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Agenda 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING NO. 6-2012 
Richland City Hall - 505 Swift Boulevard - Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, July 25, 2012 

7:00 p.m. 

 
 
COMMISSION 
MEMBERS:   

Marianne Boring, Chair; James Utz, Vice-Chair; Debbie Berkowitz; Clifford Clark; 
Stanley Jones; Carol Moser; Kent Madsen and James Wise 
 

LIAISONS: 
 

Rick Simon, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Jeff Rolph, Senior Planner 
Phil Lemley, City Council 

 
Regular Meeting, 7:00 p.m. 
 
Welcome and Roll Call 
 
Approval of the Agenda 
 
Approval of June 27, 2012 Meeting Minutes 
 
Public Hearing Explanation 
 

New Business – Public Hearings 

1. TMT CONSTRUCTION (Z2012-101)* 

Request: ZONE CHANGE FROM SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 10,000 (R1-10) AND SINGLE 
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 12,000 (R1-12) TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
AND APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY PUD PLAN TO ALLOW FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF A 44-UNIT CONDOMINIUM COMPLEX (MEADOW HILS III PUD). 

Location:  ALONG MEADOW HILLS DRIVE, ADJACENT TO AND WEST OF THE PLAT OF 
MEADOW HILLS PHASE TWO AND EAST OF THE PLATS OF CRESTED HILLS NO. 
3 AND CRESTED HILLS NO. 10. 

 

 

2. CITY OF RICHLAND (Z2012-102) 

Request:  CONSIDERATION OF APPROPRIATE ZONING DISTRICT(S) FOR A 137 ACRE 
PROPOSED ANNEXATION. 

Location: SOUTH OF REATA ROAD, WEST OF LESLIE ROAD, NORTH OF I-82 AND EAST OF 
THE KENNEWICK IRRIGATION DISTRICT. 

 
 
 
3. CITY OF RICHLAND (M2012-107) 
Request:  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 19 – DEVELOPMENT REGULATION ADMINISTRATION 
Location:  CITYWIDE 
 

*Quasi-Judicial Hearing Items 

 



Planning Commission Workshop Meeting, Wednesday, August 8, 2012 

Planning Commission Regular Meeting – Wednesday, August 22, 2012 
THIS MEETING IS BROADCAST LIVE ON CITYVIEW CHANNEL 13 AND ON WWW.CI.RICHLAND.WA.US/CITYVIEW 

Richland City Hall is ADA Accessible with Access and Special Parking Available at the Entrance Facing George Washington Way. Requests 

 For Sign Interpreters, Audio Equipment, or Other Special Services Must be Received 48 Hours Prior to the Meeting Time by Calling the  
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Other New Business 

1. CITY OF RICHLAND (M2012-108) 
Request:   SURPLUS OF 11,747 SQUARE FEET OF CITY PARK PROPERTY IN ORDER TO 

EXCHANGE FOR 9,190 SQUARE FEET OF ADJACENT PRIVATE PROPERTY. 
Location:  TRAILHEAD PARK 

      

Communications 

Commission/Staff/Liaison Comments 

Adjournment 
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MINUTES 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING No. 05-2012 
Richland City Hall – 550 Swift Boulevard – Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, June 27, 2012 
7:00 p.m. 

 
 
  

 

Call to Order: 
 

Chairman Boring called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

Attendance: 
 

Present:  Chairman Boring, Commission Members Berkowitz, Clark, Jones, Madsen, 
Moser, Utz and Wise.  Also present were Planning Manager Rick Simon, Senior 
Planner Jeff Rolph and Recorder Pam Bykonen.  
 

Approval of Agenda: 
 
Chairman Boring presented the June 27, 2012 meeting agenda for approval.  She 
noted that a correction was needed in the agenda to place the approval of the agenda 
before the approval of the minutes. 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Jones and seconded by Commissioner 
Clark to approve the agenda as amended. 
 
The motion carried, 8-0. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
Chairman Boring presented the meeting minutes of the May 23, 2012 regular meeting 
for approval.  Commissioner Berkowitz asked that her comments regarding her 
concerns of the proposed Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) be added as part 
of the record. 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Moser and seconded by Commissioner 
Jones to approve the meeting minutes of the May 23, 2012 regular meeting as 
amended. 
 
The motion carried, 8-0. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

Public Hearing Explanation:  Pam Bykonen explained the public hearing notice and 
appeal process and asked Commissioners to identify any conflicts of interest, ex-parte 
contact or any other appearance of fairness issues.  No issues were identified. 
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Old Business: 
 

1.  URM STORES, INC (M2012-100) 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Moser and seconded by Commissioner 
Jones to take Agenda Item 1, URM Stores, Inc., from the table. 
 
The motion carried, 8-0. 
 
The item returning to the Commission was an approval for a commercial site plan 
approval for the development of a neighborhood shopping center.  Jeff Rolph, Senior 
Planner summarized the Commission’s reasons for tabling the agenda item in February 
and reviewed the applicant’s efforts in addressing the landscaping and wetlands issues 
that arose at the previous hearing; the Parks Department and the Department of 
Ecology have worked with the applicant to resolve those issues.  Other items addressed 
in the Staff Report were: 

 Conforming to Central Business District (CBD) design guidelines; 
 SEPA related environmental concerns; 
 Additional public notice; 
 Relocation of a City drain line; 
 Screening roof-top mechanical equipment; 
 Maximum parking lot size; and 
 Proposed off-site signage. 

 
Based on the Findings and Conclusion, staff recommended approval of the commercial 
site plan subject to the conditions that set forth in the Technical Advisory Report dated 
June 20, 2012. 
 

Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 7:21 PM and invited the applicant to 
make a presentation. 
 

Mike Winger [URM] (7511 N Freya, Spokane, WA):  [Mr. Winger swore to tell the truth.] 
“My title is Vice-President of Store Development. We work with Yoke’s and roughly 120-
some different retailers in four states. With Yoke’s, we’ve had three different 
developments in your community: one in Kennewick, one in Pasco and one in West 
Richland. I’m just here to speak a little bit for Yoke’s; we also have another 
representative that’s an employee – store manager at the Kennewick location. They’re 
very much looking forward to having a fourth location in Richland and our expectation is, 
and I’m sure yours, is when we develop a store, the grocer very much becomes a part 
of the community and we found that with the other three Yoke’s developments. They are 
excellent corporate citizens. We have developed in many different communities and I 
think they really have gone the extra mile trying to get this site plan to a point where 
you’d be comfortable. The big issue that’s spent a lot of time with is the Department of 
Ecology. The presentation Jeff [Rolph] gave, I think, hit the nail on the head – we’re 
doing everything that they’ve asked us to do and rightfully so. We’ve had to do away 
with the pedestrian link from the pathway right in front of the store, but that was because 
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of the Ecology department’s request. I believe that every other item we’ve complied with 
and the landscaping portion of this is critical from what I understand the prior meeting. 
This is probably as extensive and robust of a plan that we’ve ever seen, so I’m hoping 
that it meets your expectation. I can tell you, Yoke’s is in a position, if we can advance 
this, that they’re very excited, as I say, to have this opportunity to develop in your 
community. I don’t have a lot else to say other than hopefully we’ve addressed your 
concerns.” 
 
Chairman Boring asked if there were any other comments.  Seeing none, she closed 
the public hearing at 7:23 PM. 
 

Commission Discussion: 
Commissioner Jones asked who would be responsible for the maintenance of the 
swale.  The developer, Glen Engelhard (330 Greenbrook Place, Richland) came 
forward and testified under oath that the business owners in the proposed development 
would be responsible for maintaining the swale. He gave examples of other 
developments he had part in that have successfully maintained their landscaping 
requirements. 
  
Commissioner Wise expressed his concern for the depth of the parking lot, which he 
felt could create pedestrian and store employee safety hazards.  
 
Commissioner Moser thanked the developer for addressing the issues that arose at 
the public hearing in February.  She asked about the lack of access between the 
development’s parking lot and that of Badger Mountain Park and wondered if staff had 
reviewed that option. Mr. Winger explained that there was concern for vehicles using 
the access between Badger Mountain Park and the shopping center parking lot to avoid 
the signaled intersection which would create unnecessary congestion and traffic 
hazards.  He also explained how store statistics, pedestrian access and Department of 
Ecology landscaping requirements influenced the proposed size and depth of the 
parking lot.  Gary Hall (Hall Engineering, Kennewick) gave more detail regarding the 
proposed extension of Engelwood Drive and pedestrian access to the Yoke’s site. 
 
Steve Beckman (8180 W. 4th, Kennewick), store manager for the Kennewick Yoke’s, 
responded under oath to questions regarding employee safety.  Mr. Beckman noted that 
in his many years as a store manager he had never had an employee assaulted.  He 
explained his policy of escorting employees to their vehicles and ensuring that 
employees who work before and after regular store hours are encouraged to park close 
to the building.  Mr. Beckman added that other grocery stores in the area had parking 
lots that are of similar size or larger. 
 
Commissioner Utz asked about item 2 of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
Report dated June 20, 2012, specifically the terms of deferral of the landscaping 
requirements for the perimeter of Badger Mountain Park.  Mr. Engelhard described in 
more detail the proposed landscaping schedule as retailers construct their buildings on 
the site.  He assured the Commission that trees along the perimeter of the site would be 
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installed at the onset of development.  It was noted by the Commission and staff that an 
amendment to TAC item 2 was needed to ensure the perimeter landscaping could not 
be deferred to a later time. 
 
Commissioner Utz expressed concern that development would not progress as quickly 
as planned and areas of the site that are planned to be landscaped would revert to 
native scrub brush.  He asked for a deadline for development completion to avoid an 
unattractive development site.  Mr. Engelhard explained that progress on the site would 
move forward and can have restrictions placed upon it once the site has been 
subdivided and each parcel given a separate tax parcel number and legal description.  
Mr. Rolph concurred with Mr. Engelhard’s explanation of the timing of the landscaping 
in relation to development.  He added that placing an arbitrary deadline for landscaping 
would not ensure the economy had improved by the time the deadline arrived.  Mr. 
Rolph assured the Commission that as plans come forward for additional buildings to be 
added to the site, they would be required to adhere to the guidelines approved for the 
site at this meeting.  
 

Commissioner Berkowitz thanked Commissioner Utz for his comments and the 
Department of Ecology for their work on developing the buffer requirements.  She asked 
for clarification on the location of the wetlands as the Findings of Facts (item 5) included 
a statement that wetlands were not located on the proposed development site; staff 
confirmed that statement.  Commissioner Berkowitz expressed concern regarding how 
landscape requirements, especially in areas of wetlands, would be enforced.  Mr. Rolph 
said that the Department of Ecology has the right to enforce the landscaping 
requirements.  Rick Simon, Planning Manager added that provisions in the lease 
between the City and the developer, as well as current development regulations, 
provide the tools needed to enforce the landscaping requirements. 
 
Chairman Boring thanked the applicant for working to address the Commission’s 
concerns with the original site plan.  She noted that the proposed parking lot was similar 
in size, if not smaller, than the Winco retail center. 
 
Commissioner Clark also thanked the applicant for the improvements made to the site 
plan. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Utz and seconded by Commissioner 
Berkowitz to amend the second sentence of item 2 of the Technical Advisory 
Committee Report dated June 20, 2012 to read: “The remaining interior and 
perimeter landscaping with the exception of the required buffer tree plantings 
within Badger Mountain Park as shown on the approved site plan may be 
deferred until development of the adjoining building pad sites and associated 
parking.” 
 
Discussion:  None. 
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Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Clark and seconded by Commissioner Utz 
that the Planning Commission concurred with the Findings and Conclusions set 
forth in the Staff Report (M2012-100A) and the supplemental findings and 
conclusions in support of SEPA Determination EA 13-12 and approve the 
commercial site plan for the proposed neighborhood shopping center subject to 
the conditions of approval listed in the Technical Advisory Committee Report 
dated June 20, 2012, as amended. 
 

Discussion:  None. 
 

Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 

New Business: 
 

2.  GRAMOR DEVELOPMENT WASHINGTON, LLC (M2012-102) 
 

The agenda item before the Commission was an approval for a building height increase 
from 35 feet to 55 feet within the Waterfront (WF) Zoning District.  The project is located 
at 355 Bradley Boulevard and consists of a four-story La Quinta hotel with a tower 
feature.  Mr. Rolph explained to the Commission that the zoning code allows for an 
increase in height of up to 55 feet in the WF provided certain criteria are met.  He 
reviewed the proposed building plan, noting that the site currently is heavily treed which 
essentially blocks any view of the river to property owners further inland.  Additionally, 
other structures in the area exceed the 35-foot height restriction. 
 
Based on the Findings and Conclusion, staff recommended approval of an increase of 
building height to a maximum of 55 feet with a tower feature not to exceed 68.75 feet for 
the proposed hotel in the WF zone. 
 

Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 8:12 PM and invited the applicant to 
make a presentation. 
 

Dale Sweeney (143rd Place, Bellevue, WA):  “I don’t have a lot to add to that except to 
point out, too, that George Washington Boulevard [sic], there’s a pretty good drop of 
grade there that will kind of be in back of the hotel.  It’s probably about – I don’t know 
exactly, but maybe about 10 to 12 feet of drop there, so already it’s kind of in a 
depression off of George Washington Boulevard.  As mentioned, there are buildings 
across the street from the development that are similar in height already; they’re 



______________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Commission Meeting No. 05-2012                                        Page 6                                                          June 27, 2012 

 
 

actually closer to the waterfront.  The tower height just gives us a little bit more regal 
appearance as opposed to three-stories and allows a little more – a smaller footprint for 
some additional landscaping.  We’ll likely put some sort of landscape feature [indicating 
on site plan] here.  The smaller footprint just allows more area for landscape features; 
we just felt that it would be consistent with what else was in the area and not blocking 
any views.” 
 

Chairman Boring asked if there were any other comments.  Seeing none, she closed 
the public hearing at 8:14 PM. 
 

Commission Discussion: 
Commissioner Utz asked staff for height information on a building across Bradley 
Boulevard from the proposed project as it did not show on the aerial photograph 
included in the information packet.  Mr. Rolph said it was a single-story building. 
 

Commissioner Moser thanked the developer for the design of the building and his 
efforts to maintain the view corridor.  She added that the proposed height increase of 
the building would make it similar in height to other buildings in the area. 
 

Commissioner Wise concurred with Commissioner Moser’s comments regarding the 
building design and view corridor.  He added that he had visited the building site and 
calculated the view blockage and felt the blocking of views that would occur were 
acceptable.  Commissioner Wise commented that future consideration should be given 
to potential blocking of solar panels if neighboring buildings were to install solar energy 
collection systems. 
 
Commissioner Madsen also agreed with Commissioner Moser’s comments and noted 
he was in favor of the proposal. 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Moser and seconded by Commissioner 
Madsen to concur with the Findings and Conclusions set forth in the Staff Report 
M2012-102 and approve the request for an increase in main building height up to 
a maximum of 55 feet and a tower feature height not to exceed 68.75 feet and to 
approve the development as proposed. 
 
Discussion:  None. 
 
Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
3. FAIRCHILD CINEMAS (M2012-103) 
 

The item before to the Commission was an approval for a commercial site plan for the 
development of a multi-plex theater and two future retail/office buildings.  The proposed 
project is located north of I-182 and south of Duportail Street behind Gold’s Gym, Wal-
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Mart and Home Depot.  Mr. Rolph reviewed the commercial site plan noting the 
proposed project was located in the C-2 (Retail Business) zone and covers 
approximately 11 acres.  The proposed development would have sidewalks and parking 
lot access that ties into the existing retail developments north of the project site. 
 
Based on the Findings and Conclusion, staff recommended approval of the application. 
 

Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 8:26 PM and invited the applicant to 
make a presentation. 
 

Jeff Fairchild (5020 Convention Drive, Pasco, WA):  “One of the site plans you didn’t 
mention was the continuation of - the driveway in front of the theater will continue on out 
to Keene Road, just past the new overpasses they’re putting in.  There’s a ‘right in’ and 
a ‘right out’, so that will also connect to there.  The orientation of the building – we tried 
to be – we faced it toward the freeway and the homes with the idea of, hopefully they’d 
rather look at that than the back of Home Depot.  The tallest part of our building was 
facing that way [indicating north on the site plan], sloping to the back towards Home 
Depot to help screen any visual because some of the homes are up higher, looking 
down towards our site, so that would help screen any evidence of our rooftop activity up 
there – HVAC and so forth.” 
 

Chairman Boring asked if there were any other comments.  Seeing none, she closed 
the public hearing at 8:27 PM. 
 

Commission Discussion: 
Commissioner Clark commented that the proposed project was an excellent use of the 
land in that area and appreciated the developer’s efforts to screen parts of the building 
from the freeway and nearby homes. 
  
Commissioner Wise agreed with Commissioner’s Clark’s comments.  Referring to the 
SEPA, he asked for additional information on how the number of vehicle trips per day 
had been calculated.  Mr. Fairchild explained that the number was based on an 
average of the total number of admissions from the Fairchild multi-plex in Pasco divided 
by 2.5 persons per car. 
 
Commissioner Wise commented that the Pasco theater location received a higher-
than-average number of police call outs.  Mr. Fairchild explained that the Pasco theater 
was immediately adjacent to large neighborhoods with teens, as well as it being 
centrally located with other businesses that share common driveways.  
 
Commissioner Wise expressed concern for the possibility of vehicle emissions and 
other pollutants entering through the building’s air intake system.  Mr. Fairchild 
explained that the air intake vents were located on the roof of the building which is 25 
feet above ground level. 
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Commissioner Moser thanked the developer for his choice of location for the theater 
and hoped the new development would encourage restaurants such as Froyo and 
Bruschi’s to locate there as well. 
 
Commissioner Madsen agreed with Commissioner Moser’s comments and thanked 
the developer for his confidence in Richland. 
 
Commissioner Jones asked staff if the Police Department had reviewed the site plan.  
He expressed concern that the close proximity of three large parking lots would 
encourage gatherings that might lead to criminal activity.  Mr. Rolph said that site plans 
are not typically reviewed by the police.  Commissioner Jones suggested police 
review on future site plan applications. 
 
Commissioner Utz asked staff if the right turn from Keene Road would be used to 
bypass Duportail Street and create an unintentional road.  Jeff Peters, City Engineer, 
said it is a possibility but shouldn’t impact traffic congestion on Keene Road at that 
intersection.  Mr. Fairchild added that as part of his sales agreement with the property 
owner, Kennewick Irrigation District (KID), he was required to extend a 30-foot wide 
road from the site location to Keene Road for truck delivery access.  Speed bumps 
would be installed by Mr. Fairchild if he felt it was necessary.  Mr. Peters noted that the 
road is on private property and the City could not require the property owner to make 
additional improvements. 
 
Commissioner Clark asked if the road would extend behind the building between the 
theater and Home Depot.  Mr. Fairchild explained that, although KID had requested a 
30-foot wide road, the location of a power vault prevented such a road.  Delivery access 
will be added with landscaping and curbing to prevent driving over the vault. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz agreed that the location of the proposed theater was a good 
choice. 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Madsen and seconded by Commissioner 
Moser to concur with the Findings and Conclusions set forth in Staff Report 
M2012-103, and approve the commercial site plan for the proposed multi-plex 
theater and two future office/retail buildings, subject to the conditions of approval 
listed in the Technical Advisory Committee report dated June 21, 2012. 
 
Discussion: 
Commissioner Jones requested the site plan be reviewed by the Police Department 
and asked for an amendment to the motion to reflect that request. 
 
Commissioner Moser asked staff if police review of a commercial site plan was typical.  
Mr. Simon said police review of commercial site plans has not been typical but felt it 
was a positive requirement.  He explained that there had not been sufficient police staff 
available in the past to review site plans but an officer is now available.  Commissioner 
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Moser noted that a review of this sort would need to occur in a timely manner so as not 
to delay the developer’s application process; Commissioner Wise agreed. 
 
Commissioner Utz suggested asking the Police if they felt a review was needed 
instead of requiring a review [emphasis added], neither of which would require a return 
to the Planning Commission for further approval; Commissioners Clark and Madsen 
agreed with Commissioner Utz, adding that this was an item that staff should determine 
if further review by Police was needed. 
 
Commissioner Jones declined amending the motion 
 
Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
4. CITY OF RICHLAND (M2012-105) 
 

The item before the Commission was amendment to RMC Title 12 and Title 24 
pertaining to citywide street and sidewalk design standards.  Mr. Simon reviewed the 
current code which requires sidewalk development for new development but has no 
provisions for bringing sidewalks up to current standards when improvements are made 
in areas that have previously been developed.  The proposed code amendments are 
intended to address those circumstances and set a financial threshold to trigger 
required sidewalk improvements.  Mr. Simon noted two corrections to the staff report 
regarding RCM 12.02.080 and RMC 24.16.100; he distributed copies of the corrections 
to those present. 
 
Based on the Findings and Conclusion, staff recommended approval of the proposed 
amendments. 
 

Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 8:54 PM and invited the public to 
provide comments on the proposed amendments.  Seeing none, she closed the public 
hearing at 8:54 PM. 
 

Commission Discussion: 
Commissioner Clark asked staff why, if the City desired sidewalk improvements within 
business districts, a lower figure was not used when determining the financial threshold 
for improvement requirements.  Mr. Simon explained that staff’s intent was to find a 
balance between funding infrastructure and supporting local businesses. 
 
Commissioner Moser and Chairman Boring asked for clarification on RMC12.10.020 
(b), specifically what determines the valuation of the building or property.  Mr. Peters 
said that it generally refers to the value of the property plus any improvements.  Mr. 
Simon explained that the term “valuation” pertains to the fair market value of the 
proposed improvement and is a common tool used in issuing building permits.  He 
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agreed that additional language was needed because the section also refers to a 
percentage of the property value. 
 
Commissioner Clark expressed concern for the possibility that business owners would 
only make small improvements and not reach the financial threshold for requiring 
sidewalk improvement.  Mr. Peters reminded the Commission that the proposed 
amendments could be changed at the Commission’s descretion.  Commissioner Clark 
thought that perhaps the City should pay for the improvements through a different 
funding source.  Mr. Simon stated that the City relies on new development to fund 
sidewalk improvements and suggested revisiting the threshold amount if the 
Commission felt it was too high. 
 
Commissioner Utz questioned how the threshold amounts had been determined. 
 
Regarding residential remodel requirements, Commissioner Jones was concerned 
that the accumulation of contracts, costs and other details might deter property owners 
from making improvements to their property in order to avoid the sidewalk improvement 
requirement. 
 
Commissioner Moser disagreed with Commissioner Jones’ comments stating that 
property owners are not being forced by the City to make substantial improvements to 
their homes and, as property owners, they have a responsibility to maintain the right-of-
way adjacent to their property.  She reminded the Commission that this was an item at a 
recent workshop and much thought and consideration had been put into determining the 
financial threshold that would trigger required sidewalk improvements. 
 
Mr. Simon provided new language for RMC 12.10.020 (b):  “The total alterations or 
repairs to a commercial property are less than 50% of the assessed valuation as 
determined by the Benton County Assessor or $100,000.00, whichever is less; . . .”  Mr. 
Simon explained that the code amendment was primarily meant for areas such as the 
Central Business District (CBD) where sidewalk standards had been upgraded and now 
require wider sidewalks; the sidewalk requirements for residential areas have not 
changed for many years and would only apply to residences that do not have sidewalks 
currently.  Additionally, the Public Works director has the ability to waive the sidewalk 
requirement. 
 
Commissioner Madsen remarked that more attention should be given to Local 
Improvement Districts (LIDs) in order to improve sidewalk conditions citywide. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Moser and seconded by Commissioner 
Madsen to concur with the Findings and Conclusions set forth in Staff Report 
M2012-105, and recommend to the City Council adoption of the proposed 
amendments to Sections 12.02.080, with corrections, 12.10.010, 12.10.020 with the 
change of language in subsection (b) from “valuation” to “assessed value as 
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determined by the Benton County Assessor”, 24.08.210, 24.08.230, 24.16.070, and 
24.16.100, with corrections, of the Richland Municipal Code. 
 
Discussion:  None. 
 
Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
5. CITY OF RICHLAND (M2012-106) 
 

The final item before the Commission was recommendation of approval of the updated 
Tri-Cities Enhancement Council (TREC) Rivershore Master Plan.  Mr. Simon presented 
the staff report and reminded the Commission that this item had been on the agenda for 
the joint public hearing with the Richland Parks Commission on June 14, 2012.  He 
added that it is a regional plan and should be viewed as a starting point for more 
detailed planning along shorelines. 
 
Based on the Findings and Conclusion, staff recommended the general adoption of the 
TREC Rivershore Master Plan to be implemented in Richland’s planning process as 
much as is practicable. 
 

Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 9:24 PM and invited the public to 
provide comments on the proposed amendments.  Seeing none, she closed the public 
hearing at 9:24 PM. 
 

Commission Discussion: 
Commissioner Utz asked if some of the way-finding standards in TREC plan would 
become part of Richland’s Shoreline Master Plan.  Mr. Simon said it was possible that 
information found in the TREC document could be used in a variety of Richland plans 
such as the Parks Master Plan or the Comprehensive Plan as well as the Shoreline 
Master Program. 
 

Commissioner Berkowitz noted that major parts of the proposed plan involved 
Kennewick and Pasco but not Richland.  She questioned how the plan could be 
adopted as a whole if parts of it are relevant to areas other than Richland.  Mr. Simon 
explained that the recommendation to council could contain language that supports only 
the parts of the TREC plan that pertains to Richland. 
 
Noting that many of the guidelines in the TREC plan were vague and not clearly 
defined, Commissioner Berkowitz asked for clarification regarding the term “adoption”.  
Mr. Simon acknowledged that the TREC plan is not a regulatory document and 
“adoption” means that staff would take the document into consideration when 
developing plans involving shoreline areas. 
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Commissioner Clark suggested rewording the motion to “recommend to the City 
Council that they accept and consider the updated Rivershore Master Plan, as it 
pertains to the City of Richland, in developing specific objectives through the Strategic 
Plan and Comprehensive Plan.” 
 
Commissioner Moser expressed concern that Richland’s approval of a regional plan 
could be skewed to improve another jurisdiction’s opportunity to receive state and 
federal funding.  She noted the plan did not take into consideration cities other than 
Richland, Kennewick and Pasco, and any areas along the Yakima River and therefore 
did not reflect a true master plan of the region’s rivershores.  Commissioner Moser felt 
the Commission should approve of the guidelines of the plan, but not the plan as a 
whole. 
 
Commissioner Madsen commented that the plan should be renamed the Columbia 
Rivershore Master Plan as it only contains information on the Columbia River. 
 
Commissioner Jones voiced his concern about Richland possibly being viewed by 
other jurisdictions as not wholly supporting a document that it participated in drafting.  
Staff commented that City of Pasco’s resolution to approve the TREC plan only 
supported guidelines that pertained to Pasco and was not an approval of the plan in its 
entirety.  Commissioner Jones suggested tabling the item to allow the Commission 
time to identify plan guidelines that are appropriate for Richland. 
 
Mr. Simon offered revised language for the Commission’s recommendation:  “To 
accept and consider the concepts and recommendations embodied within the Tri-Cities 
Rivershore Master Plan as it pertains to the Columbia River shorelines located within 
the City of Richland.  The Plan should be used as guidance as the City works to further 
update and define its Strategic Plans and its Shoreline Master Program.”  The revised 
language was agreeable to members of the Commission and would not affect 
recommendations from other advisory bodies. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Clark and seconded by Commissioner Utz 
to accept and consider the concepts and recommendations embodied within the 
Tri-Cities Rivershore Master Plan as it pertains to the Columbia River shorelines 
located within the City of Richland.  The Plan should be used as guidance as the 
City works to further update and define its Strategic Plans and its Shoreline 
Master Program. 
 

Discussion:  None. 
 
Called for a vote:  Commissioner Berkowitz: Yes; Commissioner Clark: Yes; 
Commissioner Jones: Yes; Commissioner Madsen: Yes; Commissioner Moser: 
Yes; Commissioner Utz: Yes; Commissioner Wise: Yes; Chairman Boring: Yes. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
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Communications:   
 

Commissioner Jones 
 Restated his desire to include police review on commercial site plans. 

 

Commissioner Berkowitz 
 Suggested including maximum parking lot size outside of the Central Business 

District and sign ordinances to the 2013 work plan. 
 

Commissioner Wise 
 Agreed with comments made by Commissioners Jones and Berkowitz. 

 
Commissioner Moser 

 Thanked staff for information provided at tonight’s meeting. 
 

Commissioner Clark 
 Appreciated additional training the Commission had received and comments 

provided by other commissioners. 
 

Commissioner Utz 
 Also appreciated training received by the Commission. 
 Noted that a mission statement was not included in the Planning Commissioner’s 

handbook and could not be located on the web site. 
 

Chairman Boring 
 Thanked all who participated at tonight’s meeting. 

 
 

ADJOURNMENT: 
 
The June 27, 2012, Richland Planning Commission Regular Meeting 05-2012 was 
adjourned at 9:49 PM. The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission will be 
held on July 25, 2012. 
 

PREPARED BY:  Pam Bykonen, Secretary, Planning & Development 
 
 
 

REVIEWED BY:  __________________________________________ 
    Rick Simon, Secretary 
    Richland Planning Commission 





























































































































































































































































































STAFF REPORT 
 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION      PREPARED BY: RICK SIMON 
FILE NO.: Z2012-102                               MEETING DATE: JULY 25, 2012 
 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

APPLICANT:   CITY OF RICHLAND (Z2012-102) 
 

REQUEST: ADOPTION OF ZONING CLASSIFICATION(S) FOR 
PROPERTY PROPOSED FOR ANNEXATION INTO THE 
CITY OF RICHLAND. 

LOCATION: LANDS LOCATED SOUTH OF REATA ROAD, WEST OF 
LESLIE ROAD, NORTH OF I-82 AND EAST OF THE 
KENNEWICK IRRIGATION DISTRICT CANAL. 

 
 
REASON FOR REQUEST: 
 
The City is currently considering the annexation of properties along Reata Road. 
City Council has recently authorized the annexation process to begin on this 
proposed 137 acre annexation. The City needs to determine which city zoning 
designations should be applied to this property. 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS   
Staff has completed its review of the request for zoning assignment (Z2012-102) 
and submits that: 
 
1. The site is within the City of Richland’s Urban Growth Area boundary as 

those boundaries were established with the adoption of the Benton County 
Comprehensive Plan in 1998; 

 
2. The City’s comprehensive plan designates portions of area as suitable for 

commercial land uses and other portions as suitable for residential land 
uses; 

 
3. Existing land uses within the proposed annexation area include a variety 

of land uses ranging from a landscape business, mini-storage facilities, 
RV storage facilities a topsoil business, and a church; however; the 
majority of property is currently undeveloped;  
 

4. Lands to the north and to the west of the subject parcels are located 
outside of the City’s urban growth area and are developed with low density 
single family residential uses. I-82 forms the southern boundary of the 



proposed annexation area and railroad right-of-way forms the eastern 
boundary of the proposed annexation area; 
 

5. Application of C-3 General Business zoning is appropriate for the eastern 
½ of the site as it is the zoning district that would accommodate the 
existing commercial uses (landscape business and mini-storage facilities) 
that are present there; 
 

6. Application of R-1-10 Single Family Residential zoning is appropriate for 
the western half of the site as it is in keeping with the comprehensive plan 
designation of low density residential. This zoning does provide for 
churches but not RV storage facilities. That facility would be considered a 
non-conforming use. 
 

7. Application of C-1 Neighborhood Retail zoning is the most appropriate 
designation for the property located north of Reata Road, as that site 
abuts an existing single family neighborhood. Uses permitted within the C-
1district are intended to be compatible with residential neighborhoods, 
limiting retail uses to smaller buildings, with greater setbacks and less 
intensive commercial uses, when compared to other commercial zoning 
districts.  

 
8. Based on the above findings and conclusions, assignment of C-3 General 

Business, C-1 Neighborhood Retail and R-1-10 Single Family Residential 
zoning for the proposed annexation area would be in the best interest of 
the community of Richland. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission concur with the findings and 
conclusions set forth in Staff Report (Z2012-102) and recommend to the City 
Council assignment of C-3 General Business, C-1 Neighborhood Retail and R-1-
10 Single Family Residential zoning. Further, there is a comprehensive plan 
amendment application that is pending on a parcel within the proposed 
annexation area, which may result in changes to this zoning plan. Until the 
completion of the 2012 comprehensive plan amendment cycle, the 
recommended zoning for this annexation area should be viewed as an interim 
plan.   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A. Supplemental Information 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Table 1 – Summary of Reata Road Annexation Area Uses 
D. Chapter 23.18 of the Richland Municipal Code – Residential Zones 
E. Chapter 23.22 of the Richland Municipal Code – Commercial Zones 
F. Land Use Plan Map 
G. Recommended Zoning Map 



 
 
 

   ATTACHMENT A 
         (Z2012-102) 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The City is evaluating a proposal to annex approximately 137 acres of land 
located along the southern boundary of the City. The area is bounded by Reata 
Road on the north, the Kennewick Irrigation District Canal on the west, I-82 on 
the south and Leslie Road on the east. 
 
The City Council passed a resolution on June 19th authorizing the annexation 
proceedings to begin. The next steps include filing an application with the Benton 
County Boundary Review Board and for the Commission to consider what zoning 
designation(s) would be appropriate if the property were to be annexed. 
Following those steps, a formal annexation petition would be circulated and if 
property owners representing at least 60% of the assessed valuation of the 
proposed annexation area sign the petition, a public hearing would be scheduled 
before the City Council and they could take action to formally annex the property 
into the City. 
 
 
SITE DATA 
 
Size: Approximately 137 acres. 
 
Ownership:  There are a total of 18 parcels that comprise the potential 
annexation area with 10 separate owners.  
 
Current Use:  The majority of the site consists of undeveloped land. There are 
however, a number of uses including an RV storage facility, a mini-storage 
facility, a church, a landscape business and a business selling topsoil.  
 
Comprehensive Plan: The site is within the City of Richland’s adopted Urban 
Growth Area (UGA) boundary. The eastern half of the site has been designated 
as suitable for commercial land uses and the western half for low density 
residential land uses by the City’s comprehensive plan.  
 
Existing County Zoning:  The east half of the area is zoned General 
Commercial and the west half is zoned Urban Growth Area Residential under the 
Benton County zoning code. 
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SURROUNDING LAND USES 
 

North:  Properties have been developed with large lot single family residences.   

South: Property immediately south of the site is developed with I-82.  

East:    A railroad right-of-way is located immediately to the east. 

West:  Lands to the west of the Kennewick Irrigation District Canal are developed 
with large lot single family residences. 

 
 
PROPOSED ZONING 
  
There are a number of commercial zoning designations that could be applied to 
the property that would implement the commercial comprehensive plan 
designation. A copy of the commercial zoning codes are attached which provide 
a comparison of the City’s various commercial zones. For the residential portions 
of the site, the City’s R-1-10 and R-1-12 zones would both conform to the Low 
Density Residential land use designation contained in the comprehensive plan. A 
copy of the residential zoning codes are also attached.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The existing commercial businesses (the mini-storage facility and the landscape 
business) would require C-3 zoning. The C-3 zone is intended to provide for retail 
business that may have incidental shop work, storage, warehousing, light 
manufacturing and/or extensive outdoor storage or display. The character of the 
area, with its visibility from I-82 and its relative separation from the homes on the 
north side of Reata Road make the C-3 zone a logical choice.  
 
For the property located north of Reata Road, C-3 zoning would not be 
appropriate given the site’s proximity to a residential neighborhood. On this site, 
a C-1 zone would be more appropriate as it is intended primarily to provide for 
retail products and services for convenience of nearby neighborhoods with 
minimal impacts to surrounding residences.  
 
The western half of the site with a low density residential land use designation 
under the comprehensive plan would require residential zoning. The R-1-10 zone 
is the zoning that is in place over the great majority of the single family residential 
neighborhoods in South Richland. It provides marginally greater density than the 
R-1-12 zone that would also be consistent with the comprehensive plan. Both 
residential zones permit churches. However, RV storage facilities are not 
permitted within residential zoning, so the existing business would be considered 
a nonconforming use. Upon annexation, the use could continue to operate but 
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could not be expanded, unless the comprehensive plan and zoning were 
amended.     
 
SUMMARY 
 
Application of the C-3 General Business, C-1 Neighborhood Retail and R-1-10 
zoning represents the most appropriate zoning designations for the proposed 
annexation area, given the existing uses and comprehensive plan designations in 
place on the site. 
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SUMMARY OF REATA ROAD ANNEXATION AREA PROPERTIES 

	 Address	 Owner Existing	Use Acres Comprehensive	
Plan	

Designation	

Proposed	
Zoning	

Existing	Use	
Permitted	in	
Proposed	Zone	

1	 317 Reata Road  Kennewick Irrigation 
District 

Vacant  0.28 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

2	 305 Reata Road  Richard & Carol 
Rogers 

Vacant  1.38 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

3	 311 Reata Road  Richard & Carol 
Rogers 

Vacant   3.21 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

4	 277 Reata Road  Steve Westermeyer, 
Russell & Tina Gregory 

Steve’s Reata RV 
Storage Facility 

14.99 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  No  
Nonconforming Use 

5	
	

283 Reata Road  End‐Ira Inc.  St. John’s 
Orthodox Church 

9.23 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  Yes 

6	 253 Reata Road  DJG Land, LLC  Vacant  5.00 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

7	 265 Reata Road  Steve Westermeyer, 
Russell & Tina Gregory 

Vacant  5.00 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

8	 241 Reata Road  Thom Fields Ministries  Vacant  10.00 Low Density 
Residential 

R‐1‐10  NA 

9	 Reata Road  Steven & Susan 
McDonald 

Topsoil Sales  20.13 Low Density 
Residential* 

R‐1‐10  No 
Nonconforming Use 

10	 225 Reata Road  Del Ray Development 
Co. 

Badger Mt. Mini 
Storage Facility 

21.27 Commercial  C‐3  Yes 

11	 151 Reata Road  Darrell & Shirley 
McLaughlin 

Earthworks Plus 
Landscape 
Business 

11.00 Commercial  C‐3  Yes 

12	 143 Reata Road  Darrell & Shirley 
McLaughlin 

Vacant  5.00 Commercial  C‐3  NA 



   

*Pending application to amend comprehensive plan to a commercial land use designation. 
 

	 Address  Owner  Existing Use  Acres  Comprehensive 
Plan Designation 

Proposed 
Zoning 

Existing Use Permitted 
in Proposed Zone 

13	 135 Reata Road  Darrell & Shirley 
McLaughlin 

Vacant  5.25 Commercial  C‐3  NA 

14	 4401 Leslie Road  Aspen Properties LTD 
Partnership 

Vacant  10.13  Commercial  C‐3  NA 

15	 101 Reata Road  Aspen Properties LTD 
Partnership 

Vacant  6.58  Commercial  C‐3  NA 

16	 4201 Leslie Road  Aspen Properties LTD 
Partnership 

Vacant  2.00  Commercial  C‐3  NA 

17	 4101 Leslie Road  Aspen Properties LTD 
Properties  

Vacant  2.00  Commercial  C‐3  NA 

18	 3901 Leslie Road  John & Renee Michel  Vacant  4.10  Commercial 
 

C‐1  NA 
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Chapter 23.22 
COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICTS 

Sections: 
23.22.010    Purpose of commercial use districts. 
23.22.020    Performance standards and special requirements. 
23.22.030    Commercial use districts permitted land uses. 
23.22.040    Site requirements and development standards for commercial use 

districts. 
23.22.050    Parking standards for commercial use districts. 

23.22.010 Purpose of commercial use districts. 
A. The limited business use district (C-LB) is a zone classification designed to 

provide an area for the location of buildings for professional and business offices, 
motels, hotels, and their associated accessory uses, and other compatible uses serving 
as an administrative district for the enhancement of the central business districts, with 
regulations to afford protection for developments in this and adjacent districts and in 
certain instances to provide a buffer zone between residential areas and other 
commercial and industrial districts. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to 
some portions of the city that are designated either commercial or high-density 
residential under the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

B. The neighborhood retail business use district (C-1) is a limited retail business 
zone classification for areas which primarily provide retail products and services for the 
convenience of nearby neighborhoods with minimal impact to the surrounding 
residential area. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions of 
the city that are designated commercial under the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

C. The retail business use district (C-2) is a business zone classification providing 
for a wide range of retail business uses and services compatible to the core of the city 
and providing a focal point for the commerce of the city. All activities shall be conducted 
within an enclosed building except that off-street loading, parking, and servicing of 
automobiles may be in the open and except that outdoor storage may be permitted 
when conducted in conjunction with the principal operation which is in an enclosed 
adjoining building. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions 
of the city that are designated commercial under the city of Richland comprehensive 
plan. 

D. The general business use district (C-3) is a zone classification providing a use 
district for commercial establishments which require a retail contact with the public 
together with incidental shop work, storage and warehousing, or light manufacturing and 
extensive outdoor storage and display, and those retail businesses satisfying the 
essential permitted use criteria of the C-2 use district. This zoning classification is 
intended to be applied to some portions of the city that are designated commercial 
under the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

E. The waterfront use district (WF) is a special commercial and residential zoning 
classification providing for the establishment of such uses as marinas, boat docking 
facilities, resort motel and hotel facilities, offices, and other similar commercial, 
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apartment, and multifamily uses which are consistent with waterfront oriented 
development, and which are in conformance with RMC Title 26, Shoreline Management, 
and with applicable U.S. Corps of Engineers requirements. This zoning classification 
encourages mixed special commercial and high-density residential uses to 
accommodate a variety of lifestyles and housing opportunities. Any combination of listed 
uses may be located in one building or one development (i.e., related buildings on the 
same lot or site). This zoning classification is intended to be applied to those portions of 
the city that are designated waterfront under the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

F. The central business district (CBD) is a special mixed use zoning classification 
designed to encourage the transformation of the central business district from principally 
a strip commercial auto-oriented neighborhood to a more compact development pattern. 
The central business district is envisioned to become a center for housing, employment, 
shopping, recreation, professional service and culture. The uses and development 
pattern will be integrated and complementary to create a lively and self-supporting 
district. Medium rise buildings will be anchored by pedestrian oriented storefronts on the 
ground floor with other uses including housing on upper floors. Projects will be well 
designed and include quality building materials. Appropriate private development will be 
encouraged via public investments in the streetscape and through reduction in off-street 
parking standards. Uses shall generally be conducted completely within an enclosed 
building, except that outdoor seating for cafes, restaurants, and similar uses and 
outdoor product display is encouraged. Buildings shall be oriented to the fronting street 
or accessway, to promote a sense of enclosure and continuity along the street or 
accessway. This zoning classification is intended for those portions of the city that are 
designated as central business district, as well as some properties designated as 
commercial and waterfront, under the Richland comprehensive plan. The central 
business district zone contains overlay districts titled medical, parkway, and uptown. 
The overlay districts implement varying site development requirements. 

G. The commercial recreation district (CR) is a special commercial district providing 
for the establishment of such uses as marinas, boat docking facilities, resort motel and 
hotel facilities, and other commercial uses which are consistent with waterfront oriented 
development, and which are in conformance with RMC Title 26, Shoreline Management, 
and with the U.S. Corps of Engineers requirements, and providing for regulations to 
protect the business and residents of the city from objectionable influences, building 
congestion and lack of light, air and privacy. This zoning classification is intended for 
those portions of the city that are designated as waterfront or commercial under the 
Richland comprehensive plan. 

H. The commercial winery use district (CW) is a zone classification designed to 
provide an area for the operation of commercial wineries, including all aspects of the 
wine making industry, from the raising of crops to the production, storage and bottling of 
wine and the retail sales of wine and related products. Other uses, which support 
winery-related tourism, such as restaurants, entertainment venues, retail services such 
as gift shops and bed and breakfast facilities are also permitted, along with other uses 
that are compatible with wineries. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 04-09]. 
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23.22.020 Performance standards and special requirements. 
A. Commercial Limited Business. Residential uses permitted in the C-LB district 

must comply with the following standards except as provided by footnote (6) of RMC 
23.22.040: 

1. Minimum Yard Requirements. 
a. Front Yard. Twenty feet except as provided by footnote (3) of RMC 

23.18.040; 
b. Side Yards. Each side yard shall provide one foot of side yard for each 

three feet or portion thereof of building height; 
c. Rear Yards. Twenty-five feet. 

2. Required Court Dimensions. Each court on which windows open from any 
room other than a kitchen, bathroom or a closet, shall have all horizontal dimensions 
measured at right angles from the windows to any wall or to any lot line other than a 
front lot line equal to not less than the height of the building above the floor level of the 
story containing the room, but no dimension shall be less than 20 feet. 

3. Distance Between Buildings. No main building shall be closer to any other 
main building on the lot than a distance equal to the average of their heights. This 
provision shall not apply if no portion of either building lies within the space between the 
prolongation of lines along any two of the opposite walls of the other building, but in any 
such situation the buildings shall not be closer to each other than a distance of 10 feet. 

4. Percentage of Lot Coverage. Apartment buildings in a C-LB district shall cover 
not more than 33 percent of the area of the lot. 

B. Neighborhood Retail Business. All uses permitted in a C-1 district must comply 
with the following performance standards: 

1. All business, service, repair, processing, or merchandise display shall be 
conducted wholly within an enclosed building, except for off-street automobile parking, 
the sale of gasoline, and self-service car washes. Limited outdoor display of 
merchandise is permitted; provided, that such display shall include only those quantities 
sold in a day’s operation. 

2. Outdoor storage areas incidental to a permitted use shall be enclosed with not 
less than a six-foot-high fence and shall be visually screened from adjoining properties. 
All storage areas shall comply with building setbacks. 

3. Not more than three persons shall be engaged at any one time in fabricating, 
repairing, cleaning, or other processing of goods other than food preparation in any 
establishment. All goods produced shall be primarily sold at retail on the premises 
where produced. 

4. Lighting, including permitted illuminated signs, shall be shielded or arranged 
so as not to reflect or cause glare to extend into any residential districts, or to interfere 
with the safe operation of motor vehicles. 

5. Noise levels resulting from the operation of equipment used in the conduct of 
business in the C-1 district shall conform to the requirements of Chapter 173-60 WAC, 
Maximum Environmental Noise Levels. 

6. No single retail business, except for a food store, shall operate within a 
building space that exceeds 15,000 square feet in area, unless approved by the 
planning commission through the issuance of a special use permit upon the finding that 
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the proposed retail business primarily serves and is appropriately located within the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

C. General Business. All permitted commercial business uses may be located in the 
C-3 district, provided their performance is of such a nature that they do not inflict upon 
the surrounding residential areas, smoke, dirt, glare, odors, vibration, noise, excessive 
hazards or water pollution detrimental to the health, welfare or safety of the public 
occupying or visiting the areas. The maximum permissible limits of these detrimental 
effects shall be as herein defined and upon exceeding these limits they shall be as 
herein considered a nuisance, declared in violation of this title and shall be ordered 
abated. 

1. Smokestacks shall not emit a visible smoke except for one 10-minute period 
each day, when a new fire is being started. During this period, the density of the smoke 
shall not be darker than No. 2 of the Ringlemann Chart as published by the U.S. Bureau 
of Mines. 

2. No visible or invisible noxious gases, fumes, fly ash, soot or industrial wastes 
shall be discharged into the atmosphere from any continuous or intermittent operation 
except such as is common to the normal operations of heating plants or gasoline or 
diesel engines in cars, trucks or railroad engines. 

3. Building materials with high light reflective qualities shall not be used in the 
construction of buildings in such a manner that reflected sunlight will throw intense glare 
to areas surrounding the C-3 district. 

4. Odors of an intensity greater than that of a faint smell of cinnamon which can 
be detected by persons traveling the roads bordering the lee side of the C-3 district, 
when a 10 mph wind or less is blowing, are prohibited. 

5. Machines or operations which generate air or ground vibration must be baffled 
or insulated to eliminate any sensation of sound or vibration outside the C-3 district. 

D. Waterfront. It is the intent of this section that: 
1. Uses should be oriented primarily to the waterfront and secondarily to the 

public street to facilitate public access to the waterfront; and 
2. Public pedestrian access shall include clearly marked travel pathways from the 

public street through parking areas to primary building entries. 
E. Central Business District. New buildings shall conform to the following design 

standards: 
1. The maximum setback area shall only be improved with pedestrian amenities 

including but not limited to: landscaping, street furniture, sidewalks, plazas, bicycle 
racks, and public art. 

2. Building facades facing streets shall include: 
a. Glass fenestration on 50 percent to 80 percent of the ground floor of the 

building facade. A window display cabinet, work of art, decorative grille or similar 
treatment may be used to cover an opening for concealment and to meet this standard 
on those portions of the ground floor facade where the applicant can demonstrate that 
the intrusion of natural light is detrimental to the ground floor use. Examples of such 
uses include, but are not limited to, movie theaters, museums, laboratories, and 
classrooms. 

b. At least two of the following architectural elements: 
i. Awnings; 
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ii. Wall plane modulation at a minimum of three feet for every wall more 
than 50 feet in length; 

iii. Pilasters or columns; 
iv. Bays; 
v. Balconies or building overhangs; or 
vi. Upper story windows (comprising a minimum of 50 percent of the 

facade). 
3. At least one pedestrian, nonservice entrance into the building will be provided 

on each street frontage or provided at the building corner. 
4. Variation of exterior building material between the ground and upper floors of 

multi-story buildings. 
5. All buildings with a flat roof shall use a modulated height parapet wall for wall 

lengths greater than 50 feet. The modulation of parapet heights is encouraged to 
identify building entrances. 

6. All new buildings that utilize parapet walls shall include a projecting cornice 
detail to create a prominent edge. 

7. Public street and sidewalk improvements are required per Richland Municipal 
Code to implement approved street cross-sections. Curb cuts are encouraged to be 
located adjacent to property lines and shared with adjacent properties, via joint access 
agreement. 

8. Service bays, loading areas, refuse dumpsters, kitchen waste receptacles, 
outdoor storage locations, and rooftop mechanical equipment shall be located away 
from public rights-of-way via site planning and screened from view with landscaping, 
solid screening or combination. 

9. Alternative Design. In the event that a proposed building and/or site does not 
meet the literal standards identified in this section, or the maximum setback standards 
set forth in RMC 23.22.040 or the maximum parking standards set forth in RMC 
23.22.050, a project representative may apply to the Richland planning commission for 
a deviation from these site design standards. The Richland planning commission shall 
consider said deviation and may approve any deviation based on its review and a 
determination that the application meets the following findings: 

a. That the proposal would result in a development that offers equivalent or 
superior site design than conformance with the literal standards contained in this 
section; and 

b. The proposal addresses all applicable design standards of this section in a 
manner which fulfills their basic purpose and intent; and 

c. The proposal is compatible with and responds to the existing or intended 
character, appearance, quality of development and physical characteristics of the 
subject property and immediate vicinity. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 07-06; Ord. 04-09; 
Ord. 07-10 § 1.01; amended during 2011 recodification; Ord. 32-11 § 4]. 

23.22.030 Commercial use districts permitted land uses. 
In the following chart, land use classifications are listed on the vertical axis. Zoning 

districts are listed on the horizontal axis. 
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A. If the symbol “P” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and row, the 
use is permitted, subject to the general requirements and performance standards 
required in that zoning district. 

B. If the symbol “S” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and row, the 
use is permitted subject to the special use permit provisions contained in Chapter 23.46 
RMC. 

C. If the symbol “A” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, 
the use is permitted as an accessory use, subject to the general requirements and 
performance standards required in the zoning district. 

D. If a number appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, the 
use is subject to the general conditions and special provisions indicated in the 
corresponding note. 

E. If no symbol appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, the 
use is prohibited in that zoning district. 

 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses 

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Automotive, Marine and Heavy Equipment 

Automotive Repair – Major       P         

Automotive Repair – Minor   P P P S       

Automotive Repair – Specialty Shop   S P P S       

Automobile Service Station   P1 P1 P1 S1       

Auto Part Sales   P P P S       

Boat Building       P         

Bottling Plants       P       P28 

Car Wash – Automatic or 
Self-Service 

  P2 P2 P2 S2       

Equipment Rentals     P P         

Farm Equipment and Supplies 
Sales 

      P         

Fuel Station/Mini Mart S P P P P       

Heavy Equipment Sales and Repair       P         

Manufactured Home Sales Lot       P         

Marinas           P P   

Marine Equipment Rentals       P   P P   
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Marine Gas Sales           A A   

Marine Repair       P   P P   

Towing, Vehicle Impound Lots       S3         

Truck Rentals     P P         

Truck Stop – Diesel Fuel Sales     S P         

Truck Terminal       P         

Vehicle Leasing/Renting     P4 P S4       

Vehicle Sales     P4 P S4       

Warehousing, Wholesale Use       P         

Business and Personal Services

Animal Shelter       S5         

Automatic Teller Machines P P P P P P   P 

Commercial Kennel       P5         

Contractors’ Offices   P P P P       

Funeral Establishments     P P         

General Service Businesses A P P P P P     

Health/Fitness Facility A P P P P A P   

Health/Fitness Center     P P P   P   

Health Spa   P P P P P   P 

Hospital/Clinic – Large Animal       S5         

Hospital/Clinic – Small Animal     S5 P5 P       

Laundry/Dry Cleaning, Com.       P P29       

Laundry/Dry Cleaning, 
Neighborhood 

  P P P P       

Laundry/Dry Cleaning, Retail P P P P P P     

Laundry – Self-Service   P P P P       
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Mini-Warehouse       P6         

Mailing Service P P P P P P     

Personal Loan Business P P P P P       

Personal Services Businesses A P P P P P     

Photo Processing, Copying and 
Printing Services 

P P P P P P     

Telemarketing Services P   P P P       

Video Rental Store   P P P P P   P 

Food Service

Cafeterias A   A A A A A   

Delicatessen P P P P P P P P 

Drinking Establishments   P7 P P P P P P 

Micro-Brewery     P P P P P P 

Portable Food Vendors26 A27 A27 A27 A27 A27 A27 A27 A28 

Restaurants/Drive-Through   S8 P8 P8 S8, 9 S8, 9     

Restaurants/Lounge   P7 P P P P P P 

Restaurants/Sit Down A P P P P P P P 

Restaurants/Take Out   P P P P P   P 

Restaurants with 
Entertainment/Dancing Facilities 

  P7 P P P P P P 

Wineries – Tasting Room   P7 P P P P P P 

Industrial/Manufacturing Uses 

Laundry and Cleaning Plants       P       P28 

Light Manufacturing Uses       P       P28 

Warehousing and Distribution 
Facilities 

      P       P28 

Wholesale Facilities and Operations       P       P28 
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Wineries – Production       P       P 

Office Uses 

Financial Institutions P P/S22 P P P/S22 P     

Medical, Dental and Other Clinics P P P P P P     

Newspaper Offices and Printing 
Works 

    P P P       

Office – Consulting Services P P P P P P   P28 

Office – Corporate P   P P P P   P28 

Office – General P P P P P P   P28 

Office – Research and 
Development 

P   P P P     P28 

Radio and Television Studios     P P P       

Schools, Commercial P   P P P P     

Schools, Trade     P P P     P28 

Travel Agencies P P P P P P     

Public/Quasi-Public Uses 

Churches P10 P10 P10 P10 P P10     

Clubs or Fraternal Societies P10 P10 P10 P10 P10 P10     

Cultural Institutions P10 P10 P10   P10 P10   P10 

General Park O&M Activities P P P P P P P P 

Hospitals P   P P P       

Homeless Shelter       P         

Passive Open Space Use P P P P P P P P 

Power Transmission and Irrigation 
Wasteway Easements and Utility 
Uses 

P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 

Public Agency Buildings P P P P P P P   

Public Agency Facilities P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Public Campgrounds       S     S   

Public Parks P P P P P   P P 

Schools P12 P12 P12 P12 P12 P12     

Schools, Alternative P13 P13 P13 P13 P13       

Special Events Including Concerts, 
Tournaments and Competitions, 
Fairs, Festivals and Similar Public 
Gatherings 

P P P P P P P P 

Trail Head Facilities P P P P P P P P 

Trails for Equestrian, Pedestrian, or 
Nonmotorized Vehicle Use 

P P P P P P P P 

Recreational Uses

Art Galleries     P P P P P P 

Arcades   P P P P P P   

Boat Mooring Facilities           P P   

Cinema, Indoor     P P P P P   

Cinema, Drive-In     P P         

Commercial Recreation, Indoor   S7 P P P P P   

Commercial Recreation, Outdoor     P P   P P   

House Banked Card Rooms       P14 P14 P14 P14   

Recreational Vehicle Campgrounds       S15     S15   

Recreational Vehicle Parks       S16     S16   

Stable, Public       S17         

Theater   P7 P P P P P P 

Residential Uses 

Accessory Dwelling Unit   A A A A A   A 

Apartment, Condominium (3 or 
more units) 

P   P18   P P     
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Assisted Living Facility P   P   P18 P     

Bed and Breakfast P P P P P P P P 

Day Care Center P19 P19 P19 P19 P19 P19     

Dormitories, Fraternities, and 
Sororities 

P       P P     

Dwelling, One-Family Attached           P25     

Dwelling, Two-Family Detached           P     

Dwelling Units for a Resident 
Watchman or Custodian 

      A       P28 

Family Day Care Home P19         P19     

Houseboats           P P   

Hotels or Motels P   P P P P P P 

Nursing or Rest Home P   P   P18 P     

Recreational Club A       A A     

Senior Housing P       P18 P     

Temporary Residence P20 P20 P20 P20 P20 P20   P 

Retail Uses 

Adult Use Establishments       P21         

Apparel and Accessory Stores   P P P P P   P 

Auto Parts Supply Store   P P P P       

Books, Stationery and Art Supply 
Stores 

A P P P P P   P 

Building, Hardware, Garden Supply 
Stores 

  P P P P       

Department Store     P P P       

Drug Store/Pharmacy A P/S22 P P P P     

Electronic Equipment Stores   P P P P P     

Food Stores   P P P P P     
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Florist   P P P P P   P 

Furniture, Home Furnishings and 
Appliance Stores 

  P P P P       

Landscaping Material Sales     A P         

Lumberyards       P         

Nursery, Plant       P       P 

Office Supply Store A P P P P P     

Outdoor Sales       P         

Parking Lot or Structure P P P P A P   P 

Pawn Shop       P         

Pet Shop and Pet Supply Stores   P P P P       

Retail Hay, Grain and Feed Stores       P         

Secondhand Store     P P P P     

Specialty Retail Stores   P P P P P   P 

Miscellaneous Uses

Bus Station       P P       

Bus Terminal       P P       

Bus Transfer Station P   P P P   P   

Cemetery P   P P         

Community Festivals and Street 
Fairs 

P P P P P P P P 

Convention Center P   P P P P P   

Micro- and Macro-Antennas P P P P P P P P 

Monopole     S23 P/S23 S23       

On-Site Hazardous Waste 
Treatment and Storage 

A A A A A A A A 

Outdoor Storage   A24 A24 P24         
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 Land Use C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Agricultural Uses

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards               P 

Storage in an Enclosed Building A A A A A A A A28 

         

 
1.    RMC 23.42.280 
2.    RMC 23.42.270 
3.    RMC 23.42.320 
4.    RMC 23.42.330 
5.    RMC 23.42.040 
6.    RMC 23.42.170 
7.    RMC 23.42.053 
8.    RMC 23.42.047 
9.    RMC 23.42.055 
10.    RMC 23.42.050 
11.    RMC 23.42.200 
12.    RMC 23.42.250 
13.    RMC 23.42.260 
14.    RMC 23.42.100 
15.    RMC 23.42.230 
16.    RMC 23.42.220 
17.    RMC 23.42.190 
18.    Use permitted on upper stories of multi-story buildings, if main floor is 

used for commercial or office uses. 
19.    RMC 23.42.080 
20.    RMC 23.42.110 
21.    RMC 23.42.030 
22.    Use permitted, requires special use permit with drive-through window. 
23.    Chapter 23.62 RMC 
24.    RMC 23.42.180 
25.    RMC 23.18.025 
26.    See definition, RMC 23.06.780 
27.    RMC 23.42.185 
28.    Activities permitted only when directly related to and/or conducted in 

support of winery operations. 
29.    Within the central business district (CBD), existing commercial laundry/dry 

cleaning uses, established and operating at the time the CBD district was established, 
are allowed as a permitted use. All use of the land and/or buildings necessary and 
incidental to that of the commercial laundry/dry cleaning use, and existing at the 
effective date of the CBD district, may be continued. Commercial laundry/dry cleaning 
uses not established and operating at the time the CBD district was established are 
prohibited. 
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[Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 15-07; Ord. 04-09; Ord. 07-10 § 1.02; amended during 2011 
recodification; Ord. 32-11 § 5]. 

23.22.040 Site requirements and development standards for commercial use 
districts. 

In the following chart, development standards are listed on the vertical axis. Zoning 
districts are listed on the horizontal axis. The number appearing in the box at the 
intersection of the column and row represents the dimensional standard that applies to 
that zoning district. 

 Standard C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Minimum Lot Area None None None None None None None None 

Maximum Density – 
Multifamily Dwellings 
(units/square feet) 

1:1,500 N/A N/A N/A None 1:1,500 N/A N/A 

Minimum Lot Width – 
One-Family Attached 
Dwellings 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30 feet N/A N/A 

Minimum Front Yard 
Setback14 

20 feet 45 
feet1 

0 
feet2 

0 
feet2

CBD, 
Parkway, 
Uptown 

Districts: 0 
feet min. – 20 

feet max.3, 
11, 13 

Medical 
District: 0 feet 

min. 

Note 4,5 Note 4 20 feet

Minimum Side Yard 
Setback 

0 feet6 0 
feet7 

None None 0 feet6,8 0 feet5,9 0 feet 0 
feet6,8

Minimum Rear Yard 
Setback 

0 
feet6,8 

0 
feet7 

None None 0 feet6,8 0 
feet5,8,10 

0 feet 0 
feet6,8

Maximum Building 
Height14 

55 feet 30 
feet 

80 
feet 

80 
feet 

CBD – 110 
feet 

Medical – 140 
feet 

Parkway – 50 
feet 

Uptown – 50 
feet 

35/55 
feet12 

35/55 
feet12 

35 feet

Minimum Dwelling 
Unit Size (in square 
feet, excluding 
porches, decks, 
balconies and 
basements) 

500 
feet 

N/A N/A N/A 500 feet 500 feet N/A N/A 
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 Standard C-LB C-1 C-2 C-3 CBD WF CR CW 

Minimum Lot Area None None None None None None None None 

Maximum Density – 
Multifamily Dwellings 
(units/square feet) 

1:1,500 N/A N/A N/A None 1:1,500 N/A N/A 

         

 
1.    Each lot shall have a front yard 45 feet deep or equal to the front yards of 

existing buildings in the same C-1 district and within the same block. 
2.    No setback required if street right-of-way is at least 80 feet in width. 

Otherwise, a minimum setback of 40 feet from street centerline is required. 
3.    Unless a greater setback is required by Chapter 12.11 RMC, Intersection 

Sight Distance. 
4.    Front and Side Street. No building shall be closer than 40 feet to the 

centerline of a public right-of-way. The setback area shall incorporate pedestrian 
amenities such as increased sidewalk width, street furniture, landscaped area, public art 
features, or similar features. 

5.    In the case of attached one-family dwelling units, setback requirements 
shall be as established for attached dwelling units in the medium-density residential 
small lot (R-2S) zoning district. Refer to RMC 23.18.040. 

6.    In any commercial limited business (C-LB), central business (CBD) or in 
any commercial winery (CW) zoning district that directly abuts a single-family zoning 
district, the following buffer, setback and building height regulations shall apply to all 
structures: 

a.    Within the commercial limited business (C-LB), the central business district 
(CBD) and the commercial winery (CW) districts, buildings shall maintain at least a 
35-foot setback from any property that is zoned for single-family residential use. 
Single-family residential zones include R-1-12 – single-family residential 12,000, R-1-10 
– single-family residential 10,000, R-2 – medium-density residential, R-2S – 
medium-density residential small lot, or any residential planned unit development that is 
comprised of single-family detached dwellings. 

b.    Buildings that are within 50 feet of any property that is zoned for 
single-family residential use in commercial limited business (C-LB) and the commercial 
winery (CW) districts and buildings that are within 50 feet of any property that is zoned 
for and currently developed with a single-family residential use in the central business 
district (CBD) (as defined in footnote (6)(a)) shall not exceed 30 feet in height. Beyond 
the area 50 feet from any property that is zoned for single-family residential use, 
building height may be increased at the rate of one foot in building height for each 
additional one foot of setback from property that is zoned for single-family residential 
use to the maximum building height allowed in the C-LB, CW and CBD zoning districts, 
respectively. 

c.    A six-foot-high fence that provides a visual screen shall be constructed 
adjacent to any property line that adjoins property that is zoned for single-family 
residential use, or currently zoned for and developed with a single-family residential use 
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in the CBD district. Additionally, a 10-foot landscape strip shall be provided adjacent to 
the fence. This landscape strip may be used to satisfy the landscaping requirements 
established for the landscaping of parking facilities as identified in RMC 23.54.140. 

d.    In the C-LB and CW districts, a 20-foot setback shall be provided for any 
side yard that adjoins a street. 

7.    Side yard and rear yard setbacks are not required except for lots adjoining 
a residential development, residential district, or a street. Lots adjoining either a 
residential development or residential district shall maintain a minimum 15-foot setback. 
Lots adjoining a street shall maintain a minimum 20-foot setback. Required side or rear 
yards shall be landscaped or covered with a hard surface, or a combination of both. No 
accessory buildings or structures shall be located in such yards unless otherwise 
permitted by this title. 

8.    No minimum required, except parking shall be set back a minimum of five 
feet to accommodate required landscape screening as required under RMC 23.54.140. 

9.    Side Yard. No minimum, except parking shall be set back a minimum of 
five feet, and buildings used exclusively for residences shall maintain at least one foot of 
side yard for each three feet or portion thereof of building height. Side yards adjoining a 
residential district shall maintain setbacks equivalent to the adjacent residential district. 

10.    No minimum, except parking shall be set back a minimum of five feet. 
Rear yards adjoining a residential district shall maintain setbacks equivalent to the 
adjacent residential district. 

11.    Commercial developments such as community shopping centers or retail 
centers over 40,000 square feet in size and typically focused around a major tenant, 
such as a supermarket grocery, department store or discount store, and supported with 
smaller “ancillary” retail shops and services located in multiple building configurations, 
are permitted front and street side maximum setback flexibility for the largest building. 
Maximum setback standards on any other new buildings may be adjusted by the 
planning commission as part of the alternative design review as set forth in the 
performance standards and special requirements of RMC 23.22.020(E)(9). 

12.    All buildings that are located in both the waterfront (WF) district and that 
fall within the jurisdictional limits of the Shoreline Management Act shall comply with the 
height limitations established in the Richland shoreline master program (RMC Title 26). 
Buildings in the WF district that are not subject to the Richland shoreline master 
program shall not exceed a height of 35 feet; unless the planning commission 
authorizes an increase in building height to a maximum height of 55 feet, based upon a 
review of the structure and a finding that the proposed building is aesthetically pleasing 
in relation to buildings and other features in the vicinity and that the building is located a 
sufficient distance from the Columbia River to avoid creating a visual barrier. 

13.    Physical additions to existing nonconforming structures are not subject to 
the maximum front yard setback requirements. 

14.    The medical, uptown and parkway districts of the CBD zoning district are 
established as shown by Plates 23.22.040(1), (2) and (3). 
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[Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 04-09; Ord. 07-10 § 1.03; amended during 2011 recodification; 
Ord. 32-11 § 6]. 

23.22.050 Parking standards for commercial use districts. 
A. Off-street parking space shall be provided in all commercial zones in compliance 

with the requirements of Chapter 23.54 RMC. 
B. Central Business District Off-Street Parking. All uses have a responsibility to 

provide parking. The parking responsibility for any new use or change in use shall be 
determined in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 23.54 RMC. The maximum 
number of parking spaces provided on site shall not exceed 125 percent of the 
minimum required parking as specified in Chapter 23.54 RMC; provided, that any 
number of parking spaces beyond the established maximum may be approved by the 
planning commission subject to RMC 23.22.020(E)(9) (Alternative Design). 

1. The off-street parking requirement may be reduced as follows: 
a. The planning commission may reduce the parking responsibility as 

provided by RMC 23.54.080, joint use; and/or 
b. Within a 600-foot radius of the property, and within the CBD zoning district, 

a 25 percent credit will be provided for each on-street parking space and/or for each 
off-street parking space located in a city-owned public parking lot. The allowed 
combined reduction in required off-street parking shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
overall off-street parking requirement (including any reductions contained in RMC 
23.54.080). Example: one off-street space will be credited if four on-street spaces are 
located within 600 feet of the property. Parking space dimensions are found in RMC 
23.54.120. Only those streets designated for on-street parking shall be considered for 
the credit. Curb cuts, driveways, hydrant frontages, and similar restricted parking areas 
shall be excluded from the calculation. 

2. Any parking lot that has frontage on a public street or accessway shall be 
screened with a combination of trees planted at no less than 30 feet on center and 
shrubs planted to form a uniform hedge within five years. A masonry wall not lower than 
18 inches and not higher than 36 inches may be substituted for the shrubs. The 
landscaping and masonry wall, if used, shall be at no greater setback than the 
maximum setback for a front or street side (RMC 23.22.040). Masonry walls are subject 
to the performance standards found in RMC 23.22.020(E), and must be granted 
approval by the public works director for compliance with vision clearance requirements 
for traffic safety before installation. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 04-09; Ord. 07-10 § 1.02; 
amended during 2011 recodification]. 
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Chapter 23.18 
RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS 

Sections: 
23.18.010    Purpose of residential use districts. 
23.18.020    Residential performance standards and special requirements. 
23.18.025    Single-family residential design standards. 
23.18.030    Residential use districts permitted land uses. 
23.18.040    Site requirements for residential use districts. 
23.18.050    Parking standards for residential use districts. 

23.18.010 Purpose of residential use districts. 
Five residential zone classifications permit a variety of housing and population 

densities without conflict. Protection is provided against hazards, objectionable 
influences, traffic, building congestion and lack of light, air and privacy. Certain essential 
and compatible public service installations are permitted in residential use districts. 

A. The single-family residential – 12,000 (R-1-12) is a residential zone classification 
requiring the lowest density of population within the city, providing protection against 
hazards, objectionable influences, building congestion and lack of light, air and privacy. 
Certain essential and compatible public service facilities and institutions are permitted in 
this district. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions of the 
city that are designated low-density residential (zero to five dwellings per acre) under 
the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

B. The single-family residential – 10,000 (R-1-10) is a residential zone classification 
requiring a low density of population, providing protection against hazards, 
objectionable influences, building congestion, and lack of light, air, and privacy. Certain 
essential and compatible public service facilities and institutions are permitted in this 
district. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions of the city 
that are designated low-density residential (zero to five dwellings per acre) under the 
city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

C. The medium-density residential (R-2) is a residential zone classification permitting 
a higher density of population including the establishment of duplex dwellings and 
providing for these single-and two-family residences a high degree of protection from 
hazards, objectionable influences, building congestion and lack of light, air and privacy. 
Certain essential and compatible public service facilities and institutions are permitted in 
this district. This zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions of the 
city that are designated medium-density residential (5.1 to 10 dwellings per acre) under 
the city of Richland comprehensive plan. 

D. The medium-density residential small lot (R-2S) is a residential zone classification 
permitting a higher density of population, encouraging small lot development conducive 
to energy conservation and to other factors contributing to the production of affordable 
housing, and including the establishment of duplex dwellings and providing for these 
one- and two-family residences a high degree of protection from hazards, objectionable 
influences, building congestion and lack of light, air and privacy. Certain essential and 
compatible public service facilities and institutions are permitted in this district. This 
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zoning classification is intended to be applied to some portions of the city that are 
designated medium-density residential (5.1 to 10 dwellings per acre) under the city of 
Richland comprehensive plan. 

E. The multiple-family residential use district (R-3) is a residential zone classification 
allowing for the location of multiple-family dwellings, duplexes and attached and 
detached one-family dwellings and providing a high degree of protection for such uses 
and adjacent low-density residential development. This classification shall be designed 
to give protection from hazards, objectionable influences, building congestion, and lack 
of light, air, and privacy. Certain essential and compatible public service facilities and 
installations are permitted in this district. This zoning classification is intended to be 
applied to some portions of the city that are designated high-density residential (10.1 or 
more dwellings per acre) under the city of Richland comprehensive plan. [Ord. 28-05 § 
1.02]. 

23.18.020 Residential performance standards and special requirements. 
A. High-Density Residential Small Lot Special Requirements. In order to assure 

consistency with the purpose of the R-2S district, as stated in RMC 23.18.010(D), and 
further to avoid potential negative and undesirable effects that may result from the 
higher density of development afforded in an R-2S zone, the following special 
requirements and provisions shall apply: 

1. Any application for reclassification of land to R-2S shall be accompanied by an 
application for preliminary plat approval submitted in accordance with RMC 24.12.010. 
In addition, the following information shall be submitted with the application for 
preliminary plat: 

a. A street landscaping plan showing the location and type of landscaping 
proposed; 

b. Information showing the location, dimensions and character of recreational 
facilities and/or open space, including paths and trails; and 

c. Utilization of curvilinear, cul-de-sac and/or loop streets or other appropriate 
design solutions to assist in modulating the interface of the residential buildings with the 
streets. 

2. The planning commission and city council may, in keeping with the intent of 
this section, impose requirements and conditions on the approval of the preliminary plat 
or zoning reclassification as deemed appropriate. These conditions may include, but are 
not limited to, architectural design parameters, screening and buffering treatments, and 
supplemental open space and/or recreational facility requirements. Compliance with 
these conditions shall be demonstrated precedent to final plat and/or building permit 
approval as appropriate. 

3. A combined front yard setback configuration and street-facing residential 
architectural elevation may be repeated continuously on no more than five lots before a 
different combination must be utilized. Regardless of the street facing architectural 
elevation, a front yard setback configuration may be repeated on no more than 10 lots 
before a different setback configuration must be utilized. The administrative official may 
approve variations to this requirement which, in his judgment, accomplish the intent of 
avoiding a monotonous interface of the residential buildings with the streets, or are 
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necessary due to constraints or unique characteristics of the site. This requirement shall 
be satisfied at the time of building permit application. 

B. Multiple-Family Residential Use District Special Requirements. In any multifamily 
residential (R-3) zoning district that directly abuts a single-family zoning district, the 
following buffer, setback and building height regulations shall apply to all multifamily 
residential structures: 

1. Buildings shall maintain at least a 35-foot setback from any property that is 
zoned for single-family residential use. Single-family residential zones include R-1-12 – 
single-family residential, R-1-10 – single-family residential, R-2 – medium-density 
residential, R-2S – medium-density residential small lot or any residential planned unit 
development that is comprised of single-family detached dwellings. 

2. Buildings that are within 50 feet of any property that is zoned for single-family 
residential use (as defined in subsection (B)(1) of this section) shall not exceed 30 feet 
in height. Beyond the area 50 feet from any property that is zoned for single-family 
residential use, building height may be increased at the rate of one foot in building 
height for each additional one foot of setback from property that is zoned for 
single-family residential use to the maximum building height allowed in the multifamily 
zoning district. 

3. A six-foot-high fence that provides a visual screen shall be constructed 
adjacent to any property line that adjoins property that is zoned for single-family 
residential use. Additionally, a 10-foot landscape strip shall be provided adjacent to the 
fence. This landscape strip may be used to satisfy the landscaping requirements 
established for the landscaping of parking facilities as identified in RMC 23.54.140. 

4. Recreational vehicle parks are permitted in the multifamily residential district 
(R-3) subject to the issuance of a special use permit meeting the requirements of RMC 
23.42.220 and 23.42.240. Further, applicants must demonstrate that their proposed 
recreational vehicle parks are immediately adjacent to a state highway and that 
appropriate provisions are put in place to protect adjacent land uses. [Ord. 28-05 § 
1.02]. 

23.18.025 Single-family residential design standards. 
Any one-family attached dwelling, one-family detached dwelling or designated 

manufactured home shall meet the following minimum requirements: 
A. All dwellings shall be placed on permanent foundations. 
B. At the time of construction, all new single-family dwellings shall be new, not 

having been previously titled to a retail purchaser and not meeting the definition of a 
“used mobile home” as defined in RCW 82.45.032(2). [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.18.030 Residential use districts permitted land uses. 
In the following chart, land use classifications are listed on the vertical axis. Zoning 

districts are listed on the horizontal axis. 
A. If the symbol “P” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and row, the 

use is permitted, subject to the general requirements and performance standards 
required in that zoning district. 



Richland Municipal Code  Page 4/8 

This page of the Richland Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 14-12, passed May 1, 2012.  

B. If the symbol “S” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and row, the 
use is permitted subject to the special use permit provisions contained in Chapter 23.46 
RMC. 

C. If the symbol “A” appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, 
the use is permitted as an accessory use, subject to the general requirements and 
performance standards required in the zoning district. 

D. If a number appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, the 
use is subject to the general conditions and special provisions indicated in the 
corresponding note. 

E. If no symbol appears in the box at the intersection of the column and the row, the 
use is prohibited in that zoning district. 

 Land Use R-1-12 R-1-10 R-2 R-2S R-3 

Residential Uses 

Accessory Apartments A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 

Accessory Buildings14 A A A A A 

Adult Family Home P P P P P 

Apartment/Condominium (3 or More Units)         P 

Assisted Living Facility         P 

Bed and Breakfast S2 S2 S2 S2 P 

Day Care Center S3 S3 S3 S3 P3 

Designated Manufactured Home P4 P4 P4 P4 P4 

Dormitories, Fraternities and Sororities         P 

Dwelling, One-Family Attached     P4 P4 P4 

Dwelling, One-Family Detached P4 P4 P4 P4 P4 

Dwelling, Two-Family Detached     P P P 

Home Occupations A5 A5 A5 A5 A5 

Family Day Care Home A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 

Manufactured Home Park     S6 S6 S6 

Playground Developed in Conjunction with 
School, Park or Community Clubhouse 

P P P P P 

Nursing or Rest Home         P 

Rental of Rooms to Not More Than Four 
Persons Other Than the Family Occupying 
the Single-Family Dwelling 

A A A A A 



Richland Municipal Code  Page 5/8 

This page of the Richland Municipal Code is current through Ordinance 14-12, passed May 1, 2012.  

 Land Use R-1-12 R-1-10 R-2 R-2S R-3 

Residential Uses

Accessory Apartments A1 A1 A1 A1 A1 

Private Swimming Pools A7 A7 A7 A7 A7 

Recreational Club P8 P8 P8 P8 P8 

Senior Housing         P 

Public/Quasi-Public Uses

Churches P9 P9 P9 P9 P9 

Clubs or Fraternal Societies P9 P9 P9 P9 P9 

Cultural Institutions P9 P9 P9 P9 P9 

General Park Operations and Maintenance 
Activities 

P P P P P 

Golf Courses P P P P P 

Power Transmission and Irrigation Wasteway 
Easements and Utility Uses 

P10 P10 P10 P10 P10 

Public Agency Buildings P10 P10 P10 P10 P10 

Public Agency Facilities P10 P10 P10 P10 P10 

Public Parks P P P P P 

Schools P11 P11 P11 P11 P11 

Special Events Including Concerts, 
Tournaments and Competitions, Fairs, 
Festivals and Similar Public Gatherings 

P P P P P 

Trail Head Facilities P P P P P 

Miscellaneous Uses 

Micro- and Macro-Antennas P P P P P 

Parking Lots P P P P P 

Raising Crops, Trees, Vineyards P P P P P 

Recreational Vehicle Parks         S12,13 

      

 
1.    RMC 23.42.020 
2.    RMC 23.42.045 
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3.    RMC 23.42.080 
4.    RMC 23.18.025 
5.    RMC 23.42.090 
6.    RMC 23.42.140 
7.    RMC 23.42.300 
8.    RMC 23.42.210 
9.    RMC 23.42.050 
10.    RMC 23.42.200 
11.    RMC 23.42.250 
12.    RMC 23.42.220 
13.    RMC 23.18.020(B)(4) 
14.    Accessory buildings and structures are subject to RMC 23.38.020 – 

23.38.070 
[Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 04-09]. 

23.18.040 Site requirements for residential use districts. 
In the following chart, development standards are listed on the vertical axis. Zoning 

districts are listed on the horizontal axis. If a number appears in the box at the 
intersection of the column and row, that number represents the dimensional standard 
that applies to that zoning district. 

 Standard R-1-12 R-1-10 R-2 R-2S R-3 

Minimum Lot Area Requirement – 
One-Family Detached Dwelling 

10,000 
feet1 

8,000 
feet 

6,000 
feet 

4,000 
feet 

4,000 feet 

Minimum Lot Area Requirement – 
Two-Family Detached Dwelling 

N/A N/A 10,000 
feet 

7,000 
feet 

7,000 feet 

Minimum Lot Area Requirement – 
One-Family Attached Dwellings 

N/A N/A N/A 3,000 
feet 

3,000 feet 

Maximum Density – Multifamily Dwellings 
(Units/Square Foot) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 1:3,000 

Minimum Lot Width – One-Family 
Detached Dwelling 

90 feet 70 feet 50 feet 42 feet 42 feet 

Minimum Lot Width – Two-Family 
Detached Dwelling 

N/A N/A 70 feet 64 feet 64 feet 

Minimum Lot Width – One-Family 
Attached Dwellings 

N/A N/A N/A 30 feet 30 feet 

Average Lot Size Requirement2 12,000 10,000 None None None 

Minimum Front Yard Setback3 20 feet 20 feet 20 feet 15 
feet/18 
feet4 

20 feet6,10 

Minimum Side Yard Setback 10 feet 10 feet 6 feet 6 feet5 6,10 
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 Standard R-1-12 R-1-10 R-2 R-2S R-3 

Minimum Lot Area Requirement – 
One-Family Detached Dwelling 

10,000 
feet1 

8,000 
feet 

6,000 
feet 

4,000 
feet 

4,000 feet 

Minimum Lot Area Requirement – 
Two-Family Detached Dwelling 

N/A N/A 10,000 
feet 

7,000 
feet 

7,000 feet 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback 25 feet 25 feet 25 feet 20 feet/3 
feet7 

25 feet6,10 

Maximum Lot Coverage8 40% 40% 40% 50% 33%/45%9,10

Maximum Building Height – Main Building 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 40 feet10 

Maximum Building Height – Detached 
Accessory Buildings11 

16 feet 16 feet 16 feet 16 feet 16 feet 

      

 
1.    The minimum lot size in existing residential neighborhoods shall be based 

on the mean average lot size of existing platted R-1-12 lots within a radius of 500 feet of 
the property proposed for subdivision. However, in no case shall the minimum lot 
requirement exceed 12,000 square feet, nor be less than 10,000 square feet. 

2.    Minimum average lot area per subdivision, exclusive of the area of streets 
and lots designated for nonresidential uses. In calculating average lot size, at least 35 
percent of all lots shall be larger than the average lot size requirement. 

3.    Front yard setbacks are required from all street rights-of-way adjoining a lot 
as shown in the table above, except as follows: 

a.    In single-family residence districts and in R-2 and R-3 districts where more 
than 50 percent of the normal or average-size lots in a block fronting on one side of the 
street are developed with existing buildings, other than accessory buildings, with 
front-yard setbacks less than that required for the district, a new single-family or duplex 
dwelling shall adopt a minimum front yard setback dimension which is the average of 
the setbacks of the buildings on the two adjoining lots, existing prior to July 22, 1960, 
but in no case shall this dimension be less than 15 feet nor need it exceed 30 feet. 

b.    Residential Districts. In any R district, or any combination therewith, on any 
corner lot where there is provided a side yard along the interior side lot line at least 
equal in width to the minimum depth of the rear yard required for the district, the main 
building may encroach upon the required rear yard up to a line where the remaining rear 
yard is no less in depth than the minimum width of the side yard required for the district. 
No accessory buildings may be located in said side yard, except a patio shelter 
enclosed on no more than two sides by walls or other enclosures and in conformity with 
the other provisions of this title. 

4.    Front yards shall not be less than 15 feet in front of living areas, up to a 
maximum of 55 percent of the front lot line, and not less than 18 feet in front of all other 
areas. 

5.    Detached one-family or detached two-family dwellings shall have two side 
yards with each side yard having a width of not less than six feet. A nonattached side of 
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an attached one-family dwelling shall have a side yard having a width of not less than 
six feet. 

6.    For multiple-family dwellings and other allowable uses other than 
one-family attached and one-family and two-family detached dwellings, front yards shall 
be 20 feet, side yards shall be equal to one foot of side yard for each three feet or 
portion thereof of building height, and rear yards shall be 25 feet, except as required by 
RMC 23.18.020(B) when multifamily development is located adjacent to a single-family 
residential zoning district or development. 

7.    Rear yards shall be not less than 20 feet in back of living areas and three 
feet in back of garages or carports up to a maximum of 60 percent of the rear lot line for 
the garage or carport portion of the rear yard. 

8.    Lot coverage includes all buildings, including accessory buildings or 
structures on any lot in a residential district, exclusive of patios without roof coverings or 
patios with only open lattice or similar type roof construction. 

9.    Buildings in an R-3 district shall cover not more than 33 percent of the area 
of the lot except one-family attached dwellings, which may cover up to 45 percent of the 
area of the lot. 

10.    Setbacks, building heights, and lot coverage requirements for one-family 
attached, one-family detached and two-family detached dwellings in the R-3 zoning 
district shall be the same as those set forth for development in the R-2S zoning district. 

11.    Detached accessory structures built pursuant to the setback provisions of 
RMC 23.38.020 are limited to one story. 
[Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 04-09; Ord. 20-10 § 1.01; amended during 2011 recodification; 
Ord. 14-11 § 1.01; Ord. 32-11 § 3]. 

23.18.050 Parking standards for residential use districts. 
Off-street parking space shall be provided in all residential zones in compliance with 

the requirements of Chapter 23.54 RMC. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION           PREPARED BY: RICK SIMON 
FILE NO.: M2012-107                      MEETING DATE: JULY 25, 2012 
 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 

APPLICANT:   CITY OF RICHLAND M2012-107 
 
REQUEST:     AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 19 – DEVELOPMENT REGULATION 

ADMINISTRATION 
 
LOCATION:    CITYWIDE 
 
REASON FOR REQUEST: 
 
Staff has identified a number of desirable adjustments to the municipal code to clarify 
the requirements for the processing of land use applications and to standardize and 
increase public notification requirements. 
 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS   
Staff has completed its review of the proposed amendments to the city’s development 
regulations and submits that: 
 
1. The existing code language does not specifically categorize all permit types in 

the code, leaving some question as to the appropriate process to use for certain 
types of applications. The proposed code language would explicitly categorize all 
permit types and in so doing would clarify the permit procedures that apply to 
each type of application.  

 
2. The proposed code amendments would provide some uniformity to the types of 

public notification that are required for various permit types. Additionally, the 
proposed amendments would provide for a new form of public notice, requiring 
that the City post notices on its webpage. 
 

3. The proposed code amendments require that a notice of decision be mailed to 
adjacent property owners when an administrative decision on a permit 
application has been made. This both informs the public of permit decisions and 
provides an opportunity for aggrieved parties to appeal administrative decisions. 
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4. The proposed code amendments provide for modified closed record hearing 
procedures, giving the City Council the ability to hear limited, summary 
arguments from parties of record during a closed record appeal hearing.  
 

5. The proposed code amendments would delete an outdated application fee 
schedule. 
 

6. In total, the proposed code amendments would eliminate some uncertainty in the 
code, standardize public notification procedures, expand notification 
requirements and in so doing would increase the opportunity for public 
involvement in permit decisions and increase the City’s transparency in making 
permit decisions. 

 
7. Based upon the above findings and conclusions, the adoption of the proposed 

amendments to Title 19 of the Richland Municipal is in the best interest of the 
community of Richland. 

 
  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission concur with the findings and conclusions 
set forth in Staff Report (M2012-107) and recommend to the City Council adoption of 
the proposed amendments to Title 19 of the Richland Municipal Code. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Supplemental Information 
2. Draft Ordinance Language 
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   ATTACHMENT A 

              (M2012-107) 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Title 19 of the City code sets forth rules for the processing of development applications 
and includes provisions for the general steps necessary to take an application from the 
point of initial submittal to a final permit decision; it identifies the public notification 
requirements for each type of land use application, and sets forth standards for the 
conduct of public hearings and procedures and for the filing of appeals of land use 
decisions.   
 
Current Title 19 regulations were put in place largely as a result of requirements that 
were established under the growth management act. The act attempted to resolve a 
number of issues that were prevalent in a variety of jurisdictions throughout the state. 
First, there were permitting systems in some communities that required reviews by 
multiple boards, each one potentially requiring multiple public hearings. Also there 
were no controls regarding the time it took jurisdictions to process applications and in 
some jurisdictions is took months if not years to secure the approvals needed for a 
project to be developed.  Another issue was that the provision of public notice for 
development proposals was not always provided or was not provided in a timely 
manner, effectively eliminating the public from the review process. The legislature 
adopted rules to address these issues, mandating that a development proposal could 
only go through a single open record public hearing process; that the process had to 
be completed within 120 days and that effective public notice had to be provided. The 
City responded to these state mandates in 1996 adopting the regulations that now 
comprise Title 19.  
 
EXISTING CODE 

 
The existing code classifies permit applications into one of five broad categories. Type I 
permits are those that are administratively issued; Type II permits are those which are 
issued by the Planning Commission or Board of Adjustment following a public hearing; 
Type III permits are those permits that are issued by the City Council following a public 
review process and recommendation by the Planning Commission; Type IV permits are 
a limited category of permits consisting only of final plats and Type V permits are 
legislative matters that include public hearings before both the Planning Commission 
and City Council.   
 
In the existing code, not all types of permits were identified as belonging to a specific 
category, which creates some uncertainties. 
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Based on the categorization of permits, public notification procedures are established, 
as well as procedures for public hearings and appeal processes. 
 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

 
The Table in Section 19.20.020 has also been amended to provide some additional 
clarity concerning procedures for each permit category.  
 
Section 19.30.040 provides requirements for public notice. It has been amended to 
provide for additional notifications. All notices will be posted on the property; mailed to 
adjacent property owners; published in the newspaper and posted on the City’s 
webpage. Posting on the webpage is a form of notice that up to this point has not been 
a code requirement.  
    
Several code sections were amended (including 19.60.010, 19.60.080, 19.70.030, 
19.70.040) to provide an appeal opportunity for persons aggrieved by an administrative 
decision. The existing code does not provide any notification of administrative decisions. 
The proposed amendments call for a notice of decision to be mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet of the subject site and provide for appeal procedures for aggrieved 
parties to appeal an administrative decision to the Planning Commission. 
 
Section 19.70.050 was amended to modify the closed record hearing procedures that 
Council has used in recent years. The modifications allow for parties of record to 
address Council and make summary arguments.   
 
The fee schedule included in Title 19 is outdated and so would be deleted. Other 
provisions in code provide for annual adjustments in the fee schedule, based on 
changes in the CPI.  
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The Commission held a discussion on the proposed code amendments at two previous 
workshops. Based on comments made at the last workshop, accessory dwelling units 
were added to the list of Type I permits and the appeal period for the notice of decision 
was changed from 10 calendar days to 10 business days.  
 
The proposed amendments are useful in that they will eliminate several gaps in the 
existing code. For some permits, which were are not mentioned in Title, the process is 
unclear. The proposed revisions would clarify that situation. Additionally, public 
notification procedures would be expanded and standardized, giving the public 
additional opportunities to be informed of proposed projects and giving them an 
opportunity to appeal administrative decisions.   
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SUMMARY 
 
The proposed amendments to Title 19 are desirable in that they will fill in some existing 
gaps in the code; increase transparency of the City’s permit decisions; standardize 
public notification requirements and increase the level of public notice that is provided to 
Richland citizens. 
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Title 19 
DEVELOPMENT REGULATION ADMINISTRATION 

Note:    Proposed amendments are shown with italicized, underlined text and strikethroughs. 

Chapters: 
19.10    General Provisions 
19.20    Types of Project Permit Applications 
19.30    Type I – IV Project Permit Applications 
19.40    Public Notice 
19.50    Consistency with Development Regulations and SEPA 
19.60    Open Record Public Hearings 
19.70    Closed Record Decisions and Appeals 
19.80    Application and Appeals Fees 
19.90    Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulation Amendments 

Chapter 19.10 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sections: 
19.10.010    Purpose. 
19.10.020    Conflict with other ordinances. 
19.10.030    Severability. 
19.10.040    Master planned communities. 

19.10.010 Purpose. 
This title is required by the Regulatory Reform Act, Chapter 347, 1995 Laws of 

Washington, for the processing of project permit applications. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 40-10 § 
1.02]. 

19.10.020 Conflict with other ordinances. 
If at any point in the Richland Municipal Code (RMC) there is conflict with a prior 

ordinance setting forth procedures and substance relative to the subject matter of this 
title, this title shall supersede such ordinance and any conflict between this title and 
other titles in the RMC shall be resolved in favor of this title. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 40-10 § 
1.02]. 

19.10.030 Severability. 
If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this title should be held to be invalid or 

unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality 
shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or 
phrase of this title. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 40-10 § 1.02]. 
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19.10.040 Master planned communities. 
A development agreement entered by the city under the authority of RCW 

36.70B.170 through 36.70B.210, governing development of a master planned 
community, may provide that the procedures, standards and other provisions of the 
agreement shall supersede or otherwise modify the provisions of this title. For purposes 
of this section, “master planned community” shall mean an integrated development over 
1,000 acres in size, developed under unified control according to a master plan, that 
provides for a mix of residential, commercial, civic, and recreational uses. [Ord. 40-10 § 
1.02]. 

Chapter 19.20 
TYPES OF PROJECT PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

Sections: 
19.20.010    Procedures for processing development permits. 
19.20.020    Determination of proper type of procedure. 
19.20.030    Project permit application framework. 
19.20.040    Joint public hearings. 
19.20.050    Legislative decisions. 
19.20.060    Legislative enactments not restricted. 
19.20.070    Exemptions from project permit application processing. 

19.20.010 Procedures for processing development permits. 
For the purpose of project permit processing, all development permit applications 

shall be classified as one of the following: Type I, Type II, or Type III, or Type IV. 
Legislative decisions are Type IV actions, and are addressed in RMC 19.20.050. 
Exclusions from the requirements of project permit application processing are contained 
in RMC 19.20.070.  

A. Type I permits include the following types of permit applications: 
1. Minor Revisions to Planned Unit Developments 
2. Final Approvals of Planned Unit Developments 
3. Short Plats 
4. Small Binding Site Plans 
5. Minor Revisions to Preliminary Plats 
6. Minor Revisions to Site Plans 
7. Minor Revisions to Special Use Permits 
8. Minor Revisions to Shoreline Substantial Development Permits 
9. Accessory Dwelling Units 

B. Type II permits include the following types of permit applications: 
1. Shoreline Substantial Development Permits 
2. Large Binding Site Plans 
3. Site Plan Approvals 
4. Building Height Exceptions 
5. Design Review – Acceptance of Alternative Design Standards 
6. Schools on Small Sites 
7. Extension of Preliminary Plat Approvals  
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8. Joint Use Parking Reductions 
9. Special Sign Permits 
10. Planned Unit Development – Final Approvals 

C. Type III permits include the following types of permit applications: 
1. Preliminary Plats 
2. Site Specific Rezones 
3. Planned Unit Developments – Preliminary Approvals 
4. Development Agreements 

19.20.020 Determination of proper type of procedure. 
A. Determination by Director. The deputy city manager for community and 

development services or his/her designee (hereinafter the “director”), shall determine 
the proper procedure for all development applications. If there is a question as to the 
appropriate type of procedure, the director shall resolve it in favor of the higher 
procedure type number. 

B. Optional Consolidated Permit Processing. An application that involves two or 
more procedures may be processed collectively under the highest numbered procedure 
required for any part of the application or processed individually under each of the 
procedures identified by the code. The applicant may determine whether the application 
shall be processed collectively or individually. If the application is processed under the 
individual procedure option, the highest numbered type procedure must be processed 
prior to the subsequent lower numbered procedure. 

C. Decision-Maker(s). Applications processed in accordance with subsection (B) of 
this section which have the same highest numbered procedure but are assigned 
different hearing bodies shall be heard collectively by the highest decision-maker(s). 
The city council is the highest, followed by the board of adjustment or planning 
commission, as applicable, and then the director. Joint public hearings with other 
agencies shall be processed according to RMC 19.20.040. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 31-03]. 

19.20.030 Project permit application framework. 
ACTION TYPE 

PROJECT PERMIT APPLICATION TYPE AND PROCEDURE 
 TYPE I TYPE II TYPE III TYPE IV TYPE V 

Recommendation 
made by: 

N/A N/A Physical 
Planning 

Commission 
(PPC) 

N/A PPC 

Final decision 
made by: 

Director Board of 
Adjustment 

(BOA) or PPC 

City Council 
(CC) 

CC CC 

Notice of 
application: 

No Yes Yes No No 

Open record 
public hearing: 

Yes, if 
appealed to 
BOA or PPC 

Yes before 
BOA or PPC 

Yes before 
PPC 

No Yes before 
both PPC and 

CC 
Closed record 
appeal/final 
decision: 

No Yes, before 
CC on appeal 

Yes, closed 
record final 

decision by CC

No No 

Judicial appeal: Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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DECISIONS 

TYPE I TYPE II TYPE III TYPE IV TYPE V 

Permitted uses not 
requiring other 
land use review 

Shoreline permits Site-specific 
rezone 

Final plats  

Home occupation 
approvals 

Binding site plans 
> 200,000 sq. ft. 

Planned unit 
development 

 Development 
regulations 

Minor 
amendments to 
PUD 

Special use 
permits 

Preliminary plats  Zoning text 
amendments 

Floodplain 
development 
permit 

Site plan 
approvals 

  Annexations 

Short plats Binding site plan < 
200,000 sq. ft. 

  Areawide rezones 

     

PROJECT PERMIT APPLICATION TYPE AND PROCEDURE 
 Type I Type II Type III Type IV 
Recommendation 

made by: 
N/A N/A Planning 

Commission 
Planning 

Commission 
Permit Decision 

made by: 
Director Board of 

Adjustment or 
Planning 

Commission 

City Council City Council 

Notice of 
Application: 

No Yes Yes No 

Notice of Decision: Yes Yes Yes No 
Open Record 
Public Hearing 

No Yes before Board 
of Adjustment or 

Planning 
Commission 

Yes before 
Planning 

Commission 

Yes before both 
Planning 

Commission and 
City Council 

Open Record 
Appeal Hearing 

Yes, before Board 
of Adjustment or 

Planning 
Commission 

No No N/A 

Closed Record 
Appeal Hearing 

Yes, before City 
Council 

Yes, before City 
Council 

Yes, before City 
Council 

N/A 

Judicial Appeal Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 

19.20.040 Joint public hearings. 
A. Director’s Decision to Hold Joint Public Hearings. The director may combine any 

public hearing on a project permit application with any hearing that may be held by 
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another local, state, regional, federal, or other agency, on the proposed action, as long 
as: 

1. The hearing is held within the city limits; and 
2. The requirements of subsection (C) of this section are met. 

B. Applicant’s Request for a Joint Hearing. The applicant may request that the public 
hearing on a permit application be combined as long as the joint hearing can be held 
within the time periods set forth in this title. In the alternative, the applicant may agree to 
a particular schedule if that additional time is needed in order to complete the hearing. 

C. Prerequisites to Joint Public Hearing. A joint public hearing may be held with 
another local, state, regional, federal or other agency and the city, as long as: 

1. The other agency is not expressly prohibited by statute from doing so; 
2. Sufficient notice of the hearing is given to meet each of the agencies’ adopted 

notice requirements as set forth in statute, ordinance, or rule; and 
3. The agency has received the necessary information about the proposed 

project from the applicant in enough time to hold its hearing at the same time as the 
local government hearing. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.20.050 Legislative decisions. 
A. Decisions. The following decisions are legislative, and are not subject to the 

procedures in this chapter, unless otherwise specified: 
1. Zoning code text and zoning district amendments; 
2. Adoption of development regulations and amendments; 
3. Areawide rezones to implement new city policies; 
4. Adoption of the comprehensive plan and any plan amendments; and 
5. Annexations. 

B. Physical Planning Commission. The physical planning commission shall hold a 
public hearing and make recommendations to the city council on the decisions listed in 
subsection (A) of this section. The public hearing shall be held in accordance with the 
requirements of Chapter 19.60 RMC. 

C. City Council. The city council may consider the physical planning commission’s 
recommendation in a public hearing held in accordance with the requirements of 
Chapter 19.60 RMC. 

D. Public Notice. Notice of the public hearing or public meeting shall be provided to 
the public as set forth in Chapter 19.40 RMC. 

E. Implementation. The city council’s decision shall become effective by passage of 
an ordinance. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.20.060 Legislative enactments not restricted. 
Nothing in this chapter or the permit processing procedures shall limit the authority 

of the city council to make changes to the city’s comprehensive plan, as part of an 
annual revision process, or to make changes to the city’s development regulations. 
[Ord. 12-96]. 

19.20.070 Exemptions from project permit application processing. 
A. Whenever a permit or approval in the RMC has been designated as a Type I, II, 

III, or IV permit, the procedures in this title shall be followed in project permit processing. 
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The following permits or approvals are, however, specifically excluded from the 
procedures set forth in this title: 

1. Landmark designations; 
2. Street vacations; 
3. Street use permits; 
4. Variances processed in accordance with Chapter 23.70 RMC; 
5. Final plats processed in accordance with Chapter 24.12 RMC. 
 

B. Pursuant to RCW 36.70B.140(2), building permits, boundary line adjustments, 
other construction permits, or similar administrative approvals which are categorically 
exempt from environmental review under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) and RMC Title 
22 (Environment), or permits/approvals for which environmental review has been 
completed in connection with other project permits, are excluded from the following 
procedures: 

1. Determination of completeness (RMC 19.30.030(A)); 
2. Notice of application (RMC 19.30.040); 
3. Except as provided in RCW 36.70B.140, optional consolidated project permit 

review processing (RMC 19.20.020(B)); 
4. Joint public hearings (RMC 19.20.040); 
5. Single report stating all the decisions and recommendations made as of the 

date of the report that do not require an open record hearing (RMC 
19.50.020(C)): and 

6. Notice of decision (RMC 19.60.080); and 
7. Completion of project review within any applicable time periods (including the 

120-day permit processing time) (RMC 19.60.080 and 19.60.090). [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 
28-05 § 1.07]. 

Chapter 19.30 
TYPE I – IV PROJECT PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

Sections: 
19.30.010    Optional preapplication conference. 
19.30.020    Development permit application. 
19.30.030    Submission and acceptance of application. 
19.30.040    Notice of application. 
19.30.050    Referral and review of development permit applications. 

19.30.010 Optional preapplication conference. 
A. Prior to submittal of applications for project permit actions applicants may 

schedule a preapplication conference. The purpose of the preapplication conference is 
to acquaint the applicant with the requirements of the RMC. 

B. The conference shall be held within 15 days of the request. 
C. At the conference or within five working days of the conference, the applicant may 

request that the following be provided: 
1. A form which lists the requirements for a completed application; 
2. A general summary of the procedures to be used to process the application; 
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3. The references to the relevant code provisions or development standards 
which may apply to the approval of the application; and 

4. The city’s design guidelines. 
D. It is impossible for the conference to be an exhaustive review of all potential 

issues. The discussions at the conference or the form sent by the city to the applicant 
under subsection (C) of this section shall not bind or prohibit the city’s future application 
or enforcement of all applicable law. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.30.020 Development permit application. 
Applications for project permits shall be submitted upon forms provided by the 

director. An application shall consist of all materials required by the applicable 
development regulations, and shall include the following general information: 

A. A completed project permit application form; 
B. A verified statement by the applicant that the property affected by the application 

is in the exclusive ownership of the applicant, or that the applicant has submitted the 
application with the consent of all owners of the affected property; 

C. A property and/or legal description of the site for all applications, as required by 
the applicable development regulations; and 

D. The applicable fee. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.30.030 Submission and acceptance of application. 
A. Determination of Completeness. Within 28 days after receiving a project permit 

application, the city shall mail or personally provide a determination to the applicant 
which states either: 

1. That the application is complete; or 
2. That the application is incomplete and what is necessary to make the 

application complete. 
B. Identification of Other Agencies with Jurisdiction. To the extent known by the city, 

other agencies with jurisdiction over the project permit application shall be identified in 
the city’s determination required by subsection (A) of this section. 

C. Complete Application/Additional Information. A project permit application is 
complete for purposes of this section when it meets the submission requirements in 
RMC 19.30.020, as well as the submission requirements contained in the applicable 
development regulations. This determination of completeness shall be made when the 
application is sufficient for continued processing even though additional information may 
be required or project modifications may be undertaken subsequently. The city’s 
determination of completeness shall not preclude the city from requesting additional 
information or studies either at the time of the notice of completeness or at some later 
time, if new information is required or where there are substantial changes in the 
proposed action. 

D. Incomplete Application Procedure. 
1. If the applicant receives a determination from the city that an application is not 

complete, the applicant shall have 90 days to submit the necessary information to the 
city. Within 14 days after an applicant has submitted the requested additional 
information, the city shall make the determination as described in subsection (A) of this 
section, and notify the applicant in the same manner. 
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2. If the applicant either refuses in writing to submit additional information or does 
not submit the required information within the 90-day period, the director shall make 
findings and issue a decision, according to the Type I procedure in RMC 19.20.030, that 
the application is denied based upon the lack of information necessary to complete the 
review. 

3. In those situations where the director has denied an application because the 
applicant has failed to submit the required information within the necessary time period, 
the applicant may request a refund of the application fee unrelated to the city’s 
determination of completeness. 

E. City’s Failure to Provide Determination of Completeness. A project permit 
application shall be deemed complete under this section if the city does not provide a 
written determination to the applicant that the application is incomplete as provided in 
subsection (A) of this section. 

F. Date of Acceptance of Application. When the project permit application is 
complete, the director shall accept it and note the date of acceptance. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.30.040 Notice of application. 
A. Generally. A notice of application shall be issued on all Type II and III project 

permit applications. To the extent possible, notice of application and any required notice 
of public hearing shall be combined. 

B. SEPA (State Environmental Protection Act) Exempt Projects. A notice of 
application shall not be required for project permits that are categorically exempt under 
SEPA, unless a public comment period or an open record predecision hearing is 
required. 

C. Contents. The notice of application shall include: 
1. The date of application, the date of the notice of completion for the application 

and the date of the notice of application; 
2. A description of the proposed project action and a list of the project permits 

included in the application and, if applicable, a list of any studies requested under RCW 
36.70A.440;(Note:  This is a reference to an old RCW, that no longer exists – need to 
delete or find updated code section to reference.) 

3. The identification of other permits not included in the application, to the extent 
known by the city; 

4. The identification of existing environmental documents that evaluate the 
proposed project, and, if not otherwise stated on the document providing notice of 
application, the location where the application and any studies can be reviewed; 

5. A statement of the limits of the public comment period, which shall be not less 
than 14 nor more than 30 days following the date of notice of application, and 
statements of the right of any person to comment on the application, receive notice of 
and participate in any hearings, request a copy of the decision once made, and any 
appeal rights; 

6. The date, time, place and type of hearing, if applicable and scheduled at the 
date of notice of the application; 

7. A statement of the preliminary determination of consistency, if one has been 
made at the time of notice, and of those development regulations that will be used for 
project mitigation and of consistency as provided in Chapter 19.50 RMC; 
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8. Any other information determined appropriate by the city, such as the city’s 
threshold determination, if complete at the time of issuance of the notice of application. 

D. Time Frame and Method of Issuance of Notice of Application. 
1. Within 14 days after the city has made a determination of completeness of a 

project permit application, the city shall issue a notice of application. 
2. If any open record predecision hearing is required for the requested project 

permit(s), the notice of application shall be provided at least 15 days prior to the open 
record hearing. 

3. To the extent possible, notice of application will be combined with the notice of 
public hearing otherwise required by the city’s development regulations. If regulatory 
requirements prevent combined notice, notice of application shall be issued by the 
following methods: 

a. Posting of notice in a conspicuous manner on the property upon which the 
project is proposed to be located; 

b. Publishing notice in the city’s official newspaper; 
c. Mailing of notice to property owners of record within 300 feet of the subject 

site; and 
d. Posting of notice on the city’s webpage. 

E. Public Comment of the Notice of Application. All public comments received on the 
notice of application must be received in the community and development services 
group, planning and development services, by 5:00 p.m. on the last day of the comment 
period. Comments may be mailed, personally delivered or sent by facsimile. Comments 
should be as specific as possible. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 31-03]. 

19.30.050 Referral and review of development permit applications. 
Within 10 days of accepting a complete application, the director shall do the 

following: 
A. Transmit a copy of the application, or appropriate parts of the application, to each 

affected agency and city department for review and comment, including those 
responsible for determining compliance with state and federal requirements. The 
affected agencies and city departments shall have 15 days to comment. The referral 
agency or city department is presumed to have no comments if comments are not 
received within the specified time period. The director shall grant an extension of time 
for comment only if the application involves unusual circumstances. Any extension shall 
only be for a maximum of three additional days. 

B. If a Type II or III procedure is required, notice of hearing shall be provided as set 
forth in Chapter 19.40 RMC. [Ord. 12-96]. 

Chapter 19.40 
PUBLIC NOTICE 

Sections: 
19.40.010    Notice of public hearing. 



Draft Amendments to Richland Municipal Code – 
7/17/12  

Page 10/22 

19.40.010 Notice of public hearing. 
A. Time Frame and Method of Providing Notice of Public Hearing. Notice of public 

hearing shall be given by the methods and within the time limits specified by the city’s 
adopted development regulations, RMC Titles 23 (zoning), 24 (Plats and Subdivision) 
and 26 (Shoreline Management). 

B. Content of Notice of Public Hearing for All Types of Applications. The notice given 
of a public hearing required in this chapter or elsewhere in city development regulations 
shall at a minimum contain: 

1. The name of the applicant; 
2. The nature of the proposed use or development; 
3. Description of the affected property, which may be in the form of either a 

vicinity map or written description, reasonably sufficient to inform the public of its 
location; 

4. The date, time and place of the hearing; 
5. A statement that all interested persons may appear and provide testimony and 

the location where information may be examined prior to the hearing. [Ord. 12-96]. 

Chapter 19.50 
CONSISTENCY WITH DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND SEPA 

Sections: 
19.50.010    Determination of consistency. 
19.50.020    Initial SEPA analysis. 
19.50.030    Categorically exempt and planned actions. 

19.50.010 Determination of consistency. 
A. Purpose. When the city receives a project permit application, consistency 

between the proposed project and the applicable regulations and comprehensive plan 
should be determined through the process in this chapter and the city’s adopted SEPA 
ordinance, Chapter 22.09 RMC. 

B. Consistency. During project permit application review, the city shall determine 
whether the items listed in this subsection are defined in the development regulations 
applicable to the proposed project. In the absence of applicable development 
regulations, the city shall determine whether the items listed in this subsection are 
defined in the city’s adopted comprehensive plan. This determination of consistency 
shall include the following: 

1. The type of land use permitted at the site, including uses that may be allowed 
under certain circumstances, if the criteria for their approval have been satisfied; 

2. The level of development, such as units per acre, density of residential 
development in urban growth areas, or other measures of density; 

3. Availability and adequacy of infrastructure and public facilities identified in the 
comprehensive plan, if the plan or development regulations provide for funding of these 
facilities as required by Chapter 36.70A RCW; and 

4. Character of the development, such as development standards. 
C. Concurrency. For Type II, and Type III and Type IV applications, a concurrency 

review shall be completed by the city. The review shall consist of an evaluation of the 
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transportation impacts created by the proposed project on the city street system. The 
city shall make a determination as to whether the transportation impacts of the 
proposed project will cause the level of service on the city street system to drop below 
the level of service adopted in the city’s comprehensive plan. In the event that a 
proposed project is anticipated to create a drop in the level of service below the 
standard adopted in the comprehensive plan, the city shall identify mitigation measures 
that could be implemented to prevent the projected decline in the level of service. 
Nothing in this section would prevent an applicant from modifying his proposal to avoid 
a projected decline in the level of service. Mitigation measures may not be necessary if 
the city has a transportation project listed in its adopted six-year plan that, if 
implemented, would prevent the decline in the projected level of service. [Ord. 12-96; 
Ord. 02-00]. 

19.50.020 Initial SEPA analysis. 
A. The city shall also review the project permit application under the requirements of 

the State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”), Chapter 43.21C RCW; the SEPA rules, 
Chapter 197-11 WAC; and RMC Title 22 (Environment), and shall: 

1. Determine whether the applicable regulations require studies that adequately 
analyze all of the project permit application’s specific probable adverse environmental 
impacts; 

2. Determine if the applicable regulations require measures that adequately 
address such environmental impacts; 

3. Determine whether additional studies are required and/or whether the project 
permit application should be conditioned with additional mitigation measures; 

4. Provide prompt and coordinated review by government agencies and the 
public on compliance with applicable environmental laws and plans, including mitigation 
for specific project impacts that have not been considered and addressed at the plan or 
development regulation level. 

B. In its review of a project permit application, the city may determine that the 
requirements for environmental analysis, protection and mitigation measures in the 
applicable development regulations, comprehensive plan and/or in other applicable 
local, state or federal laws provide adequate analysis of the mitigation for the specific 
adverse environmental impacts of the application. 

C. If the city bases or conditions its approval of the project permit application on 
compliance with the requirements or mitigation measures described in subsection (A) of 
this section, the city shall not impose additional mitigation under SEPA during project 
review. 

D. A comprehensive plan, development regulation or other applicable local, state or 
federal law provides adequate analysis of and mitigation for the specific adverse 
environmental impacts of an application when: 

1. The impacts have been avoided or otherwise mitigated; or 
2. The city has designated as acceptable certain levels of service, land use 

designations, development standards or other land use planning required or allowed by 
Chapter 36.70A RCW. 

E. In its decision whether a specific adverse environmental impact has been 
addressed by an existing rule or law of another agency with jurisdiction with 
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environmental expertise with regard to a specific environmental impact, the city shall 
consult orally or in writing with that agency and may expressly defer to that agency. In 
making this deferral, the city shall base or condition its project approval on compliance 
with these other existing rules or laws. 

F. Nothing in this section limits the authority of the city in its review or mitigation of a 
project to adopt or otherwise rely on environmental analyses and requirements under 
other laws, as provided by Chapter 43.21C RCW. 

G. The city shall also review the application under RMC Title 22 (Environment). [Ord. 
12-96]. 

19.50.030 Categorically exempt and planned actions. 
A. Categorically Exempt. Actions categorically exempt under RCW 43.21C.110(1)(a) 

do not require environmental review or the preparation of an environmental impact 
statement. An action that is categorically exempt under the rules adopted by the 
Department of Ecology (Chapter 197-11 WAC) may not be conditioned or denied under 
SEPA. 

B. Planned Actions. 
1. A planned action does not require a threshold determination or the preparation 

of an environmental impact statement under SEPA, but is subject to environmental 
review and mitigation under SEPA. 

2. A “planned action” means one or more types of project action that: 
a. Are designated planned actions by an ordinance or resolution adopted by 

the city; 
b. Have had the significant impacts adequately addressed in an 

environmental impact statement prepared in conjunction with: 
i. A comprehensive plan or subarea plan adopted under Chapter 36.70A 

RCW; or 
ii. A fully contained community, a master planned resort, a master planned 

development or a phased project; 
c. Are subsequent or implementing projects for the proposals listed in 

subsection (B)(2)(b) of this section; 
d. Are located within an urban growth area, as defined in RCW 36.70A.030; 
e. Are not essential public facilities, as defined in RCW 36.70A.200; and 
f. Are consistent with the city’s comprehensive plan adopted under Chapter 

36.70A RCW. 
C. Limitations on Planned Actions. The city shall limit planned actions to certain 

types of development or to specific geographical areas that are less extensive than the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the city, and may limit a planned action to a time period 
identified in the environmental impact statement or the adoption of this chapter. 

D. During project review, the city shall not reexamine alternatives to or hear appeals 
on the items identified in RMC 19.50.010(B), except for issues of code interpretation. 

E. Project review shall be used to identify specific project design and conditions 
relating to the character of development, such as the details of site plans, curb cuts, 
drainage sales swales, the payment of impact fees, or other measures to mitigate a 
proposal’s probable adverse environmental impacts. [Ord. 12-96]. 
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Chapter 19.60 
OPEN RECORD PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Sections: 
19.60.010    General. 
19.60.020    Responsibility of director for hearing. 
19.60.030    Conflict of interest, ethics, open public hearing meetings, 

appearance of fairness. 
19.60.040    Ex parte communications. 
19.60.050    Disqualification. 
19.60.060    Burden of proof. 
19.60.070    Order of proceedings. 
19.60.080    Decision and notice of decision. 
19.60.090    Calculation of time periods for issuance of notice of final decision. 
19.60.095    Required findings. 

19.60.010 General. 
Public hearings on all Type II, III and IV project permit applications and on all open 

record appeal hearings of Type I permit decisions shall be conducted in accordance 
with this chapter. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.020 Responsibility of director for hearing. 
The director shall: 
A. Schedule an application for review and public hearing. 
B. Give notice. 
C. Prepare the staff report on the application, which shall be a single report stating 

all of the decisions made as of the date of the report, including recommendations on 
project permits in the consolidated permit process that do not require an open record 
predecision hearing. The report shall state any mitigation required or proposed under 
the development regulations or the city’s authority under SEPA. If the threshold 
determination other than a determination of significance has not been issued previously 
by the city, the report shall include or append this determination. In the case of a Type 
II, Type III or Type IV permit application, the report shall include the results of a 
concurrency analysis that indicates whether the proposal will or will not result in a 
decrease of the level of service on any portion of the city’s street system. This analysis 
may also list mitigation measures that, if implemented, would prevent a decline in the 
level of service. In the case of a Type I permit application, this report may be the 
approved permit. 

D. Prepare the notice of decision, if required by the hearing body, and/or mail a copy 
of the notice of decision to those required by this code to receive such decision. [Ord. 
12-96; Ord. 02-00]. 

19.60.030 Conflict of interest, ethics, open public hearing meetings, appearance 
of fairness. 

The hearing body shall be subject to the code of ethics (RCW 42.23.070), 
prohibitions on conflict of interest (Chapter 42.23 RCW), open public meetings (Chapter 
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42.30 RCW), and appearance of fairness (Chapter 42.36 RCW) as the same now exist 
or may hereafter be amended. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.040 Ex parte communications. 
A. No member of the hearing body may communicate, directly or indirectly, 

regarding any issue in a proceeding before him or her, other than to participate in 
communications necessary to procedural aspects of maintaining an orderly process, 
unless he or she provides notice and opportunity for all parties to participate; except as 
provided in this section: 

1. The hearing body may receive advice from legal counsel; 
2. The hearing body may communicate with staff members. 

B. If, before serving as the hearing body in a quasi-judicial proceeding, any member 
of the hearing body receives an ex parte communication of a type that could not 
properly be received while serving, the member of the hearing body, promptly after 
starting to serve, shall disclose the communication as described in subsection (C) of this 
section. 

C. If the hearing body receives an ex parte communication in violation of this 
section, he or she shall place on the record: 

1. All written communications received; 
2. All written responses to the communications; 
3. State the substance of all oral communications received, and all responses 

made; 
4. The identity of each person from whom the examiner received any ex parte 

communication. 
The hearing body shall advise all parties that these matters have been placed on the 

record. Upon request made within 10 days after notice of the ex parte communication, 
any party desiring to rebut the communication shall be allowed to place a rebuttal 
statement on the record. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.050 Disqualification. 
A. A member of the hearing body who is disqualified shall be counted for purposes 

of forming a quorum. Any member who is disqualified may do so only by making full 
disclosure to the audience, abstaining from voting on the proposal, vacating the seat on 
the hearing body and physically leaving the hearing. 

B. If all members of the hearing body are disqualified, all members present after 
stating their reasons for disqualification shall be requalified and shall proceed to resolve 
the issues. 

C. Except for Type IV actions, a member absent during the presentation of evidence 
in a hearing may not participate in the deliberations or decision unless the member has 
reviewed the evidence received. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.060 Burden of proof. 
Except for Type IV actions, the burden of proof is on the proponent. The project 

permit application must be supported by proof that it conforms to the applicable 
elements of the city’s development regulations, comprehensive plan and that any 
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significant adverse environmental impacts have been adequately addressed. [Ord. 
12-96]. 

19.60.070 Order of proceedings. 
The order of proceedings for a hearing will depend in part on the nature of the 

hearing. The following shall be supplemented by administrative procedures as 
appropriate: 

A. Before receiving information on the issue, the following shall be determined: 
1. Any objections on jurisdictional grounds shall be noted on the record and if 

there is objection, the hearing body has the discretion to proceed or terminate. 
2. Any abstentions or disqualifications shall be determined. 

B. The presiding officer may take official notice of known information related to the 
issue, such as: 

1. A provision of any ordinance, resolution, rule, officially adopted development 
standard or state law; 

2. Other public records and facts judicially noticeable by law. 
C. Matters officially noticed need not be established by evidence and may be 

considered by the hearing body in its determination. Parties requesting notice shall do 
so on the record. However, the hearing body may take notice of matters listed in 
subsection (B) of this section if stated for the record. Any matter given official notice 
may be rebutted. 

D. The hearing body may view the area in dispute with or without notification to the 
parties, but shall place the time, manner and circumstances of such view on the record. 

E. Information shall be received from the staff and from proponents and opponents. 
The presiding officer may approve or deny a request from a person attending the 
hearing to ask a question. Unless the presiding officer specifies otherwise, if the request 
to ask a question is approved, the presiding officer will direct the question to the person 
submitting testimony. 

F. When the presiding officer has closed the public hearing portion of the hearing, 
the hearing body shall openly discuss the issue and may further question a person 
submitting information or the staff if opportunity for rebuttal is provided. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.080 Decision and notice of decision. 
A. Following the hearing procedure described in RMC 19.60.070, the hearing body 

shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny the application. If the hearing is an appeal, 
the hearing body shall affirm, reverse or remand the decision that is on appeal. 

B. The hearing body’s written decision shall be issued within 10 days after the 
hearing on the project permit application. The notice of final decision shall be issued 
within 120 days after the city notifies the applicant that the application is complete. The 
time frames set forth in this section and RMC 19.60.090 shall apply to project permit 
applications filed on or after April 1, 1996. 

C. The city shall provide a notice of decision that also includes a statement of any 
threshold determination made under SEPA (Chapter 43.21C RCW) and the procedures 
for administrative appeal, if any. 
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D. The notice of decision shall be provided to the applicant and to any person who, 
prior to the rendering of the decision, requested notice of the decision or submitted 
substantive comments on the application. 

E. For Type I permits, the notice of decision shall be provided to the applicant and 
to all property owners of record within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior areas of the 
subject property. 

EF. If the city is unable to issue its final decision on a project permit application 
within the time limits provided for in this section, it shall provide written notice of this fact 
to the project applicant. The notice shall include a statement of reasons why the time 
limits have not been met and an estimated date for issuance of the notice of decision. 
[Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.090 Calculation of time periods for issuance of notice of final decision. 
A. In determining the number of days that have elapsed after the local government 

has notified the applicant that the application is complete for purposes of calculating the 
time for issuance of the notice of final decision, the following periods shall be excluded: 

1. Any period during which the applicant has been requested by the city to 
correct plans, perform required studies, or provide additional required information, 
including any additional information requested by a city hearing or decision-making 
body. The period shall be calculated from the date the city notifies the applicant of the 
need for additional information until the earlier of the date the local government 
determines whether the additional information satisfies the request for information or 14 
days after the date the information has been provided to the city; 

2. If the city determines that the information submitted by the applicant under 
subsection (A)(1) of this section is insufficient, it shall notify the applicant of the 
deficiencies and the procedures under subsection (A)(1) of this section shall apply as if 
a new request for studies had been made; 

3. Any period during which an environmental impact statement is being prepared 
following a determination of significance pursuant of Chapter 43.21C RCW, if the city 
ordinance has established time periods for completion of environmental impact 
statements, or if the local government and the applicant in writing agree to a time period 
for completion of an environmental impact statement; 

4. Any period for administrative appeals of project permits, if an open record 
appeal hearing or a closed record appeal, or both, are allowed. The time period for 
consideration and decision on appeals shall not exceed: 

a. Ninety days for an open record appeal hearing; 
b. Sixty days for a closed record appeal. 

The parties may agree to extend these time periods; 
5. Any extension of time mutually agreed upon by the applicant and the local 

government; and 
a. The time limits established in this title do not apply if a project permit 

application: 
i. Requires an amendment to the comprehensive plan or a development 

regulation; 
ii. Requires approval of the siting of an essential public facility as provided 

in RCW 36.70A.200; 
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iii. Is an application for a permit or approval described in RMC 19.20.070; 
or 

iv. Is substantially revised by the applicant, in which case the time period 
shall start from the date at which the revised project application is determined to be 
complete under RCW 36.70A.440. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.60.095 Required findings. 
No development application for a Type II, Type III or Type IV permit shall be 

approved by the city of Richland, unless the decision to approve the permit application 
is supported by the following findings and conclusions: 

A. The development application is consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan 
and meets the requirements and intent of the Richland Municipal Code. 

B. Impacts of the development have been appropriately identified and mitigated 
under Chapter 22.09 RMC. 

C. The development application is beneficial to the public health, safety and welfare 
and is in the public interest. 

D. The development does not lower the level of service of transportation facilities 
below the level of service D, as identified in the comprehensive plan; provided, that if a 
development application is projected to decrease the level of service lower than level of 
service D, the development may still be approved if improvements or strategies to raise 
the level of service above the minimum level of service are made concurrent with 
development. For the purposes of this section, “concurrent with development” means 
that required improvements or strategies are in place at the time of occupancy of the 
project, or a financial commitment is in place to complete the required improvements 
within six years of approval of the development. 

E. Any conditions attached to a project approval are as a direct result of the impacts 
of the development proposal and are reasonably needed to mitigate the impacts of the 
development proposal. [Ord. 02-00]. 

Chapter 19.70 
CLOSED RECORD DECISIONS AND APPEALS 

Sections: 
19.70.010    Appeals of administrative decisions. 
19.70.020    Consolidated appeals. 
19.70.030    Standing to initiate administrative appeal. 
19.70.040    Closed record decisions and appeals – Type II project permit 

decisions. 
19.70.050    Procedure for closed record decisions and appeals. 
19.70.060    Judicial appeals. 

19.70.010 Appeals of administrative decisions. 
Project permit applications shall be appealable as provided in the framework in RMC 

19.20.030. [Ord. 12-96]. 
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19.70.020 Consolidated appeals. 
A. All appeals of project permit application decisions, other than an appeal of 

determination of significance (DS), shall be considered together in a consolidated 
appeal. 

B. Appeals of environmental determinations under SEPA, Chapter 22.09 RMC, shall 
proceed as provided in that chapter. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.70.030 Standing to initiate administrative appeal. 
A. Limited to Parties of Record. Only parties of record may initiate an administrative 

appeal of a Type I or II decision on a project permit application. 
B. Definition. The term “parties of record,” for the purposes of this chapter, shall 

mean: 
1. The applicant; 
2. Any person who testified at the open record public hearing on the application; 

and/or 
3. Any person who submitted written comments concerning the application at the 

open record public hearing (excluding persons who have only signed petitions or 
mechanically produced form letters). [Ord. 12-96]. 

C. Appeals of Type I decisions may be filed by any party aggrieved by the permit 
decision. 

19.70.040 Closed record decisions and appeals – Type II project permit decisions. 
Appeals of the hearing body’s decision on a Type II project permit application shall 

be governed by the following: 
A. Standing. Only parties of record have standing to appeal the hearing body’s 

decision of a Type II permit application. Any party may appeal a Type I permit decision. 
B. Time to File. An appeal of the hearing body’s Type I or Type II permit decision 

must be filed within 10 calendar business days following issuance of the hearing body’s 
written decision. Appeals may be delivered to the planning and inspection development 
services division by mail, personal delivery or by fax before 5:00 p.m. on the last 
business day of the appeal period. 

C. Computation of Time. For the purposes of computing the time for filing an appeal, 
the day the hearing body’s decision is rendered notice of decision is mailed shall not be 
included. The last day of the appeal period shall be included unless it is a Saturday, 
Sunday, a day designated by RCW 1.16.050 or by the city’s ordinances as a legal 
holiday; then it also is excluded and the filing must be completed on the next business 
day. 

D. Content of Appeal. Appeals shall be in writing, be accompanied by an appeal fee, 
and contain the following information: 

1. Appellant’s name, address and phone number; 
2. Appellant’s statement describing his or her standing to appeal; 
3. Identification of the application which is the subject of the appeal; 
4. Appellant’s statement of grounds for appeal and the facts upon which the 

appeal is based; 
5. The relief sought, including the specific nature and extent; 
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6. A statement that the appellant has read the appeal and believes the contents 
to be true, followed by the appellant’s signature. 

E. Effect. The timely filing of an appeal shall stay the effective date of the hearing 
body’s decision until such time as the appeal is adjudicated by the council or withdrawn. 
In the case of an appeal of a Type I permit decision, the timely filing of an appeal shall 
stay the effective date of the administrative decision until such time as the appeal is 
adjudicated by the Planning Commission or Board of Adjustment or withdrawn. 

F. Notice of Appeal. The director shall provide public notice of the appeal to any 
party required to receive notice of hearing on the underlying permit as set forth 
elsewhere in the city’s adopted development regulations and to those persons entitled 
to notice of decision as set forth in RMC 19.60.080(D). [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.70.050 Procedure for closed record decisions and appeals. 
A. The following sections of this title shall apply to a closed record decisions and 

appeals meeting: RMC 19.60.030; 19.60.040; 19.60.050; 19.60.060; 19.60.070(A), (B), 
(C), (D), and (F) and 19.60.080. 

B. The closed record decisions and appeals meeting shall be on the record before 
the hearing body, and no new evidence may be presented. No new evidence shall be 
presented before the City Council in a closed record appeal. Only those persons who 
participated in the open record hearing before the Planning Commission or Board of 
Adjustment may address the Council in a closed record appeal meeting. Comments 
made at a closed record appeal meeting must be in the nature of summary argument 
only, based on and limited to facts in the written and oral record developed during the 
open record hearing. If any speaker at a closed record appeal meeting presents 
comments that are not based on facts in the record, anyone present at the meeting may 
make an objection. If an objection is made, the speaker will stop until the issue of the 
objection is resolved.  

19.70.060 Judicial appeals. 
The city’s final decision on an application may be appealed by a party of record with 

standing to file a land use petition in Benton County superior court. Such petition must 
be filed within 21 days of issuance of the decision, as provided in Chapter 36.70C RCW. 
[Ord. 12-96]. 

Chapter 19.80 
APPLICATION AND APPEALS FEES 

Sections: 
19.80.010    Payment of fees required. 
19.80.020    Schedule of fees. 
19.80.030    Provisions for update of fees. 

19.80.010 Payment of fees required. 
No development permit application or appeal of a decision relating to such 

application shall be accepted or processed for action until such fees as required by 
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RMC 19.80.020, or as otherwise set forth in the RMC, have been paid in full. [Ord. 
12-96]. 

19.80.020 Schedule of fees. 
The schedule of fees for development permit applications and appeals is as follows: 

 Application for Threshold 
Determination (SEPA-Review) 

$125 no 
notification

$250 
notification 

required

Zone Change $700

Zoning Text Amendment $500

Comprehensive Plan Change $700

Planned Unit Development $20/acre; 
$500/min.; 

$1,000/max.

Site Plan Review $500

Variance $250

Special Use Permit $300

Short Plat $300

Preliminary Plat $30/lot; 
$650/min.; 

$1,500/max.

Final Plat $250

Binding Site Plan $50/lot; 
$250/min.;

no max.

Plat Exemption/Boundary Line 
Adjustment 

$25

Plat Vacation or Alteration $350

Shoreline Management Permit $700

Shoreline Program Amendment $500

Appeal of Administrative 
Decisions 

$100

Appeal of Board of Adjustment 
or Planning Commission Action 
to Council 

$100 + costs 
of transcript 
preparation
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Annexation Petition $700

 
[Ord. 12-96; Ord. 55-99]. 

19.80.030 Provisions for update of fees. 
The schedule of fees set forth in RMC 19.80.020 shall be reviewed and updated as 

part of the annual budget process. Adjustment to the fees shall be based mainly on 
changes in the Consumer Price Index – Urban Wage and Clerical Workers (CPI-U) for 
the Seattle/Tacoma area using 1996 as the base year. Other factors affecting the cost 
of processing applications and appeals shall also be considered when making 
adjustments to the schedule of fees. [Ord. 12-96]. 

Chapter 19.90 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATION AMENDMENTS 

Sections: 
19.90.010    Purpose. 
19.90.020    Type of action. 
19.90.030    Suggesting amendment. 
19.90.040    Identified deficiencies. 
19.90.050    Docketing suggested amendments. 
19.90.060    Timing and order of consideration of suggested amendments. 
19.90.070    Public participation. 

19.90.010 Purpose. 
The purpose of this chapter is to establish the type of action and procedures for 

suggesting amendments and encouraging public participation for comprehensive plan, 
subarea plans and development regulation amendments. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.90.020 Type of action. 
A comprehensive plan, subarea plan or development regulation amendment is a 

Type IV (legislative) action and shall be considered in accordance with the procedures 
for such actions as set forth in this chapter and elsewhere in this title. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.90.030 Suggesting amendment. 
Amendments to the comprehensive plan, a subarea plan, or development 

regulations may be suggested by any person, including applicants, citizens, 
commissioners and staff of other agencies by providing the following written information 
on a form approved by the director to meet the docketing requirements of this chapter: 

A. Name, address and telephone number of the person, business, agency or other 
organization suggesting the amendment; 

B. Citation of the specific text, map or other illustration suggested to be amended; 
C. The suggested amendment; 
D. If a suggested amendment is to a plan or to both a plan and a development 

regulation, a statement of how the amendment: 
1. Promotes the public health, safety and welfare; 
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2. Is consistent with or in conflict with other portions of the comprehensive plan or 
subarea plan; and complies with Chapter 36.70A RCW, also known as the Growth 
Management Act and the Benton County countywide planning policies; 

E. If a suggested amendment is only to the development regulations, a statement as 
to how the amendment complies with the comprehensive plan. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.90.040 Identified deficiencies. 
If during the review of any project permit application the city identifies any 

deficiencies in plans or development regulations, the identified deficiencies shall be 
docketed on a form as provided in RMC 19.90.030, for possible future plan or 
development regulation amendments. “Deficiency” as used herein means the absence 
of required or potentially desirable contents of a comprehensive plan, subarea plan, or 
development regulation. [Ord. 12-96]. 

19.90.050 Docketing suggested amendments. 
The community and development services group, planning and development 

services, shall compile and maintain for public review a list of suggested amendments 
and identified deficiencies to the comprehensive plan, subarea plans and the city’s 
development regulations by appropriate classification and in the order in which such 
suggested amendments were received. [Ord. 12-96; Ord. 31-03]. 

19.90.060 Timing and order of consideration of suggested amendments. 
A. Suggested amendments to the comprehensive plan, subarea plan or 

development regulations shall be considered at least once each calendar year, but the 
comprehensive plan shall be amended no more often than once each calendar year, 
except that amendments may be considered more frequently for the initial adoption of a 
subarea plan, the adoption of a shoreline master program, in cases of emergency, or to 
resolve an appeal of an adopted comprehensive plan filed with a growth management 
board or with the court. The city council shall initiate consideration of suggested 
amendments by motion requesting the physical planning commission to prepare a 
recommendation. 

B. Suggested amendments shall generally be considered by the physical planning 
commission in the order received, although suggestions which concern the same 
property, group of properties, subarea, or land use topic may be combined. [Ord. 
12-96]. 

19.90.070 Public participation. 
The public shall be made aware of the opportunity to suggest amendments and to 

comment on suggested amendments through methods including but not limited to 
newspaper articles, legal advertisements and notices posted in public places. Public 
notice requirements shall be as set forth in Chapter 19.40 RMC. [Ord. 12-96]. 



MEMORANDUM  Community and Development Department 
 Planning & Development Services Division 
 

TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
FROM:  RICK SIMON, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER 
 
DATE: JULY 25, 2012 
 
RE:            RECOMMENDATION TO SURPLUS PROPERTY – M2012-108 
 
 
The City has been approached by a property owner who is requesting a land 
trade with the City concerning property that is currently a part of Trailhead Park.  
Trailhead Park is a 40 acre park site that abuts the Badger Mountain Preserve 
Area. The park serves as trailhead to provide access to the pedestrian trails in 
the Badger Mountain Preserve. It includes landscaped areas, restroom facilities, 
and parking improvements, but the great majority of Trailhead Park is in natural 
open space.  
 
The portion of the park property that is proposed for the land trade lies along the 
southerly boundary of the park, near White Bluffs Street. When the plat of “The 
Plateau” was completed it included lot 31, which is a long and narrow lot, almost 
400 feet wide, but only 116 feet deep at its widest point. (Refer to the attached 
plat map.) The owner of this lot is proposing a trade in which the owner would 
gain 11,747 square feet of Trailhead Park in exchange for 9,180 square feet of 
frontage along White Bluffs Street. The City would also receive $4,000 for this 
trade. (See the attached plot plan.) 
 
The property owner would be left with a large building lot that would be much 
more usable than if left in its current configuration. The City would gain land that 
is immediately adjacent to its parking area and to White Bluffs Street.  
  
Chapter 3.06 of the Richland Municipal Code sets forth procedural requirements 
for the surplussing of City property for eventual sale or lease.  The City Council 
has authority to declare a property surplus only after it has received 
recommendations from the Economic Development Advisory Committee, the 
Parks and Recreation Commission and the Planning Commission.   
 
The Parks and Recreation Commission have reviewed the proposal and have 
recommended denial. They noted that they have a philosophical objection to 
trading park land; that the proposed land trade would result in a visual intrusion 
into the park in an area where there is now a clear delineation between the park 
and the adjacent neighborhood and they noted that that the trade would provide 
limited value for the expansion of the existing parking lot.  
 



Staff notes that the property within Trailhead Park is zoned PPF- Parks and 
Public Facilities, while the land that is part of “The Plateau” subdivision is zoned 
R-1-10 – Single Family Residential. If the land trade is completed, the land owner 
will need to re-zone the property so that his entire lot would be within the R-1-10 
zone.  
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