~.~.:::,.-,... .. , .. ~~ 

-.-~ _ .. ., 
-::-<1. . .. I .. 

The City will pursue potential roadway connections 
dlrectly south to SR·2 in order to provide better 
access to the s.ite and neighboring properties and to 
reduce congestion on the highway. If such an 
access is identified prior to development, an internal 
pedestrian connection must be provided to the south 
as well. Figl.K9 2: Key {J«i6Strian connections. 

2. Creates a focus of retail, recreational and civic uses 
at the core of the south lot. {See Public Open 
Space and Land Use guidelines, Chapter 3}. Uses 
North of North Kelsey Street should be compatible 
and mutually supportive 
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3.. Provides a set of open spaces along the: pedestrian 
network that include a civic plaza, a village: green 
and other smaller open spaces to enhance the letaiJ 
environmenL (See Public Open Space guidelines, 
Chapter 3) Uses north of North Kelsey Street should 
be configured around 3 cennal open space or pl3Zll to 
create 3 Campus-like setting. 

Figure 4: Open ~ace' concept. 

4. Inoludes a publio road to the south of the Jot that, along 
with North Kelsey Street and Chain Lake Road. creates a 
loop system around the $Outhparcel. (Note: The City-.is 
currently studying the traffic: and engineering considera
tions in !he road's aJjgnm.ent and desigJi; The City may 
find that an alternate alignment is acceptable.) Parking 
for the facility sboul.c!bc accessed from this loop system . 
lind not intrude into the center of the site of detract :from' 
the activities or qualities of the develo~ent. (Sc:e ' . 
Parking Area guidelines in Chapter 3 and Cfreulation 
Guidelines, Chapter 4) . . Opportunities for sharlilg,access 
and parlting between new uses andtbe theater'complex . 
and publlc works deparlmCnlshould be explored. . Figure 5: Vehlcf& access end 

IN!l1dng concept 

5. Locates and treats large buildings to reduce their 
perceived scale. to fit witbneighboring struc~and 
present an inviting, human scaled, pedestrian oriented 
character to the public. (Sec ArchitecfuraVBuilding 
Design guidelines,Chapter 5.) 

Figl.1fe 6: WaY$ ofreduclng thll scale of 
latge buildings. -

The project proponent must demonstr.»te that tht! overall site layout and circuJation system 
accomplishes these goals to the City's satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
Site Planning 

A. Public Open Space 
Intent: 

• To provide a variery of ?pen spaces .that attract people to the area; 

• To provide a focal open space that functions as a community gathering space; 

.. To provide a "park-like" character within the Planned Development Area of the 
North Kelsey Planning Area; 

• To provide an attractive pedeStrian environmmt; . 

• To provide outdoor spaces for relaxing, eating. socializing, and recreating. 

:x*:- !-');. ~ ==-f:r. C ... ntT.T 
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Figure 7: Si18 development example ilfuslfaling !he required open spaces. 

\ 

\ 
I 
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1. Focal Plaza 

Guidelines: 

J. Area should be sized betWeen 10,000 and 15,000 square feet (generally large 
enough for a gathering of at least 1,000 people). 

2. The plaza should be able to serve as 3 center for daily activity - the most 
significant space and emphasis as the heart of the development. 

3. The plaza should include an area or plauonn that can be utilized as a stage for 
concerts, celebrations, or other public activities. 

4. Paving should be unit-pavers or concrete with special texture, pattern, and/or 
decorative f~rures. 

5. Pedestrian amenities shall be provided suc.h as seating, plants, drinking fountains, 
artWork, and such focal points as sculpture or water feature. 

6. Lighting fixtures should be approximately 1 ()"15 feel above the surface. The 
overall lighting in the plaza should average at least 2 foo[-candles. 

Encourage hoUs/mll..J 
and ollie. uses 
on upper ftooJ'$ 
nveriooklng the 
ViIIal1f Green 
a ndlor Plaza 
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7. The plaza should be connected to the Village Green towards the north/west, the 
Shopping Conidor to the eastlsouth. and accessible from parking areas and other 
uses 10 the north and south. 

8. At least one-half the plaza perimeter should abut buildings with pedestrian. 
oriented facades. These buildings should be 20 to 35 feet in heighL Building al 
the southern edge of the plaza or structures within the plaza should be limited to 
one story to avoid excessive shadows. One of the buildings adjacenJ 10 the plaza 
should feature a tall landmark element (30-S0 feet in height) such as a tower, 
prominent flagpole, or other structure. 

9. Parking areas must not abut the Focal .Plaza area. 

10. See Chapter 6 for applicable landscaping guidelines. 

2. VHlage Green 

Guidelines: 

1. The Village Green should extend north/west from the Focal Plaza; Area should be 
sized between 40,000 and 80,000 square feet. 

2 The Vmage Green space should feature lawn and other soft landscaped su.rfaces 
with concrete or brick walkways traversing it and along il 

3; LandsCaping canbc formaJ or infonnal in style; however, plantings should frame 
vistas and emphasize views, where lIpplicable. 

4. Ground floor uses at tbe edge of the .greenspacc .shouldfea_ .retail, 
c:iviCtcommlWhy. rea:eational~ and/or office 1lSeS. Pedesb1an-oriented facades nre 
. required for'abutting building faCades unless the building and/9f park are planned 
so that the walJwithout a pedestrian-oriented facade is uscd.for park activity (c.g., 
brick wall fora performance area backdrop or basketbalV "Clive spo~ area). 

5. Buildings with upper floors. containing windows and/or balconies overlooking the 
Village Green are strongly encouraged. Upper story U$e$ may be residential. 
community/civic. recreational, commercial, and/or office. 

6. Pedestrian amenities shall be provided such as seating, plants, drinking fountains. 
distinctive paving, artwork, and such foeal points as sculpture or water feature. 

7. Lighting fIXtUreS should be approximately 10-1 S fe.et above the surface. Pathways 
should average between 1 and 2 fooN;andles of light - with major pathways 
averaging 4 foot-candJes. Hard-surfaced plaza/coun areas within the Village 
~ should average at least 2 fool-candles. Lawn areas should average at least 
.5 foot--candle. 

8. Parking areas mustoot abut the Village Green unless the City determines that 
there is a pUblic benefit to such an orientation and the parking is screened from 
the green. The intent is 10 surround the green with active storefronts or 
supporting uses. Exception: Temporary parking that will later be developed may 
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be adjacent to the Village Green provided they are screened consistent with Type 
m Landscaping standards (MMc, Section 18.78.030). 

9. A pedestrian transition zone of approximately 10 feet is encouraged along the 
building edge to provide an outdoor area for cafe seating. display area, andlor 
landscaping. 

10. The plaza should have an articulated edge (buildingsandlor landscaping) where 
feasible to provide visual interest. 

1 L Provisions may be made for lIctive sports. that take up less than Y. of the Village 
Green area (such as a vojleyball, tennis, or basketball court andlor children' splay 
lot). 

12. See Chapter 6 for applicable landscaping guidelines. 

The Village Green should /lave 
lawn and ,other soil Jandscaping 
surfaces.with walkways traversing it 

3. Shopping Corridor 

GuidelbJes: 

Buildings with upper Il00/'$ 
containIng Windows and 

baJcohies overlooking the 
are strongly 

Ground floor uses at the edge 
may Inckide relaU. dViCXlOmmunity. 

recreational, anellor ofl\Ce 

Figuf'9 9: VIllage Green example. 

I. The Shopping Corridor should be a series of cormected pedestrian spaces 
SUJtOUIlded by mail shops. 

2. The c:orrldor should extend from the comer of Chain Lake Road and the east-west 
connector road to the Focal Plaza. 
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3. The width of the corridor should be not less than 25 feet in any place and average 
at 1east 50 ~l counting plaza spaces. Pedestrian.-oriented spaces (at least 2,000 
square feet) should interrupt the corridor to provide visual interest and activities. 

4. PaVing should be unit-pavers or COlJC~te with speciallexturc, pattem. andlor 
deeorari~ features. 

S. p~estrian amenities sOOIJ be provid~ such as seating, plants, drinking fountains, 
distinctive P3.ving. artworlc, and such focal points 8S sculpture or water feature. , 

6. Lighting fixtures should beapproximate}y 10-1 S feet above the surface and may 
be building JDOWlted. The ovenillJighting in the plll%8 should be at least 2 foot
candlti, without "ifarl( spots" that could caUSe smnity problems. Ambient light 
frornUndet cnnopi'tS<>r stoi"cfron,tsmay be illduded intbe lighting calculations. 

7. ThCpla:z.a s~uld have an articulated~ge (buildings. benclles, and/or 
Jandscapjng)where. Ieasible ,or dcsimblcto provide visual interest and additional 
seating along the edges of the plaza wberepeopJe may linger out of the traffic 
flow. 

8. Buildings acljacent IO.the Shopping Corridor must have pedestrian-oriented 
focadcs (see Building Orieniation guidelines below). 

9. See Chapter 6 for applicable landscaping guidelines~ , 

Figura 10; Example ShoppfngcOmdor 
configuration. 

City of MonroeIMAKERS architecture and urban design 
NORlH KELSEY DEVELOPMENT PlAN Page 34 

01299 

1999 



The Widlh of the COITidor 
must be at least 25teel 

should be unit paverS 
or concrete with special textl.lre 

4. Pedestrja"~Orlented Spaces 

Guidelines: 

The Shopping Corridor spaces 
have an articulaled edge 
to providu visual Interest 

BulIdlng9 adjacent to the 
Shopping Corridor must have 

pedeslrian-oJieo!ed facades 
FigufD 11: Example shopping corricJQr design. 

1. · Pedestrlan-<lrilmtedspaces are encouraged nJong the pedestrian CcMections and 
near key building entiies. They can be smnJl to large widening of walking space, 
landscaped areas, areas for outdoor dining. or small play areas. 

2. Pedestrian amenities shall be provided such as seating, plants. drinking fountains, 
distinctive paving, artwork, and such focal points.as scu.lpture or water feature, 
should be provided. 

3. Lighting.fixtures should be approximately I ()..I S feet above the surface and may 
be bullding mounted. The overall lighting in the plaza should be at least 2 (001-
candles, without any "dark spots" that could cause security problems. Ambient 'V.I. 

light tiomunder canopiC$ or storefronts may be included in the lighting \ 
calculations. 

4. The spaces must have visual and pedestrian access (including batrier·free access) 
ro .abutting structUres and public stre.ets or pathwaYl!. 

S. Walking surfaces should be either approved tmit pavers or colored and textured 
concrete. 
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6. At least one linear foot ofse:ating area (at least 16 inches deep) or one indivjdual 
seat per 60 square feet of plazli area or open space should be included (seating can 
include bencbes, low walls, stairs, or ledges). 

7. Landscaping that does nolact as a viswl barrier is encouraged (also see 
P)azalPedestrlan Area Landscaping guidelines, Chapter 7). 

8. Buildings abutting pedestrian-oriented space must have pedestrian-oriented 
facades (see Building Orientation guidelines below). 

9. See Chapter 6 for applicable landscaping guidelines. 

5. North Building Site 

Guidelines: 

Pliwler.s Of93nize spac.e and ""r_ droulaliolt aod S23ting 

Figure 12: Ped8strian-oriented space. 

I. Development of the site north of North Kelsey Street should be organized around 
an interconnected set ofbeaviJy landscaped open spaces. 

2. The north site should include a focal open space that fronts on North Kelsey 
Street and is aligned with the Village Green. This open space must be developed 
consistent with the Pedestrian-Oriented Spaces guidelines. 

3. Integrate stonnwatet detention facilities into the design of the landscape where 
possible and appropriate. 

4. Landscape the north site open space per Chapter 6 guidelines. 
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8. Building Orientation 
Intent: 

• To provide an attractive pedestrian environment. 

• To enhance the character of the streetseapes within and surrounding the area. 

• To enhance the use and safety of open spaces by encouraging buildings to front ont.o 
them. 

• To provide anractive building facades adjacent to parking lots. 

General: 
. . 

Th~ Focal ¥Jaza. Village Green, Shopping Corridor, and other Pedestrian.()riented 
Spaces serve as the focal points for pedestrian activity in the Planned Development Area. 
Therefore, buildings and. ground floor businessesti:onting on Ille spaces should be 
oriented towards these spaces. J:or the purpoSe.ofth~, g\ljdeliDes. these building 
facades arc tex:med "PrimaI)' Pedc$trian Facades;" Since these and other buildings also 
front onto parking lots or streetS, buildings and businesses are strongly encouraged to 
provide secondary building entranCes. These .are refe~d to as ~econd:uy Pedestrian 
Facades." Due to tho 
design of the sit~ .side and 
rear wall$ ohew' 
buildings in tbepJanning 
area Wi)) illsob<i visibJe 
and thereforemtlStbe . 
designed andlOrsCre.cned 
to proVide aD attractive 
·stteetscape: Theseare 
referred to as "Side or 
Rear Facades." Locations, 
guidelines and standards 
for Primary Pedestrian 
Facades,Secondary 
Ped.estrian Facades, and 
Side or Rear Facades are 
detailed below. 

. .... 
~P'tt'A.,,~t:KM .. 

.id -~--¥-.. ~!,,! - ~ __ Fo.,.dooo 
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Guidelines 

L Primarv PedeStrian Facade: 

3. Where: Building facades adjacent to the Shopping Corridor, Focal Plaza, 
Village Grecn, and at pedestrian-oriented spaces. (S.u Figure 13) 

b. What: PrimarybulJding/business entries must be located here. Weathe.r 
protection (height, width) along at least 75 percent oflhe f~de width is 
required. Storefront windows over at least 75 percent of the facades on the 
ground floor between the height of 2 feet to 8 feet above the ground are 
required; Multi-story structures with windows or balconies overlooking the 
plaza/open spaces Olreencouraged to provide a sense of visual interest and 
neighborhood security. Pedestrian-oriented lighting and/or decorative fa~ade 
details (~ee Building Elements and Details, Cbapter 5) should be provided_ 

Reoesse6 ertTf OlNlllentaf Iands=p!ng Tr.ln$paaill windows 'Neailler "..ClIedloo 

2. Seoondary Pedestrian .F3£sde: 

Trees .and 
str~ 

li!alUres 
u$ed 10 
ddne 
pede$lriAA 
;or ... 

Pedestrian 
<>rimed 
dgnaoe 

Figure 14: Primary ped6$1n'an entry example. 

a. . Where: Building facades adjacent to parking Jots, pedestrian pathways, or 
streets,as designated by the City. (See Figure) 3) 

b. What: Ifth.e buiJdioglbusiness is Dot adjacent to .the Shopping Corridor, Focal 
Plaza, or Village Green, the primary entrance may be located adjacent to either 
an adjacent parking lot, pedestrian pathway, or street (subject to City 
approvaJ)_ Buildinglbusinesses fucing either Shopping Corridor, Focal Plaza. 
or Village Green 00 one side and parking lot, pedestrian pathway, and/or street 
on other sides, are strongly encouraged to provide a secondary 
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buildinglbusiness entry from either the parking lot, pedestrian pathway, or 
street (siting subject to Ciryapprova). . 

c. W~ther protection over the building entry and covering at least 50 percent of 
ihe overall f~ade is required (80 percent weather protection coverage is 
required for facades along interior pedestrian corridors). 

d~ Storefront windows over at least 50 percent of the facades on the ground floor 
b<mveen the height of 2 to 8 feet above the ground are required. 

e. Building entries along secondary peckstrian facades should utilize pedestrian
oriented lighting and/or decorative fa~ade details. (See Building Elements and 
Details, Chapter 5.) . 

f. Blank walls must be 
tr~ed in one or more of 
ihe following ways: 

• Planters or trellises with 
. vines.· 

• Landscaping that covers 
30 percent of wall area 
wiihin three years of 
planting. 

• Special materials (e.g., 
decorative patterned 
masonry). 

• DiSplay windows. 

• Other treatment 
approved by iheCiry. 

Figure 15: Blank wall treatments. 

3. Side And Rear Facades: 

a. Where: Building facades not adjacent the Focal Plaza, Village Green. Shopping 
. Corridor, building/business entries, or highly visible locations. (See Figure 13) 

b. What: While pedestrian buiJding/business entries are not required here, they 
may be .encoUJ"aged depending on specific site characteristics. Service 
elements may be located here (see Building Equipment and Service Area 
guidelines. Chapter 5). Facad~ shall be treated in two or more of the 
following ways: 

• Planters or trellises with vines. 
• Landscaping that covers 30 percent of wall area within three y.ears of 

planting. 
• Special materials (e.g., decorative patterned masoruy), 

• Display windows. 
• Other treaoneot approved by the City. 
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c. Designated side ~ reat facades located along pllblic streets should be set 
back at least 20 feet from the sidewalk to accorrunodate stonnwater treatment 
methods and heavy landscaping. 

d. Visible building fa~des should be articulated per "Vertical Articulation" 
guidelines in Chapter 5 under HUlll3n1Pedestrian Scale. 

e. Creative use of building materials such as concrete and concrele masonry units 
is encoUl'llged. 

c. Land Uses 
Intent: 

• To provide 3 variety of uses that serve the diverse needs and intereslS of Montoe's 
residents and residents within the site's defmed matket area. 

• To provide for uses tm.n facilitate a pedestrian-friendly environment. 

• To provide for uses that support an e.xpanded taX base for the City of Monroe. 

Guidelines: 

The table belowsumm3nus preferre<t.acceptable, and prohibited /and uses in the 
planning area's sOuth site and north site. Guidelines/standards for' each ofland uses are 
noted below the table. 

Table 2: North Kels(lyPlanned Development Area Land Use Matrix 

land Use SOuth Site NorthSrte 

1. Retail Trade Preferred Use Accep.table Use 

2. Commercial SelVices Preferred Use Acceptable U~e 

3. Office Acceptable Use Preferred Use 

4. Public. Cultural. and Recreational Preferred Use Preferred Use 

5. Educational Acceptable Use'" Preferred Use 

6. Residential Preferred Use . Prohibited Use .. 

7. Industrial, WarehOUSing, Distribution Prohibited Use Acceptable Use 

• Accepla/;lle as part of a mixed-use development. 
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L Retail Trade Uses: 

Retail uses should be the predominate uses in the south site. This includes both small 
and large scalc uses, as long as they arc designed consistent wiEh the plan and 
guidelines. Smaller scale retail uses are encouraged in the areas surrounding the 
Focal Plaza and Shopping Plaza Corridor. Retail trade uses may include general 
merchandise stores, food stores, apparel and accessory stores, home furniture, 
furnishings. and equipment stores, eating and drinking places, miscellan.eous retail, 
and other retail uSes. 

2. Commercjpl Service Uses: 

Commercial service uses, including lodging establishments, limited personaJ services, 
limhed business services, and limited amusement/rccreational service uses arc 
encouraged on the soulhern site and may be acceptable for the northern site. 

3. Office Uses: 

Offi~related uses are acceptable on the southern site as long as they are located 
above the fim floor • . Office-}'C.1~ uses. particularly designed as part of a campus, 
are encouraged in the northern site. 

4. Public. CultiJratand Recreational Uses; 

Public, cultWal, ~d recreational uses, such as a community center, are encouraged on . 
properties acijacent to the Village Green or Focal Plaza in the southern site. This area 
shall also include a public restroom. These uses may be acceptable in othe~ areas of 
the southem· site and in the northern site. 

S. Educational Faciilities: 
Educ8tional facilities. including a branch college campus or technical coUege campus, 
are acceptable U$esforthe'northernsite or 3S part of a mixed-use project. 

6. Residential Uses; 

Multi-family residential uses on upper floors neat the Focal Plaza and Village Green 
io the southern site are strongly encouraged. . . 

7 . . Industrial, WarehQUsing,and Distribution Uses: 

Industrial, warehousing. and distribution uses art pennitted by the zoning code. 

8. Drive-ThrqughUSe§; 

Drive-thrOugh uses are prohibited. 

9. Other U~c~: 

Other uses may be considered by the City. 
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D. Parking Areas 
Intent: 

• To provide convenient parking areas that encourage people to leave: their cars and 
waJk lbroughout the North Kelsey Planning Area. 

.. To provide more flexibility in the design of the development by rela.xing existing 
City parking standards. 

• To provide parking areas that do not diminish pedestrian and visua.1 qualities of the 
sue. . 

• To maintain the built street edge through effective scrccning of all parking lots. 

• To minlmlze the impacts of driveways. 

Guidelines: 

. 1. Parking areas shall confonn to·the requirement of MMC. Chapter J 8.86 unless 
otherwise noted in these guidellnes. This encompasses dimensional requirements, 
design.ac~. loading areas. number of parking spaces, parking area 
landscaping, and other parking-related requirements. . 

2. Parking require
ments· for retail 
USes shall be 
relaxed to 1 space 
per 250 square feet 
of gross floor area. 
TbeCitymay 
consider special 
provisions for joint 
use ofparlcing 
when two activjties 
are less likely to 
occur 
simultaneously 
(e.g. office uses 
and entertainment 
facilities). 

Figure 16: Parking I()/ layout and design glJidelines. 

3. The landscaped buffer between the sjdewllik and the parking area along Chain 
Lake Road must be expanded to at least 10 feet in width using either Type II or 
Type m Landscaping standards (MMC, Section 18.78.030) subject to City 
approval. 
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4. Pathways lhrough parking lots should 
be provided. Pathways and crosswalks 
should be provided along every fourth 
parking isle or at intervals of less than 

. 150 feet. Pathways through parking 
areas should be separated from vebi"cle 
parking and trlIvellanes by use of 
contrasting surface materials, which 
mlly be raised above the level of the 
vehicular surface. Parking area 
pathways should be at least 4 feet in 
width. 

5. StJuCtUred parking is encouraged 
provided ,the building meets the 

. guidelliles ofChaptet 5. 
FiguTrl 17: PaI1dng pathway example. 

E. StreetCorners/HighlyVisi~JeLocations 

Intent: 

• To enhance the appearance of highly visible locatioll$. 

• To enhance the pedestrian environment 

• To establish a design identity for the North Kelsey Planning Area. 

Guidelines: 

The guidelines below highlight desirable design treatments (options noted below) for six 
specific strcct comers and/or highly visible locations ~ noted in the Site Development 
Concept. All proposals for sites should include at least one ofdic design treatments 
described below. EXCEPTION: Applicants may propose other design treatments for 
these sites if they can demOJ)strate successfully that the proposed treatm.ent meets the 
intent oC the ,guidelines. 

1. Street Comer/Highlv Visible Location Design TmstroCQt Methods (alro refer to 
Pedestrian Orientation guideline$,. Chapter 3): 

a. Locate a building towards the strcct comer (Within I S feet ()fcomer property 
Hne). Building facades I~ted here are encouraged to include a special element, 
such as a raised roofline, towers, or an extended parapet, along the most visible . 
views of the structure. 

b. Provide a pedestrian walkway and/or plaza space at the eomer leading directly to 
a building entry or shopping plaza space. May be appropriate in conjunction with 
a Monument Site Entry Sign (see Signsge guidelines, Chapter 7). 
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c. Install substantial landscaping (at least 200 square feet of ground surface area 
with trees, shrubs. and or ground cover. May be Appropriate in conjunction with 11 

Monument Site Entry Sign (see Signage guidelines, Chapter 7). 

Figuffl 18: Stnlel romer example: This buDding celebrates its comer location by including 8 
comer entry. pedestrian space, weather protection, parapet. and Special signage. 

2. Specific Sites: 

a. SR·21Chain Lake Road (northwest comer'): Method "e" is the first preferenc~ 
High prioricy site for a Monument Site Entry Sign (see Signage guidelines, 
Chapter 7). 

b. Chain Lake Road/connectOr road (bOth westerly oo.roers): Method "a" or fib" is 
preferred for t.he northwest comer; Method "a" isprefclTedfor the sOuthwest 
comer, with Method"c:' as a second preference. 

c. Chain Lake, Road (at mid· block entry between North Kelsey Stieet and Chain 
Lake Road): Any of the three street comer treatment methOds described below 
are acceptable. Method "e" is the first preference. 
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d. Chain Lake RoadlNorth Kelsey Street (both westerly comers): Method "en is 
preferred f.or both the northwest and southwest comers. High pri.ority site for a 
Monument Site Entry Sign (see Signage guidelines, Chapter 7) •. 

e. Ncrth Kelsey Street (at key pedestrllm crossing): Method "an is preferredfcr 
nil fcut ccmerS. 

f. North Kelsey Street/connector road (easterly comers): Methcd "3" is the 
preferred treatment of both comers; l'v1e.thods "b" and "en are acceptable . 

....... .... 
~:):.. 1( .. ;:. ~:x. 

~-
..................... --

----
F1tJlJre 19: Highly visible loCations. 
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CHAPTER 4: 
Circulation 

A. East,-West Connector Road 
Intent: 

,. To provide safe and efficient circulation to, and through, the North Kel~y planning 
area. 

,. 1'0 enhance access and visibility to North Kelsey planning area uses and amenities. ' 

• To relieve vehicle congestion onSR~~ south of the North Kelsey planning area 

• To provide bjcycleandpedestrianaccess. .' 

• To provide a "greet! band" around the North Kelsey planned development area and 
screen parlcing • . 

Th~City has secured a 60-foorright-of-wily adj3Cet!tto private property on the west side 
of the site towsrtfNorthKelsey StJ:eet. · Ultimately, this neW roadway will connect North 
KeJSey S~eet WithCbain Lake Road andpointstast.The guidelines below direct the 
deSign~fJhis planned roadway through the Nottb Kelsey planned development area. The 
exactaligriment and configuration of the road is subject to further traffic and engineering 
arialysis. While these guidelines specifY an alignment and configuration aJong the 
soUthern project bOuJ:ldary, project proponents may proposesn alternate alignment and 
configuration. The City may allow an alternate ~ipent and configuration if they meet 
th~ guideJilles. do not conflict with pedestriari cireulation, and otherwise meet the 
CitY's Transportation. and Public Works criteria. Also note that the soumern alignment 
was favored by project participants for severa) reasons, including: 

1. It minimizes conflict with pedestrian circulation. 

2. It does not divide the site. 

3. It appear$ to contribute to stormWater management. 

4. It provides for effective through traffic and access to parking. 

Guidelfnes: 

] . Alignment: The planned east·west colUlcctor road should be aligned consistent 
with the Site Development CODccpt; GeneraUy towards the southern end of the 
site and intersecting with Chain Lake Ro~ approximately 600 feet from the SR-2 
intersection and compatible with the planned Woods Creek Road connection. (See 
Figure 20). (Note: This aligrunent is subject to further analysis) 
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2.. Configuration: 
Theroadway· 
should include 
one lJ'ilvellane in . 
each dirCction,a 
landsca~d 
median/center 
turning lane, 
landscaped 
planter strips 
with str~t trees, 
and provisions 
for both eye lislS 
and pedl=Strians 
(see Figure 21 
below and 

.:, 

Sidewalk and Pathway and Bicycle Circulation and Amenities guidelines on the 
following pages). Figure 20: ConnectDr road alignment. 

Figure 21: Connector toad design cross-sect jon. 

3. Travel LanC$i'Center Tum Lane: The tJilVellanes and the center tum lane/median 
shol!-ld be designed Per the City's Engineering Standards and subject to Bicycle 
Circulation and Amenities guidelines on the following pages. 

4. Landscaped Median: Where the center tum lane is not necessary for turning 
movements, a landscaped median should be installed. Landscaping should 
include canopy-type broadleaf trees placed an average of 2S on center; Evergreen 
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shrubs no mOre than 4 feet in height.; and Ground cover in accordance with the 
City of Monroe Landscape Standards (MMC Chapier 18.78). . . 

5. Sidewalklfrail: A 4-foot sidewalk with a S-foot planting strip should be provided 
on the south side of the road and a 12-foot wide bicycle/pedestrian pathway with a 
5-foot planting strip .on the northside. 

6. Landscaped Stonnwater Deleniion SWale: These facilities shail meet stormwater 
requirements and to be landscaped with dense native trees and shrubs. 

For other landscaping standards, see Streel Landscaping guidelines, Chapter 6. 

B. Sidewalks and Pathways 
. . 

NOTE: Sidewalks reftT to concrete pedestrian N)IneS adjacenr 1() pubJic Tight-oJ-ways. 
Pathways refor 10 all ()iher peaesrrian routes. . 

Intent: 

• To provide a safe environment for pedestrians to move throughout the North Kelsey 
pfanning area and separation of pedestrian and vehicular eraffic. 

• To create a varied and rich environment to encourage people to explore the area on 
foot 

Guidelines: 

J •. '. Alj public open spaces, walkways, ' and sidewalks sball meet ADA standards. 

~_ :.$iJ~1ks should .be separated from the roadway bY'pJatiting strips with street 
i ~.wherever possible. Planting strips should generany~ at least 5 feet in 
. widtlumd include evergreen shrubs no more than 4 feet inheigbt and/or ground 

coVer in .aCcordance with the City of Monroe La.odsf3~ Standards (MMC 
Chapter 18.78), and canopy-type broadleaftrees placed an average of25 feet on 
center. EXCEPTIONS: Where space is limited, planting strips less than 5 feet in 
width may be permitted by the City; Street trees placed in tree grates may be more 
desirable than planting strips in key pedestrian areas. 

3. A=:Ptable sidewalk widths may range from 4 to 12 feet depending on adjacent 
ustSand anticipated pedestrian activity. Referto Figure 21 for appropriate 
sid¢walk widths on the connector road. Sidewalks along major connector routes 
such as North Kelsey Stl'Cet or Chain Lake ROlld $bould beat least g feet in width 
toaccomrnodate two couples passing each other. 

4. Pedestrian crosswalks shall be provided at all intersections. These shall be 
indicated with distinctive paving. . 

5. The addition of texture to the ground plane of key sidewalks and pathways with 
unit pavers, bricks, tiles, or public artWork is encouraged. 
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o. Pathways that provide key access to the Focal Plaza. Shopping Corridor, Village 
Green, or other key sitts (see FigUre 22) are termed "Primary Pathways." 
Primary pathway surfaces should be at least 15 feet in width (to accommodate fire 
apparatus access and groups of people). 

7. Other pathways are termed "Secondary Pathways." Secondary Pathways may 
vary in width according to intended function and expected use (subject to City 
approval). Where secondary pathways are located within corridors between 
structures, such corridors should be 31 least 12 feet in width. 

10. Pec:lestrian amenities, including landscaping and seasonal flow.ers, benches, 
lighting, and/or ~ork, shall be provided along Primary and Secondary 
Pathways to create v~uaJ interest (see Plaza Landscaping guidelines in Chapter 
6). 

_ ~~ 1'tirUi~ 
_ SidewaIc 

- _Rlmooy~ 
;~ .. __ • SecondaryPalhw3t 
~;,. 

-:~ It,; =- ~Jt, 

~ ..... 
"--. -...... 
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FigUfB ~ExampJe pedestrian networl< fortIJe North J<tllsay P/snned Development Area. 

11. Safe p:uhways to nIl uses and buiJdings and DroWld and through parking areas are 
required (see Parking Area guidelines, Chapter 3). 

C. Bicycle Circulation and Amenities 
Intent: 

• To provide safe and efficient bicycle access to and within the North Kelsey PlalUling 
Area. 

• Topromotc bicycling as an alternative method of transportal ion. 

Guidelines: 

1. Safe llicycle access should be provided within each public right-of-way developed 
within the North Kelsey planning area. The CitY will conSider the following 
options: 

3. Bike Lanes. Standard bike lanes are 5 feet in width. This is the preferred 
option for CbainLa1ce Road (wbere ,there is sutiuiient right-of-way width) 
sinco bicycle Janes would connect withplanncd, bkyc1e lanes north of the site. 

b. Wide Curb Lanes, This inVolves 14-foot travel Janes rather than the standard 
11- or 12;;foot lanes so C)'cliStscansafely share the road with vehicles. 
Although such Wide curb Janes are often striped; 'they are not signed or 
officially designated as bike bmes. With limited space. this is often the most 
effective wrry to.provide safcbicycle aCCCS$; 

c. Multi-Use Pathway. Th.i$~bines' bicydeandpedestrian access on an 
asphalt pathway scparatedtrom the roadway. Ideally, StIch a multi~purposc 
pathway should be 12to 14 fcet in width (see Figure 21 for.connector road 
pathway). Where spaeeand usc arc expected to be limife(l, an 8-foot wide 
pathway (with center striping) may be acceptable. Pathway design should 
ensure adeqUate, site distance. 

2. Special care shouJd.be exercised on how eit.lterofthese bicycle facilities transition 
to existing andplanncd off-site roadways ~ particularly Chain Lake Rond nne! 
Nom Kelsey Street towards SR-2. WbCr.c. neCessary, provide signage to note 
safest bicycle access routes. . 
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CHAPTER 5: 
Architectural/Building Design 

A. Architectural Concept 
Intant 

.. To create. through the architecturaL, landscape, open space, and gateway elements. 
an identity lDlique within the region and that reflects Monroe's small town character. 

To reflect Monroe's vernacular architectural character (exeluding the post-War 
highway strip development). 

• To provide a high-quality image with well-designed and detailed buildings, 
minimization ofCOrpotalc Identity elements (stock buildings and signs), and an 
emphasis OD subtlety and refinement rather than on flashy or trendy design themes. 

• T~create an assemblage of buildings within the pJatlJled development area with IUl 
inti1nately scaled· (i.o., the buildingS appear to be smaller in size, generally less than 
1 SO ftet in length along a fa9<Jde. even though the building footprint may be larger) 
and. informal architectural character. 

• To create a varied, non-homogenous set of buildings within the planned development 
area that give the Set1$e of natural evolution overtime rather thlUl a result of a single, 
o~step development"-Bnd to emphasize the fact that tbebuilding elemenlS can 
natUrally cvOlveandChange overtime without disrupting a coristlicting design theme. 

Guidelines: 

1. The buildings proposed for the North Kelsey planned development area should be 
based on a comprehensive architectural concept that achieves the intent 
Stalen:letltS above. Specifically, the design of the specific buildings should 
address: 

• Pedestrian interest and cowon along the perimeter of open spaces and pedestrian 
connections. 

" The size of building massing and elements relative II human body. 

• The perceived massing of the bUIlding relative to nearby structures, open spaces, 
and landscape elements. 

• Monroe's architectural and cultural setting. 

• The variety of sequential experiences and design characters within the site. 

While the individual design guidelines in this section address some of these issues 
specifically. the intent oftbis guideline is to encourage the designers to consider 
how the various aspects of the design work together. Applicants shouJd be 
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prepared to demonstrate how the proposed buildings respond tome intent 
statements. The City will review applicants' proposals and determine whether or 
not they meet the intent. . 

8. Human/Pedestrian Scale 
Intent: 

• To create an assemblage of buildings with'an intimately scaled 3ppearance and 
infonnal architectural character. 

• To architecturally treat large buildings to ensure that they do not dominate the area's 
identity. 

• To provide interesting an4 sheltering pedestrian-oriented facades. 

Guidelines 

I. Building Height: CottmJe~ialloffi~ buildings should be J' to 3 stories high. with 
a maximum height of 35 feet. ' The. City will consider bigher building heights If . 
the applicant can demonstrate consistency with overall design guidelines intent. 
Special features sUllb as towers or clerestorid 'may be taller, ~f approved by the 
City; . ' . 

Sunlight should be considered within the planned developmentarea~with regard to 
the height of buildings adjacent to open spaces such as the Shopping Corridor. 
Focal Plaza, and Village Green. Generally. buildings on the south Side of these 
open spaces should ~ sized to allow direct year-rourid sunlight onSou~faci.ng 
struotures (see Figure 23) • . Specifically, building hcights.onthe south si!k of the 
Shopping COrridor. Focal Plaza. and Village Green'should not exceed a I: 1 ratio 
with the width of such open spaces (see Figure 24). 

Figure Z3; sunlight 
.should be COIISiderod 

in the height and 
d&sig/l of structures 

adjac8nt to major 
open SptlCes. 
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Figure 24: Building heights on the 
south $ide of major open SPSC8S, 

such as £he Shopping Corridor, shall 
not exceed to 1:1 ratio with the width 
of the open space. 

2. Vertical Articulation: In order to prevent long stretches of monotonous fayade, 
buildings with visible facades over 100 feet in length as measured parallel to a 
roadway.'parking area;pedestrian connection, Of public open space should be 
vertically articulateQ inlO sections averaging not more than SO feet along the 
f~de at regular intervals. Articulation may be accomplished in severa) ways, 
including: 

.• . M~lation-the stepping back or projection of a portion of the (;1~ade. 

• lncluding significant building elements such as balconies, porches, canopies, 
towers, or entry an:as that visually breali; up the fayade. 

• Building focal points that include. for example, distinctive entry fearures. 

' . Changing the roofline. 
• Changing materials. 

• Landscaping. 
.. Using other methods acceptable to the City. 

FiglJlB 25: BuDding artk:vlation; Va.Tied parapet and ffJCessecJ entries. 
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c. Architectural Elements 
Intent: 

• To create an intimately scaled, pedestrian friendly, and informal architectural 
chriracter. 

• To reflect Monroe's vernacular architectural character (excluding the post-War 
highway strip development). 

• To enhance the quality of both individual buildings and the North Kelsey Planning 
Area streetscape as a whole. 

• To encourage use of quality building materials with a low Jifecyclecost. 

• To create design unity, a sense of place, and community identity. 

• To reduce the visibiJityofunsighdy serVice and utility elements from view while 
p.roviding efficient service and equipment areas. 

1. Roofs 

Guidelines: 

I. Roof designs should provide scale-reducing elementS within the North Kelsey 
pJanned development area. It is recommended that buildings have a variety of 
roof slopes, details, materials, and configurations. 

2.. All flat roofs shall be architecturally treated or ;trticulated with a parapet wall 
combined with ornamental molding,entablature, frieze, cornice, or other 
architec;tuml roofline detail visible from the ground level. Parapets and 
articulated (;omice lines should not appear as applied elements. 

~. Roof-mounted mechanical equipment (HV AC) must be screened from view. 

Figure 26: The gabled 
roof over thfJ building 

ently together with 

pede~/~~~~~~~~~~~~iI~~~;n~~if elements and 8 variety of 
building materiBIs 

provides visual Interest 
to this largely square, 

f1al-roofed building. 
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Pa/lcing is 
Ioeate<l31 
the rear of 
tho building 

. 
.,.; 
\ 

Pedes~1ed eJemenb Including an ... -= ...... ..::......,....,...-~ 
outdoor eati09 ~rea al1ct$mraJlarQd. make ,-. ~ _ _ Changes In buPding materials 
the bulldilg relate ~ to tilt' $idewalk • !Odd visual interest to the Wudure 

Figure 27: Ex8mpl&$ of buDding cfetal7s. 

2. BuildingEJements and Details 

Guideline: 

All building fa<:ades~shall incorporate a substantive use of building elements, such as 
those from the list that follows. as approved by the City. to achieve a pedestrian scale. 
"Substantiv~ in this case means a signifil2Dt contribution to the {ann and character 
of the building. Note that "Oecorativc" means that the feature exhibits special 
crafUmanship or distinctive design that adds viSU3l interest and/or unique character. 
SuggeStedbU11ding elements include: 

• Articulated building elements through treatment of windows, doors, entries, and 
comers with special trim, molding, ot glazing. 

• Permanent pedestrian weather p":'tection (building canopy). 

• Decorative building materials, such as tile and metal work. . 

• Enhanced or articulated building entrances (recessed or covered). 

• Pergolas. arcades, porches, decks, or bay windows. 

• Ba.lconies in upper stories. 

• Address numbers legible to Ihe public from the street or pathway fronting the 
property or building. 
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• MUltiple-paned window fenestration (windows with several panes separated by 
mul.lions). . 

• . Windows. All windows should either have a vertical orientation (e.g., be longer 
in the vertical dimension than rothe width) or be square in order to qualify as 
speciaJelemc::nts. 

3. Exterior Materials 

Guidelines: 

I. Use durable<lnd bjgb-quality materials. Shiny or highly reflective materials 
are not allowed. Materials should be those of typical use in the Northwest, 
including: 

• Bevel or lap Siding·, . 

• Rock, stone~ rind brick material. 
• Arohiteetura) shake-style roofmg. 
• Meta1 roofs 'vith standing seams. 

2. If sheet materials. such as composite fiber products or metal siding. are used as 
a siding material over more than 25 percent ora bUilding'sfavade, use material 
with a maned fmish in a muted color as specified in Color guidelines below. 
Include the following elements: 

• Visible wIndow and door trim palnte<l or finished in a complementary eolor. 
• Comer and edge trim that covers exposed edges of the siding material. 

3. If concrete blocks (concrete masonry units or "cinder blocks") are used for 
walls that are visible from a public ~ or park. use one or more of the 
foDowing Slchitectund treatments: 

• Use of textured blocks with surfa<:es such. as sPlit-face or grooved: 

• Use of colored mortar. 

• USe of other masonry types, such .as brick, glass block. or tile, in conjunction 
with concrete blocks. 

• Other. treatment methods approved by the City. 

The applicant shall provide the City with samples ofihe material, proposed 
detail connections and a list of other project examples in the Puget Sound 
region that have used this application. 

4. Do not uselh.e following materials in visible locations unless an exception is 
granted by the City: 

• Mirrored glass, . 

• Corrugated fiberglass. 

• Chain-link fencing (with or without slats). 

• Synthetic materials with reflective surfaces, including galvanized steel and 
glossy vinyl siding •. 
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• Other treatment methods approved by the City. 

5. Paint all vents, gutters, downspouts. flashing, and electricaj conduits to match 
the color of the adjacent sutface unless they are l:le'ing used expressly as il trim 
or accent element, or if the surface' is made of an unpainted mate.rial such as 
brick. 

6. Provide approved address numbers so that they are legible to the public from 
the street fronting liIe property. 

4. 'Colors 

Guidelines: 
I. Submit a color palette. 

2. Muted colors are encouraged for the background <l010.r of most buildings. A 
da:rker background color will allow the effective use of lighter colors for trim
where the highlights wiD show up better. ..' 

3. Bright colors should generalJy be reserved for accents. Doors or speCial 
fC3tUteunay be .painted. a bright accent color. 

4. Bright luminescent or day-glow color are not allowed. 

5. Building Equipment and Service Areas 

Guidelines: 

.J. BuiJding service elements and utility equipment should be contllined within the 
building envelope, screened from public vil::w, oroD'roofs where not visible to the 
public. 

2. All on-sitcservice areas, loading zones, outdoor storage areas (except outdoor 
retail sales areas under 100 square feet in occupied 'area), waste storage, 
disposal fllcilities, transformer and utility vaults, and similar activities shall be 
located in an area not visible from a public street, pedestrian connection, or 
open space. If this is not possible, then the service area, loading zone, storage 
area. or utHityarea must be screened from public view. Acceptllble screening 
includes: 

• A masonry or wood enclosure incorporated into a building wall. 
• A solid hedge or other screening as approved by the City. 

(Note: VIsible chain link fencing with or without slats is not permitted.) 

3. Service or utility areas or enclosuressbaJl not be located in or be visible from 
. public open space, including the Village Green ll,lld Focal Plaza. 
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Definitions 

Articulati01/ - Articulation is design emphasis placed on a particular architectural f~ature by 
special details. materials, change in building plane (recessed or extended from building surface), 
contrast in materials, or decorative artWork. 

BLank Walls - walls subject to "blank wall" requirements meet the following criteria: 

• Any waH or portion of a wall that has a surface area of 400 SF of vertical surface 
without a window, door, building modulation as defined below or other architectural 
feature (see figure below for measuring melhods). 

• Any ground level wall surface or section of a wall over 4' in height at ground level 
that is longer than 15' as measured horizontally without baving a ground level 
window or door lying wholly or in part within that IS' section (see below). . . ., . 

Campus -may include a multi-structured educational facility or office complex. 

Height - refcl$ to vertical distance measured petpendicular to the ground surface. 

Human Scale - The perceived size of a building relative to a human being. A building is 
considered to have ngood hwnan scalc' ifthere is an expression ofbuman activity or use that 
indicates the buildings size. For example, traditionally sized doors, windows, and balconies are 
elemenls that respond to the size of the human body, so these elements in It building indicate a 
building's overall size. 

Modulation - In the design guidelines, modulation is a stepping back or projecting forward of 
portions of a building face within specified intervals of building width and depth, as a means of 
breaking up the apparent bulk of a .structurc's continuous exterior walls. 

Pathways - refer to any pedestrian route other than a sidewalk. 

P4de.strian:.oriented Fot;odes- are building fa~ades th.at meet the Primary Pedestrian Fa~3de 
guidelines in Chapter 3. 

Pedestrian-Oriented Spaces - can be small to large widening of waUdng space, landscaped areas, 
areas for outdoor dining, or small play areas (see guidelines and requirements for Pedestrian
Oriented Spoces in Chapter 3). 

Sidewalks - refer to concrete pedestrian routes adjacent to public right..of.ways. 

Weather Protection - architectural features such as an awning, marquee, or canopy that protect 
pedestrians from~in and sunlight. 
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CITY OF MONROE 
NORTH KELSEY DEVELOPMENT 

Supplemental 
Development Agreement Provisions 

The following is an updated droft of supplemental development agreement provisions that 
address design goals. and issues identified by the City Council at the February 23 and March 16 
meetings. Since these provisions are intended to "supplement" the adopted guidelines, we are 
restating the guidelines that are applicable to the discussion for context All proposed 
supplemental provisions are written in iralics. Consultant notes and rationale comments are 
listed in CAPS. 

A. ' PubliC Open Space 
Existing ,Intent: 

• To provide a variety of open spaces that attract people 10 the area; 
• To provide 3 Cocal opeu space that functions as a conununity gathering 5p3C1:; 

• To provide a "park-likeu character within the Planned Development Area of the North Kelsey 
PI3JIDing Area; 

• To provide an auroclive 
pcdeslrian environment; 

• To provide outdoor spaces for 
relaxing. eating, socializing, 
and n:creating. 

Site devefcpmenl example 
i1fu$lraJing !hit required open 

spaCfJs •. 

MAK.ERS arq,jtecture and urban design 
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1. Focal Plaza 
Existing Guidelines with Suggested Revisions: 

I. Area should be sized between 10,000 and 15,000 square feet (generally Jarge 
enough for a gathering of at least) ,000 people). SEE A TRlUM OPTION 
BELOW. 

2. The plaza shall serve as the center for daily activit)' - the most significant 
space and emphasis as the heart of the development. 

J. The plaza shall include an area or platform that can be utilized as a stage for 
concertS, eel~brations, or other public activities. 

4. Paving shaD be unit.pavers or concrete with special texture, pattern, andlor 
decorative features. 

5. Pedestrian amenities shall be provided such as seating, plants, drinking 
fountains, artwork, and such focal points as sculpture or water feature. 

6. Lighting fixtures shall be approximately 1 ()"15 feet above the surface. The 
overaJllighling in the plaza should average lit least" 2 foot-candles. 

and()ffic:e U$I!5 

on upper DOors 
overlooldng the 
Vinag" Green 
.andlot Plata 

~ 

,-,.U<=I Plaza 

7. The plaza should be connected to the Village Green towards the north/west, the 
Shopping Corridor to the east/south, and accessible from parking areas and 
other uses to the north and south. 

MAKERS architecture and urban design city of Monroe 

NORTH KELSEY SUPPLEMENTAL PROVISIONS Page 2 

01382 

2083 



8. At least one-balf the plaza perimeter should abut buildings with pedestrian
oriented facades. These buildings should be 20 to 3S feet in height. Building at 
the southern edge of the plaza Qr stJ'O(:tures within the plaza should be limited 
to one story to avoid excessive shadows •. One of the buildings adjacent to the 
piau should feature a 1alliandroark element (30..50 feet in height) such as a 
tower, protninenttlagpole, or other structure. 

9. Parking areas must notabut the Focal Plaza area. 

lO. Sec Chapter 6 for applicable landscaping guidelines. 

Supplemental Focal Plaza Provisions 
Sl. Provide a water Jeorure thai irrvites use by 

children and adds 10 the character and 
idemity of the space. 

S2. Include design elements within the plaza thaI 
contribute q Inlmaitscale, odd 'Visual 
interest, and Invitecurlosiry or exploration .. 

Sl. At least 20 percent of the Focal Plaza must 
be landscaped. Ulilize a lIOriety of 
lwidscaped,elements 'o:ndtextures to ~ . 
pkrza 10 soften/he iu!gts and add seasonal 
i"nterest. Th4 20perll~moy fnciudewtOs" 
covered by tree canopies, POlled pianls, and . 
planting beds. .. 

S4. .. Considus l«ating and configw-ing the 
Focal Plaza to talceadvanJage of special 
mountain andlor architectural views. 

S5. Provide sealing at the Jollowing rOlfo: 
• At I~ one linenr foot .of seating area (at least 

16 inches deep) per 60 square (eeto(plaza 
area; or 

• At le:3stone individual seat per 60 square feet 
of plaza area. 

Sea~g can .inelude .bencbes, .)ow walls, stairs, or 
ledges . . 

S6. Provide public art that irrviles exploration 
and/or curiosilyin tbe FoctiJ Plaza -
passJDly integrated with the water feature. 
The public art should be complementary/o 
thadesfgn of tile plaza and architecture oj 
surroU7ldlng buildings and addvisua/ 
interest and identity to the Focal Plaio. 

MAKERS architecture and urban de#gn 

. Water featu",. 

The com~lnatlon~~;,tJng 
MIas, IJSli/ of /xIfIdIng meterials 
and~ de.bliIs, public art. 

. l;indScsplng,' .and adjacent 
building facades make this an 

atlracttvs space. 

Public art and landscaping 
fsaturas 
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. S7. Whereas adopted guidelines a;11 for a 
spaces between 1 a,aoo 10 J 5,000 3IJ.uare 
feel. the p/oz(JsJwuld be organized into a 
series 0/ imimale spaces framed by 
landscaping. archilecrwai or olher design 
features. This musl include one open, hard 
surfaced area sized 01 least 60 feet by 60 foet 
that is adaptable to a variety oj uses -: 
notably public gatherings .and special events. 

88. The Foca/Ploza must include design 
elements that etlC()W'oges interaction with 

Th9 Fcx;;)/ Plaza must include 
an open area a/least 60'x SO' 

uStlble for spl1Ciai events suCh 
as local art shows_ 

. childre1L This may be 
accompliSh(!din~e design o/thl! 
requited waler feahtre and/or 
pUblic art compon(tnts. The 
p}i()l()grrjpbi on ihe: previous 
page are'uomples.· 

TN Foea/Plaza may consI$t 01 
_ an ~age 01 $eating. 

gathering,~ped, fonnaJ. and 
lnfomialspaees, bul must Include a 
cen~hBi#$u1aCB smB at least 

-_ . • . -(j(y x.OQ'tor performsnc~ 
ceJebl'atiorts,fafi'$,and other events

-thi$i1fust!DIionis one exatn()/e. 

2. Village Green 
existing Guidelines with Suggested Re,visions: 

I. The Village Green should extend north/west from the FoCal Plaza; Area must 
be sized between 40,000 and 80,000 square feet. . 

2. The V~lageGreeri space shall feature lawn and other soft landscaped surfaces 
With concrete oi'brickwalkways traversing it and along it. 

3, . Lan#cilping ~be formal or informal in style; however, plantings shOUld 
f~vi$lils andempbasize views, where applicable. 

4. Gro~driOc)r~atihe edge of the green space shOUld feature rctail, 
cividcOmmunitY,recreational, and/or office uses. Pedestrian-oriented facades 
are tequiredforabutting building facades unless the building and/or park are 
planned.so that the wan without a pedestrian-oriented faCade is used for park 
activity (e.g., brick wall for a performance area backdrop or baskelbalV active 
sports &rea). 

MAKERS architecture and urban design City of Monroe 
NORTH KELSEY SUPPLEMENTAL PROVISIONS Page 4 

01384 

" ' ... 

2085 



5. Buildings with upper floors containing windows and/or balconies overlooking 
the Village Green are strongly encouraged. Upper Sto.T)' uses may be 
residentiaJ, community/cjvic, recreational, commercial, and/or office. 

6. Pedestrian amenities shaU be provided su~h as seating, plantS, drinking 
fountains, distinctive paving, artwork, and such focal points as sculpture or 
water feature. 

7. Lighting .fixtures shall be approximately) ()..15 feet above the surface. 
Pathways should average between I and 2 foot-'Cattdlesof light -" with major 
pathways averaging 4 foot-candles. Hard-surfaced plata/court areas within the 
Village Green should average at least 2 foot-candles. Lawn areas should 
average at least .5 foot-candle. 

8. Parking areas must not abut the Village Green unless the City detennines that 
there is a public benefit to such an orientation and the parking is screened from 
the green. The intent is to surround ihe green with active storefroots or . 
SUpporting uses. Exception: Temporary parking thatwilUaterbe developed 
may be adjacent to the Village Green provided they are screenedconsislenl 
with Type m Landscaping standards (MMe, Section 18.78.030): 

9. A pedestrian transition zone of approximately 1 0 feet is encouraged along the 
building edge to provide an outdoor area for cafe seating. display area, andlor 
landscaping. . 

10. The plaza should have an articulalededge (buildings andlor landscaping) 
Where feasible to provide visual interest. 

11. Provisions may be made for aetive sports that take up lessthnil ~ of the 
Village Green area (such as volleyball, tennis. or basketball court andlor 
children's play lot). 

12. See Chapter 6 for applicabJelandscaping .gwdeIines. 

VIllage Green ~d have 
lawn end Qther ~ft landscaping 
i!lUIfItcesvNIWl>lkw.Jys bvferJlng. 

Vil1aoe Green exanwle. 
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S.upplemental ViJlageGreen Provisions 
Sl. Include design elements within the plaza that contribute a human scale. add 

visual interest. and invite curiosity or exploration. 

$2. Between 50 and 75 percenr oJ the Village Green surJace area must be 
vegetated (lawn. trees and shrubs. etc.) unless otherwise approw:d by the Ciry. 
This must include a large grass area at least 10. (JOO· I 5,000 sqrJOre je.et in 
area . . Olher landscaped areas should incorporate a variety a/landscaped 
elemenrs to the plaza (0 sojlen Ihe edges and add seasonal interest. A 
combinarion 0/ garden landscaping and in/ormal natruallandscaping schemes 
are encourpged as long as they do not compromise other s1andards and 
guidelines. Utilize materials cmd design elements in the pim4 Ihat emulare 
natural landscapes a/the NortJiwest without compromising other standards 
and guitklines. 

SJ. In/ormalopen space designs are pre/erred. Injorma/means Q nan-symmetrical 
organizaTion o/tne space incorporating non-geometric spaces and native or 
IUlturalistic landscaping, and noturo/lIUlierfais and/orms. However.jormal 
designs for some or all oJ the Village Green will be considered where all other 
standards and guidRlines have been mel. 

S4. Public ·art elements that invites exploration and/or curiosity must be included 
(n the V'tl/age Green to add characler and ide11lity to the space. 

S5. TM ViJ/agt! Green mUSt incLude desIgn elements that enCoUTages interaClian 
with children. A.lleasl 500 SF O/Ihe area must be ovailableforchildren '.1 

play. Theseareasma)' be inlegrated into other actiVities (E;g.: sculptures that 
a/sQ sel"lle as Jhat encoUToges wading). 

ProviW a large grass area 
and play fea/ures for 
Children. 

AMilectural foatures and 
sunace msteris/s should 

compJementthe landscal>9. 
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3. Shopping Corridor 
Existing Guidelines with Suggested Revisions: 

I. The Shopping Corridor shall be a series of connected pedestrian spaces 
surrounded by.retail shops. . 

2. The corridor should extend from the comer of Chain Lake Road and the east
west connector road to the Focal PJaza. 

3. The width of the corridor shall be not less than 25 feet in any place and average 
at. least 50 feet counting plaza spaces. Pedestrian-oriented spaces (at least 
2,000 square feet) should interrupt the corridor to provide visual interest and 
activities. 

4. Paving must be unit-pavers or concrete with special texture, pattern, and/or 
decorative features. 

5. Pedestrian amenities shall be provided such as seating,plants,drink.iog 
fountains, distinctive paving. artWork. and such focal points as sculpture or 
water feal.\lre. 

6. Lighting fixtures must be approximately 1{);'15 feetabove the surface and may 
be building mounted. The overall lighting in the plaza should be at least 2 foot
candles. without "dark spots" that could cause security problems. Ambient 
light from under canopies or storefronts may be included milieJighting 
calcUlations. .. . . 

7. The plaza should have an articulated 
edge (buildings. benches, and/or 
laildscaping) Where feasible or 
d~ble toproyide vi$ual interest 
and. addJt;ional sea.ting. iUongtl)e 
edges of:tllepl3zaw~e:peoPle may 
Iinger;o~tofthe. iraffieJlow. 

8. Buildings adjacerit to tbeShopping . 
Corridor Ir,Ius.t·have pedestrim· 
orieirted {acades. 

9. See ClllIpter 6 forapplicabJe 
laooscaping guidetines . 

. . 

ExampleshOppingcortidor ., 
. conf~~. 
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Supplemental Shopping Corridor Provisions 
Sl. Public art wMponents anuncouroged throughout tile Shopping Corridor, 

particularly as ajoca,i poilU jor lile various plaza spqces within lhe corridor. 
The PUblic art components should odd visual interesr and invire curiosity or 
exploration. 

S2. The Shopping Corridor should include a variety oj landscaping componeJJts (0 

add feXlUre and seasonal imerest. . 

S3. Ccnsider corridor configurations Jharlake advantage of architectural views. 

S4. Up to 25 percent of the area of the Shopping Corridor area may be used by 
adjacent restaurants or olher uses for reserved sealing as long as 'he searing 
areas anow sufficteni space for pedestrian traffic through the corridor. 

S5. Public art elements thor invites exploration and/or curiosity must be included 
in theShopping Corridor 10 odd choraae,. and identity 10 the .space(s). 

$6. The Sh¢pping CorridormusJ include design elemenlS rhat enwurages 
ilJ/eraClion with chl1dren. 

$7. POdiums llu:tfcan function as small stages are enwwogedtn one or more focol 
points within the ShoPPIng Corridor. 

sa. Natural Hght must be provided. 
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4. Pedestrian-Oriented Spaces 
Existing Guidelines: 

1. Pedestrian-oriented spaces are encouraged a long the pedestrian connections 
and near key building entries. They can be smalllo large widening of walkIng 
space, landscaped areas, areas for Qutdoor dining, or small play areas. 

2. Pedestrian amenities· shall be provided such as seating, plants, drinking 
fountainS, distinCtive paving, artwork, and such focal points as sculpture or 
water feature, should be provided. 

3. Lighting flxtures should be approximately 10·15 feet above tbe surface and 
may be buiJding mounted. The overall lighting in the plaza should be at least 2 
foot.candles. without any "dark Spots" that could cause security problems. 
Ambient light from under ~nopies or storefronts may be included in the 
.Iightingcalculations. 

4, . The spaces must have visual and pedestrian access (including barrier,.free 
access)lo&])urimg structures and public streets or pathways, 

5.' WaLkingsurfa~should be either approved unit pavers or colored and textured 
. cOn~te; '. . 

. .' . 

6 .... AtJ~bnc: liJleariOOl of seating area (at least 16 inches deep) or one 
' indi"idtlalseatper60 Square feet of plaza area or open space should be 

mcJudcd (seating can include benches, low walls, stairs, or ledges). 
. , 

7 . . lands~api~g¢ai doeS. not act as a visual barrier is encouraged (a)so see 
'. PlazalPedesmiui Mea Landscaping guidelines, Chapter 7). 

8. . BUildings abuttirig~estrian-oriented space must have pedestrian-oriented 
fa~Cs. . 

9. . 8eeCbapter~Jot~ppliCable landscaping guidelines. 

MAKERS architecture and urban design 
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5. Supplemental Provisions: Public Atrium 
As part of the required open space, there shall be a public atrium or indoor OpfIn space 
subject to !he provisionJ below. The indoor space may be in lieu of required shepping 
corridor. 

Intent 

• To provide enclosed, weather protected public 
spaces that increase and enhance shopping 
activity while maintaining the continuity of retail 
activity and visual inleresl within thefoeal plaza, 
shopping corridor, and vii/age green. 

• To provide amenities ihat enhance the user 
~I?erience. 

• To prol-1de a semi! of openness and natura/light 
wfthfn Ihe space ... 

Provisions 

81. Minimum size - 4,()OO squarefeel (for example, 
50'x80,). 

SZ. Minimum horizontal width (withoul physical 
obstructions) - 30 feel. 

83. The entrance(s) of the atrium mUS1 be at 
sidewalk grade. It sh(J11 have a minimwn clear . 
width of 15 ' and minimum clear heigh! of J 5 '. . 
The entrance may be completely open or 
completely closed with clear rranrparentdoors 
or glazing, 

84. Floor level must be no more then 4 feet above or· 
below grade. . . 

85. LoC(Jlum of the atrium shall be highly QpjXITt!ltt .. .. 
/rom a public street, Pocol Plaza, Shopping 
Corridor, and/or Vi/lage Green and easily 
accessib.le and invili'ftg 10 p¢desrri(JJ:IS~ .' 

. . . 

86. No less than 75 percent ofthl! perimete,.shiill be'·· 
occupied by retail usesfooturing transparent r . 

windows and doors berween 2 alld Bfee/above 
the walking surface. All sllch uses shall have 
direct access .to the atrium. 

81. BlanA: walls visible /rom the atrium are 
prohibited. 

Atrium examples - note 
skyf'9hts. stage, activities, 

moveable seating, and QlheT 
amenities. 

sa. The atrium must COliform 10 sealing standards of Pedestrian-Oriented Spaces above 
- except that lip to 100 percent of the searing can be moveable. 

MAKERS architedure and urban design City of Monroe 
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S9. The landscaping and furnishing$ of the shopping atrium should provide amenities 
for shoppers and add interest and activity to the space whlle allowingfor flexibility 
in how the space (s used, especially for public gatherings and events. Landscaping 
slmlJ be provided wilhin the prinCipal space of the shcpping atrium. lAndscaping 
features $hall occupy a minimum of approximDtely tenpercent to a maximum of 
approximaTely twenty percent of the folai area of the principal sPace. 

SJ O. Seatmg areas, including ledges. benches, Jaw walls. and moveable seating. must be 
ihtegrated in the design oj an ab-illm provided they don't impede pedestrian traffic 
flow. 

SJ I. Natural light and visibility; A minimum of2S percent oflhe roof area above the 
principal space shall have skylights. 

S12. Where (he an atrium is used as an alternative /0 some or all oj/he Shopping 
Corridor, the arrium design will be subject to the respeCUve design standards and 
guidelines of those spaces. 

, 'SliThe atilwnmi4iprov;& spaces and fimctio1'lS other than for restourQTII sealing. It 
, ' $ifrJi4r1~ mOT'« (hanjiJSta ':food court It in charocler and .fimtition with space 

pvailiible for bf!0rmalactiviries and organized events. 
, , ' 

D. , 'Rarking :'Are~s 
, ' EXI$~ng Intent: 

• T6provide CODvenieut ~~g ,areas that encourage peopJetoleave their cars and walk 
, ~OU1theNorthI<,eisey Planning Area. , 

, .,.o'j)l'i:>vidCmordlilxibllityin ihe design oftbe development by reIaidnge:xisting City 
~gstarldlirdS. " ,',, ' ; 

• Tc>prt;vide jiarJciOg areas that do not diminish pedestrian and. visual qllalities of the site. 
• To maintainihe built street edge through effeCtive screening of all parking Jots. 
• To minim,lze the impacl3 of driveways. 

Existing Guidelines with Suggested RevisJons: ' 

I. Parking areas shall conform to the requirement of:MMC, Chapter 18.86 unless 
otherwise noted in these guidelines. This encompasses dimensional requirements, 
design, access, loading areas, number of parking.spaces, parking area landscaping, 
andrither parking-related requirements. 

2. Parking requirements fOT retail uses shall be rela.'ted to I space per 250 square feel of 
gross floor area. The City may consider special provisions for joint use of parking 
when two activities are less likely to occur simultaneously (e,g. office uses and 

, entertainment facilities). 

3. The Jandscaped buffer between 1he sidewalk and the parking area along Chain Lake 
Road must be expanded to at least 10 feet in width using either Type II or Type III 
Landscaping standards (MMe. Section) 8.78.030) subject to City approval. 

MAKERS atehitecture and ulban design city of Monroe 
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Parking ./ot layout and desIf;n guidefmes. 

4. Pathways through parking lots should be 
. provkled. Pathways:md crosswalks should be 

provided along every fourth parldng isle or at 
int(:M)sofless than ISO feel Pathways 
through parlOng areas should be separated 
from 'Vehicle parking 1100 travel lanes by use of 
contrasting surface materials (brit;k or unit 
paving is encouraged), which may be raised 
above the level of the vehicular surface. 
Parldng area pa1bways should be: at least 4 feet 
in width: 

Usepedeslria~/ed lighlJng to 
derl1l8parking 101 pathways. 

5. Structured parking is encouraged provided the 
building meets the gu.idelines of Chapter 5. 

Supplemental Parking Provisions 

SI. Pedestrian-scaIe lighting shull be used to define pedestrian walkways ihrough 
porking areas. Wearherprotectionjeatures over such waJ/cwaps are also highly 

. desirable (U-Village example) - particulmly WMn such walkwap connects IIses 
wilhin the sile. 

S2. Parking lot layout. design. and materials should complement the developm.enr's 
lmilding.tand open spaces. This may be accomplished rhrollgh the use of 
landscaping, surface materials. lighting, signage. and/or other design elements. 

MAKERS architecture and urban design City 01 Monroe 
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A. Architectural Concept 
Existing Intent: 

• To create, through the an:hitectural; landscape, open space, and gateway elements, an identity 
unique wilhin the region and that reflects Monroe's small town character. 

• To reflect Monroe's vem~uJaraJ"chitectutaJ character (excluding the post-Wru: highw!lY strip 
development). 

• To provide 3 high-quaJity image with well-designed and detailed buildings, minimization of 
corporate identity elements (stock buildings and. signs), and an emphasis on subtlety and 
refinement rather than on flashy or trendy design themes. 

• To create an assemblage of buildings within the planned development area wi.th an int~ately 
scaled (i.e., 1he buildings appear to. be smaller. in size, generally less than 150 feet in length 
along a fayade, even though the bUilding footprini may be larger) and informal architectural 
character. . 

• T'l create a varied, non-homogenous set of buildings >101fithmthe planned development area 
that give the sense of natural evolution o...ertimeratber thana result ora. single, oDe-step 
development-and to emphametbe fact mal the buildingrelemerrtseannaturally evolve and 
change over time without disrupting aconstrlcting desigirtheme. 

Supplemental Intent Statement: 

• To encourage architecture thai evOkeS a ANorlhwisl"arC/1irec1iual theme based Upon its use 
of natural local materiais and norrJrwest drc~fJf!crilrltl httilbge. . 

existing Guidefjn~: . 

) . The buildings proposedfor the North Kelsey·planned development area should.be 
basod ona comprehensiye~hit~1 concept that achieves the intent statements 

. above • . Specifically,tbedesigri'otthe specific buildings should address: 
• Pedestrlaninterest~oomfoi1 :!lIo";g the perimeter of open spaces and pedestrian 

• COllnections. . .. . 
• The siZe Of buiJding m3$sing and elements relative a humllll body. 
• The perceived roassing of the building relative to nearby structures, open spa-cas, and 

JandScapeelementi · . . 

• Monroc's architectur.il and cjultunil setting. 
;, The varietyo.fseqJentiaJe1tpericnces and design characters within the site. 

While the individual~esign . gUJdelines in this section address some of these issues 
specifically. the intent of this guidelinc: is to encourage the designers to consider how 
the variousasp€icts ('>ftQe de~igilW()tk together. Applicants should be prepared (0 

demonstrate how the proposed buildings respond to the intent statements. The City 
will review appliCants' propOsals and detennine whether or not they mcet tlle intent. 

Supplemental Provisions: 

Sl. While a variety of building materials. coiors.finishes, and textures are encouraged, 
all slrUctures should employ exposed timber elements or similar feaTure approved by 
the City as a unifying architectural feature of the d(flle./opment. The exposed timber 
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elements should Int used as a juncricnal element oj the structure to The extent 
possible. . 

S2. Flashy or unusual design themes that have no history wilh Monroe or the Pacific 
Northweslsuch as an deco, $culhlVestor inre17UJtionai style, are not acceptable. 
L,ogcabi1fS Dr "eclectic alpine" themes are not accepTable. 

S3. The concept should address all facades visible by the public (from adjacent 
properties, public rights-of-way, e1c.). Such facades shQuld be rremed in a manner 
that is co1fSi$lent in form and character wilh the rest of the building. 

The images below illustrate aldlitecJurethat uti/(zes exposed timber elements. 

MAKE~S archilectlJre and urban design City of Monroe 
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B. Human/Pedestrian Scale 
Existing Intent: 

• Tocreale an assemblage of buildings with an intimately scaled appearance and infonnal 
architectural character. . 

• To architeduraJly lJ'eai large buildings to ensure that tbeydo not dominate \he area's identity. 
• To provide interesting and sheltering pede$toan-oriented facades. 

EXisting Guidelines 

). Building Height: Commercial/office buildings should be J 103 stories high, with a 
maximum height of35 feet. The City will consider higher building heights if the 
applicant can demonstrate consistency with overall design guideiines intent Special 
features such as towers or clerestories may be taller, if approved by the City. 

Suolightshould be considered within the planned development area.with regard to 
the height ofbwldings adjacclltto open spaces such as the Shopping Corridor, 
Focal Plaza, and Village Green. Generally, buildings on the southside of these 
open spaces should be sized to allow direct year-round sunlight on south-facing 
structures (see figUre 23). Specifically, building heights on the south side of the 
Shopping Corridor, FOcal Plaza, and Village Oreen. should ,not exceed a 1: 1 ratio 
with the width of such open Spaces (see Figure 24). 

sUnlight Should be 
considered in the 

height and design of 
structures adjacenllo 

major open spaces. 

I ~-r--)('.----

eiJi/cflhg befghts OI'ItJie sOuth side of. 
major~erispaces,Wch a$the 
ShOppifig'CorrictOf', shall not exceixJ 
to 1:1 ratio with the widih of the open 
space • . 
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2. Vertical Articulation: In ordtf 10 prevent long stretches of monotonous fayade, 
buildings with visible facades over 100 feel in length as measured parallel to a 
roadway. parking area, pedestrian connection, or public open space should be 
vertically articulated into sections averaging not more than 50 feet along the fayade 
at regular intervals. Artkulation may be lIcC()mplisbed in several ways, including: 
• Modulation-the stepping back or projection ofa portion of the f~e. 

• Including significant building elements sucb as balconies, porches, canopies, towers, or 
entry areas that visually break up the [aplde. 

• Building focal points that include, for example. distinctive entry feat\IIes. 

• Changing the roofline. 
• Changing materials. 
• Landscaping .. 
• Using other methods accepl3bJe to the City. 

Cancpies 

BuHding articufation: Varied paTSpe~ and recessed entrieI;. 

MAKERS architecture and urbai'l design 
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modulation, roofJine modulation, 
repeating wif)(jow panem!. 
changing building materials and 
dfJtails, and a change in bIIiJding 
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c. Architectural Elements 
Existing Intent:' 

• To cTeaIe an intimately scaled, pedestrianfrieridly, and informal architectural character. 
• To reflect Monroe's vernacular arcbltectural tbatactet (excluding the post-War highway strip 

development). . 
• To enhance the quality of both individual buildings and the North Kelsey Planning Area 

streelScape asa whole. . 

• To encourllS!) use of qua/by building materials with a low life cycle cost. 
• To create design tJIiity.a sense of place. and community identity. 

• To redQte the visibility of WlSightlyservice and utility elemenis. from view while providing 
efficienl service and equipment areas. 

'1. Roofs 
Existing Guidelines: 

I. Roof designs should provide scale-reducing elements within the North Kelsey 
plaJllled development area. It is recommended tbatbuildlngs have a variety of roof 
slopes. details, materials, and configurations. 

2. All flat roofs shalJ be architecturally treated or artic\l.iated with a parapet wall 
combined with ornamental molding, entablature, frieze. cornice, or other 
architectural roofline detail visible from the ground level. Parapets and articulated 
cornice lines should not appear as applied elements. 

3, Roof-mounted mechanical equipment (HV AC)must be screened from view. 

The gao1&d root Oi'ef the building 
entry togeiher with pedestria".. 

scaled elements and a variety of 
bUilding materials provides visual 

interest 10 Ihis largely-square. 
flat-roofed buDding. 

MAKERS architecture .and urban design 
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Pedesbian-scale<f elements· i~ an '-= "''------:--. ...... ....J 
Wldoor ealing area ·and sma! arCilde rnrake . 
the building relate _II to the sidwialk 

2. Building Elements and Details 
Existing Guideline: 

Mu1!ip)a-paned 
windOW$ 

• Changes in buncfng materials 
• add visual intines:t to the structure 

Examples of building detaUs_ 

All building facades_shall incorporate a substantive use of building elements, such as 
those from the list that follows, as approved by the City, to achieve a pedestrian scale_ 
"Substantive" in Ihls case means a significant contribution to the fonn and character of 
the building. Note that Ndecorative" means that the featute exhibits special craftsmanship 
or distinctive designthat'adds visualintcrestandlor unique character. Suggested buiJdmg 
elements include: 
• ArticulatedbuiJding elements tbro~1realJl)ent ofwiodows, doors, entriC$, and comers with 

special trim. molding, or glazing. 
• Pennanentpedestrian weather protection (buiJdingcanopy). 
• Decorative bwlding~crials,such as.tile and metal wort.. 

• Enhanced or articulated building entranCC$ (recessed or covered) •. 
• Pergolas, arcades. pOrches. decks, or bay windows. 
• BalconiC$ in tipper stones. 
• Address numbers legible to the public from tbe street or pathway fronting the propeSly OJ 

building. . 

• Mu]iiple-PMed window fene$ll"aiion (windoWS withseveraJ panes sepnraled by mullions). 
• Windows. An Windows should either have a vertical orientation (e.g.. be longer in the 

ver1ical dimension than in the width) or be square in order to quali.fy as special elements. 
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Supplemental Building ElemMfS and Details Provision 

Sf. All new buildings and individual businesSes on rhe groundjloor shall include'at 
leastJour of the following eleme1lfS on their primary facades subjecllo City 
approval: 
.. [)ecor(11jve pedllJtrian-oriented signoge. This may frIc/ude small signs .under marquees 

01' awnings. small hanging or projecling signs, andiOl' wi1IcIow signage scaied lathe 
pedestrian. 

• AI'JWol"k lncOl"parated into the buildingja~ade or enrry area. 

• Recessed enlry. 
• Decorative dOC/". 
• Pergolas, arcades. porches, decks, or bay windows. 

• Balccnit.l in upper stories. 
-Mu/tiplll*poJted window feneslralion(windows with several PanIS separated by mullions}. 

ThIs inclUde.rtransOm wIndows that allow addilionallight into thelniiJding. 

• Decorarive wetJIhelprolection Jeature(s} - including translucent aWntn$$ .Or marquees. 
• Landscqped treliists orOlher decorative element thm tnCcrporates landsCaping HeaT 1M 

building entry (element mllSt be i1ltegr(11ed ima the bw7r1'mg and rWt a sImple potted 
plant). 

• Dec()rarive lightft:.ctures. 
• Decorative building I1JDteria/.s and/or trim 

work. This could include decorathie stone. 
lile, or 'IJ'CCd-worA; decorative Jcick plates, or 
other methctb thai mut the Went stpte1l1ent 
abO'Vll •. 

• Otlllir building elements and derails as 
opp1't:Tlled Iry /he City .. 

SZ, . . ArChile~e rhat isWenti/ied predominantly by 
ccrpor'tJte identity /e'aturu (e.g.: KFe red rooft, 
McDonald's yellow r()()jri/)s, Rite Aid's diamond 
windows, tIC) is prohibiJed. lJesides diluting the 
lown center ~ identiry wlrh corporate (and 
therefore generic) ldemiliu these bUildings are 
undesirable becpuse they Of'en.or adaptable to 
orner uses when /he corpor(11eji-anchises leave. 

MAKERS architecture and urban design 
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3. Exterior MateriaJs 
Existing Guidelines: 

I. U~ durable and high-quality materia's. Shiny or highly reflective materials aTe not 
allowed Materials should be those of typicnl use in the Northwest, including: 

• Bevel or lap siding. 
• Rock. stone, 4Ild brick material. 
• Architectural shake-.style roofing. 
• Metal roofs with. standing seams. 

2. If sheet materla.Js, such as composite fiber products or metal siding, are used as a 
siding material over more than 25 percent of abuilding's fa~ade, use material with a 
matted finiSh in a muted color as specified in Color guidelines below. Include the 
following elements: 

• ViSibJewindow aDd door trim painted or finished ill a complementary color. 
• Comer ~ ¢ge trim that-covus exposed edges of the siding material 

3. If ~ncretcbloCks(conctete masonry units or "cinder blocks") are used for walls that 
arC v.lsibiifrOm ~public street or park, use one or moce orihe following 
archi.eetunil treiltmems: 

· ~ ' ~:~n6enm:d·bloc:ks with surfaces such 3$ split-faecor groovcid. 
';U~;of'Coibrur:;:rtOrt3r. ' 
.u4:~r~#r.~ types, such 3$ brick, glass block. or tUe.. in conjunction with 

'. CODC;n:te blocks; . 
~~:'~'tr~~:~etliOds approved by the City. 

~~~~Shalil)l:o~ide'the City with samples of the material, proposed detail 
co~io~aiid aliSt:otother project examples in the pUget Sound region that have 
used this applieation. . . . 

4. Do not· usc the following mater.ials in visible locations unless an exeeptionis granted 
by tbeCI6': .. 

• Miijored glass. 
• Cotnlgaled fiberglass. 
• Chain-link fencing (with or wiilioui slats). 

• Synthetic materials with refle~tive surfaces, including galvanized steel and glossy 
vinyl siding. 

• Other treatment methods approved by the City. 

5. Paint aU vents, gutters, downspouts, flashing. and elecbical <:onduits to match the 
cotor oftbeadjaccnt sUlface unless they are being used expressly as a trim or accent 
element. or jf the surface is made of an unpainted material such as brick. 

6. Provide approved address numbers so that they are legible to the public from the 
street fronting the property. 
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Supplemental Exterior Materials Provisions 

Sl. Use of m.e1al siding shall be limited to 25 percent of a strUClUTe 's primary building 
far;ade and 75 percent of olherfacades visible from a public strut, parking area, 
open space, or walkway. . 

S2. Use of stucco or similar surface materials shall be limited .10 2Spercenl. oj a 
structure's primary buildingfofOdeand 50percemof otluff facades v;sibJe from a 
publicstree/, parking area, open space, or walkway. 

SJ. Use of Concrete block shall be limitedfo 25percent of,J sJruclure 's primary 
buildingfor;ade and 75 percent of a/her facades visible from a publfcstreer. parking 
area, open space, or walkway. 

S4. Use of stucco or similar surface maleriais or wo()dor metal sidingwfthfn3 fiet <>f a 
walkway surface, pavement, or bare ground is.prohilJlt'ed;stone;/1ItP,91VY, cement, 
or other durable materials must be used in Ihesevulherab~ Qr~. . 

The loJlowingpJct~$ illustrate desirable 
ways tol.l*:aVariety oImaterial$ 

Wood and stucco With metal trim and larg9 
windows 
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APPENDIX 0 

Revised Conceptual Site Plan 
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