
  

Agenda 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING NO. 2-2014 
Richland City Hall - 505 Swift Boulevard - Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, February 26, 2014 
7:00 p.m. 

 
 
COMMISSION 
MEMBERS:   

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

LIAISONS: 
 

Rick Simon, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Phil Lemley, City Council 

 
Regular Meeting, 7:00 p.m. 
 
Welcome and Roll Call 
 
Approval of the Agenda 
 
Approval of January 22, 2014 Meeting Minutes 
 
Public Comments 
 
Public Hearing Explanation 
 

Unfinished Business  
  

1. APPLICANT: CITY OF RICHLAND. (M2014-100)  
Request: UPDATE OF THE CITY SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM, CONSISTING OF 

A PROPOSED NEW “SHORELINE MANAGEMENT” SECTION OF THE 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 26 OF THE RICHLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE – SHORELINE MANAGEMENT; AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 
19 – DEVELOPMENT REGULATION ADMINISTRATION; AMENDMENTS TO 
TITLE 23 – ZONING; AND AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 22 SENSITIVE AREAS 
ORDINANCE, ALL AS THEY RELATE TO SHORELINE AREAS WITHIN THE 
CITY OF RICHLAND.  

Location: COLUMBIA AND YAKIMA RIVER SHORELINES WITHIN THE CITY OF 
RICHLAND. 

 
 New Business – Public Hearings 
 

1. APPLICANT: DREAM BUILDERS (AARON MAGULA) (S2014-101) 
Request: PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL TO SUBDIVIDE AN APPROXIMATELY 3.75 

ACRE PARCEL IN TO 14 RESIDENTIAL LOTS KNOWN AS THE 
DWELLINGS. 

Location: GENERALLY AT THE SOUTHERN TERMINUS OF BRANTINGHAM ROAD 
AND INCLUDING THE UNCONSTRUCTED PORTION OF MELISSA STREET 

Planning Commission Workshop Meeting, Wednesday, March 12, 2014 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting – Wednesday, March 26, 2014 

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  
City Clerk’s Office at 509-942-7388. 

 

http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/CITYVIEW


 
 
 
2. APPLICANT: VSI DEVELOPMENT LLC (Z2014-100) 
Request: TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE LAND USE & DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

FOR THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY. 
Location: BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH, GENERALLY LOCATED SOUTH OF BADGER 

MOUNTAIN, EAST OF DALLAS ROAD AND NORTH OF REATA ROAD. 
 

3. APPLICANT: VSI DEVELOPMENT LLC (S2014-100) 

Request: PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL TO SUBDIVIDE 126.8 ACRES INTO 281 
LOTS AND 14 TRACTS KNOWN AS THE PLAT OF SOUTH ORCHARD 1. 

Location: SOUTHEAST PORTION OF THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH MASTER 
PLANNED COMMUNITY, NORTH OF REATA ROAD AND WEST OF AND 
ADJACENT TO THE PLAT OF REATA RIDGE. 

 
Communications 

Commission/Staff/Liaison Comments 

Adjournment 

Planning Commission Workshop Meeting, Wednesday, March 12, 2014 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting – Wednesday, March 26, 2014 

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  
City Clerk’s Office at 509-942-7388. 

 

http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/CITYVIEW


 

 
MINUTES 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING No. 1-2014 
Richland City Hall – 550 Swift Boulevard – Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, January 22, 2014 
7:00 PM 

 
 
 
 
 
Call to Order: 
 
Chairman Boring called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM 
 
Attendance:  
 
Present:  Commissioners Berkowitz, Clark, Jones, Moser, Madsen, Wallner, Wise, Vice-
Chair Utz and Chairman Boring. Also present were City Council Liaison Phil Lemley, 
Development Services Manager Rick Simon, Senior Planner Aaron Lambert and 
Recorder Penny Howard.  
 
Approval of Agenda: 
 
Chairman Boring presented the January 22, 2013 meeting agenda for approval. 
 
The agenda was approved as written. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
Chairman Boring presented the meeting minutes of the December 18, 2013 regular 
meeting for approval. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Madsen and seconded by Commissioner 
Jones to approve the meeting minutes of the December 18, 2013 regular meeting 
as presented. 
 
The motion carried, 9-0. 
 
 
Public Comment 
 
Chairman Boring asked for public comment on any item not on the agenda.  Seeing 
none, she closed this portion of the meeting. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
Public Hearing Explanation:  Ms. Howard 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 
 
New Business 
 

1. Update of the City Shoreline Master Program, consisting of a proposed new 
“Shoreline Management” section of the Comprehensive Plan; amendments 
to Title 26 of the Richland Municipal Code – Shoreline Management; 
amendments to Title 19 – Development Regulation Administration; 
amendments to Title 23 – Zoning; and amendments to Title 22 – Sensitive 
Areas Ordinance, all as they relate to shoreline areas within the City of 
Richland. (M2014-100) 
  

Mr. Simon reviewed the requirements imposed by the State of WA based on the 
Shoreline Management Act of 1971. The Legislature made some amendments to the 
Washington Administrative Code, adding specific requirements and some funding.  After 
a dozen workshops, the Planning Commission has provided direction, followed a public 
participation plan and attempted to notify all shoreline property owners several times 
throughout the process.  There were also multiple postings of the draft documents on 
the City of Richland website and public hearing notices through the Tri-City Herald. Mr. 
Simon also outlined the steps required for adoption of the Shoreline Master Program. 
He summarized the documents and reminded the Planning Commission of their task to 
recommend action to the City Council. Next, the City Council will perform a Public 
Hearing, review and make a recommendation to The Washington State Department of 
Ecology. The Shoreline Master Program does not take effect until the Department of 
Ecology concurs and adopts the program.  
 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA, LLC, presented a Shoreline Master Program overview with 
an overhead presentation.  He summarized three key principles of the Shoreline Master 
Program: public access, preferred uses, and no net loss of ecological function. The 
steps followed during this process were also outlined in the presentation with the current 
step identified as moving into local adoption. Mr. Floyd outlined the Shoreline Master 
Program content as goals, policies, and regulations. He also referred to overhead maps 
and discussed the following proposed shoreline environment designations: industrial 
conservancy, natural, recreation, recreation conservancy, residential, rural and 
waterfront. Mr. Floyd displayed a proposed schedule of events with the final estimated 
approval by the City and the Department of Ecology during June or July of 2014. 
 
Chairman Boring opened the Public Hearing at 7:22 PM. 
 
Mike Lilga, 317 Fuller Street, Tapteal Greenway Association: “You’ve just, tonight, 
received a letter that the greenway has written regarding Amon Basin and the issue of 
whether it should be in the shoreline jurisdiction. The, um, what I was, our position is 
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that it should be in our jurisdiction because it really functions as a creek, it has 
jurisdictional wetlands on it and it meets the flow requirements. We, um, my submission 
is a letter, which I encourage you to read. It sounds like you’re gonna make a 
recommendation tonight, so I don’t know what you could possibly recommend that’s not 
already known or what’s not already in your mind, but my intent is to try and convince 
you that Amon should be within that jurisdictional, ah, shoreline jurisdiction. The other 
piece of information that’s in with our letter is Ecology’s focus sheet and it’s a focus on 
irrigation influenced wetlands. It relates directly, I believe, with the situation in the Amon 
Basin and give, I think, very clear guidance on what actions should be taken in Amon. 
I’m not gonna read my letter or anything like that. I was going to go through a lot of 
information, try to give you some data; Ben Floyd actually has done it for me. So, he’s 
gone through a lot of the memos and we’ll let Ben comment on what I’m about to say, I 
guess. But he’s already pulled a lot of that together for you in his memo, which Rick also 
supplied to you for reference. But, Ben’s conclusions and our conclusions, given the 
same facts, are completely different. 
 
So, Ben; he documents that there’s habitat there. Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife has critical habitat shown there. There’s palustrine there, in other words there 
are wetland sites and they’re critical habitats as far as the State is concerned. Ben’s 
memo indicates that the flow, that there’s not really that ten year period of flow data, but 
that if there was it most likely would meet the flow requirements for shoreline 
management. I don’t think that’s the issue then. The issue seems to be whether these 
wetlands are intentionally created or unintentionally created. And, um, in our mind they 
are clearly not. KID does not dump water to create wetlands. They’re not trying to do 
any mitigation for anything. They’re an irrigation company. They certainly use Amon as 
a wasteway for part of the year. Um, they don’t use it for a wasteway the entire year. In 
fact, their irrigation return has been off for three months. So, any wetlands that are there 
are not intentional. The people around did not irrigate their property with the intent of 
creating a wetland. If they did, they would be irrigating today to put more water in the 
system. They don’t do that. So Ecology’s focus sheet addresses this situation and 
unintentional wetlands clearly fall under Ecology’s guidelines for regulated wetlands. 
 
Amon Basin behaves as a creek. KID goes out of its way to say that it’s a wasteway, 
and yes it is for part of the year, but it’s been known for a long time that there’s water, 
for example, in the east fork year ‘round. Again, KID is not dumping water; there’s water 
a half a mile down river from Beer Falls. So, I’ve included in my letter some photographs 
just to bring it to your attention.” (Referring to pictures.) “Here’s picture of Beer Falls, 
um, clearly, no discharge is dry. Figure 2 is the east fork near Broadmoor. So, I don’t 
know if you call it Broadmoor there or Bellerive, you know, it’s right there. If you just 
walk in a little ways, there’s a lot of water. Water is flowing. There’s actually some little 
ripples. It’s not just stagnant. It’s flowing water. I didn’t go up the east fork farther than 
that, but that’s roughly by Google Maps’ estimation, it’s about a half a mile down from 
Beer Falls. There’s enough water, I would suspect this water goes quite a bit farther 
upstream. Another easy way to access the east fork is just on the Meadow Springs Golf 
Course, so make sure there’s no golf balls flying in your direction. But, you can get right 
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there; get on the bridge. This picture is taken from the bridge, looking up river. It’s not 
scientific, but my estimation there’s actually more water on this side of Broadmoor there 
than there was on the other side where I took Figure 2. And then, Figure 4 is at near the 
mouth. So, this is where Amon Creek crosses Columbia Park Trail. So, you can get 
there into the natural area, the Corps of Engineers natural area. You follow a very 
pleasant road down to a little bridge and this is a picture from the bridge. Those rapids, I 
mean there’s enough water that this water is flowing very good. I have no estimation 
today of what that flow is in terms of cfs, but again; it’s a lot of water. It’s not coming 
from current irrigation spillage from the wasteway.  
 
And the only conclusion is that it’s groundwater. So, this is recharge; recharge of Amon 
Creek admittedly from the years of irrigation, but it’s recharge nonetheless. The water 
table is rising in that area. And that’s what the focus sheet is all about; recharge, 
unintentional recharge of creeks creating wetlands. That’s exactly what’s happening. 
So, by Ecology’s standards; I sent this letter to Ecology as well. Sounds like they have 
some; they’re waffling on this for whatever reason –I don’t know. By Ecology’s 
standards this is a regulatable habitat. It’s functioning as a stream. It has sufficient flow 
according to Ben’s research. And, so, just as the Yakima is a tributary to the Columbia 
that is regulatable under the shoreline jurisdiction; we believe the Amon Creek is a 
tributary to the Yakima that is also, should also fall under the shoreline jurisdiction. And 
so, with that, I encourage you to read the letter when you can. If you want to look at any 
of these sites, I’d be happy to take you out there. You’d probably get in trouble for that. 
But, Greenway encourages you to put this under shoreline management. Thank you.” 
 
John Fox, 2614 Harris Avenue: “I expect that the memo that Mr. Simon referred to 
was an earlier one that I sent. I brought another one, just tonight, that’s more specific. Is 
that correct, Mr. Simon?” (Mr. Simon indicated that the letter Mr. Fox brought with him 
was in front of the Planning Commissioners.) 
 
“This is more specific to the tables in the report. I’m speaking to the segment R and I 
commend the effort that’s gone into this plan to characterize the particular regions 
appropriately and tailor the specifications to those regions. And, I have a difference with 
the 75 foot minimum for the riparian zone and the 100 foot setback for housing. I’m not 
convinced and I haven’t gone out and measured it/surveyed it to see, but it’s my belief 
that the ordinarily high water mark is not defined as yet, as far as I know. So, we don’t 
know where that falls on the bank. There are twenty residential properties which have 
been fully built out for thirty years or so in this segment. It’s the steepest bank area, so 
the Corps of Engineers property line does not come up to the top of the bank. It’s part 
way down the bank. So many people have excavated for daylight basements; others, 
like myself have not. There’s some retaining walls and so on. So, putting a 75 foot 
minimum distance, I think, would encroach on private property. And, although I expect 
that existing conditions are grandfathered, there are currently two projects under way in 
the area. One is extension of a patio out to the Corps property line with a fill and 
retaining wall. And the other was where an original house was demolished and is being 
replaced with a three story affair excavated out to the property line. So, we can expect 
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that things like that will happen over the years in the future and I don’t see any point in 
restricting the new modifications any further than the existing ones. So, I have 
suggestions for revisions to table 26.60.42 which deals with the riparian area and 
26.30.012 which deals with the setback from the ordinary high water mark to the house/ 
to any structure. And I think that these should be reworded simply to; in the one case for 
the riparian area to exist to the current Corps of Engineers property line which is all 
marked and designated and monitored by the Corps. And, for the housing, appropriate 
wording to set things in line to existing houses. So that if they want to add on or 
demolish another one; and there a couple, including probably my own that somebody 
would come in and demolish and build them a mansion for in the future, but not restrict 
them to a further setback. So, I think that’s the practical way to deal with it and the most 
convenient way.”  
 
 
Dana Ward 10112 Maple Drive, Pasco: “I’m here as the Christmas Bird Count 
Coordinator for the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society. I want you to know what 
the Christmas Bird Count is. It’s been running for 114 years nationally and there’s over 
2,000 count circles in the nation. It’s the largest citizen’s science study in the nation and 
it’s one that’s been going on in Tri-Cities area now since 1945. Not continuously, but 
continuously maybe from 1966 on up to the present time. We just conducted a 
Christmas Bird Count January 4th. We divided the council up into three areas: Richland, 
Kennewick and Pasco. And, in Richland, we had 25 teams counting birds for one day. 
They count mainly along the Columbia River and the Yakima River, ‘cause that’s where 
the best habitats at. That’s where the best bird populations are. 
 
Now, I told you that because I was reading through the Shoreline Management Plan 
and I think you could use some help there on bird species and bird habitat and stuff. 
And so, I’d like to offer the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society’s expertise in 
helping the Shoreline Management Plan be the best it can be in relationship to the bird 
populations there. So, I also wanted to let you know that we have designated in 2001, 
the Yakima delta up to Highway 182 and over to the concrete bridge as an important 
bird area (IBA). There are 2 designated important bird areas in Benton County. One is 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve plus the Columbia River on the Hanford site. The other 
is the Yakima delta right here next to Richland. So, that’s an IBA and that is a ten page 
document (referring to document in hand) that has critical information in it about 
sensitive species of birds and mammals and things of that nature. So, we would offer a 
copy of this to the contractor if they would like to include that into their Shoreline 
Management Plan. 
 
So, I also was reading through the Shoreline Management Plan and I had a couple of 
observations there. And I thought I would let you know that it looked like a very good 
Shoreline Management Plan, but I think that there are some things that they need to 
check on. On page 43, there was a reference to big horn sheep as one of the mammals 
listed. Certainly, there are no big horn sheep down there. It didn’t say anything about; it 
said river otters in the Columbia River, but there are river otters in the Yakima River. It 
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listed hairy woodpeckers as one of the species. In last 5 years, we’ve only had one 
hairy woodpecker in our Christmas Bird Count but we had 36 downy woodpeckers. So, 
a downy woodpecker would be a much better bird to list in that area. And then, another 
error on page 44, they use the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve; they abbreviate that as 
ALEP. That’s not your standard acronym for the Arid Land Ecology Reserve. It was 
congressionally designated as the Fitzer/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. And it 
should be an acronym: FEALE. It says that deer do not breed on the Yakima delta. 
Well, I can tell you by visual that deer do breed on the Yakima delta and there are fawns 
out there in the spring. So, I don’t want to take up any more of your time, but there are 
other errors and inconsistencies in that. And so, the Audubon Society would like to help 
you make this the best Shoreline Management Plan possible.” 
 
Mark Kraft, 4171 Alder Road, Pasco: “The reason I’m here is I’ve got property on the 
south end of Jones Road. And, I missed the last couple of meetings. I don’t know if this 
is the venue to ask that question at this point, but I don’t know what I’ve misses. Is there 
any overview you could give me on that particular area that might affect me in 
particular?” (Staff members attempted to ascertain Mr. Kraft’s concerns.) 
 
Mr. Kraft: “For instance, what if I wanted to raise corn on it? I saw something about row 
crop issues.”  Mr. Floyd informed all that there would be no change to any current 
operation on his property and he would be able to change from pasture to row crop and 
back. Those activities would be grandfathered in. Private landowners would not be 
required to provide access. Future developments, such as a new structure or a boat 
dock, then the provisions would come into play. 
 
Mr. Kraft: “One other question or comment that the man from the greenway; I don’t 
even know where that drainage ditch is at, but probably the reason they don’t want to 
make it into a wetland area is: If it is used as a drain, the Irrigation District probably has 
to get in there and clean it now and again. If you make it a wetland, they probably can’t 
do that any longer and it wouldn’t be long before it’s plugged up with vegetation. They 
wouldn’t be able to; it wouldn’t function the way it would.” 
 
Mr. Floyd summarized a letter from Shannon Goodwin, Richland, with comments on 
restoration plan. She commented that she didn’t believe it was not appropriate to 
reference a draft document as a basis for a restoration plan. Ms. Goodwin expressed 
concerns about removing Russian olive trees because the trees that don’t die return 
with added vigor and cited their benefits. PNNL Ecologist, William Rickard, was quoted: 
‘We will never get rid of Russian olive trees as long as we have the McNary pool.’ Ms. 
Goodwin suggested instead of planting trees, consider other shrubs like Sumac, Wood 
Rose or Dogwood to compete with the Russian olives. She also complemented the 
work done on some of the proposed Vegetation Maintenance Plan. 
 
Ms. Goodwin requested a better definition of clustered areas, concerned about the 
amount of vegetation that might be removed, but not replaced and how ‘no net loss’ of 
ecological function would be addressed. Concerns were also raised about the view 
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corridors and water access at bench locations. She stated: ‘For many individuals, the 
view is the trees and not the river’. Ms. Goodwin also requested clarification on the 
replacement ratio of trees, width of access to the water at bench locations, the method 
for removing trees, the rationale for trimming trees up to 6 feet from the ground, how 
vegetation would be removed on both sides of the trail, the 20 foot wide view corridors 
every 500 feet and how mitigation would occur for the loss of habitat. Overall, she 
thought the plans ambitious, and was unsure how the city would be able to execute and 
maintain such a plan. 
 
Mr. Floyd addressed the ordinary high water mark issue by explaining the ordinary high 
water mark as the place where vegetation starts near the water. Conducting spot 
measurements for GIS analysis, rather than property lines and considering where the 
natural vegetation stops and lawns begin, he found 75 feet to be appropriate measuring 
up from the ordinary high water mark. The other concern in that area is that that the 
slopes are steeper, so there could be runoff that could make it to the water. He stated 
that the buffer area could probably be reduced to 65 feet and still protect water quality, 
but it looked like the natural vegetation stopped at about 75 feet.  
 
Mr. Floyd also addressed the use table and building setbacks, stating they could be 
reduced from 100 feet to 10 to 15 feet from the riparian buffer in the residential area. A 
common line setback could also be used. 
 
Mr. Fox: “The common line seems sensible to me, but you said you estimated the 75 
feet, but the document says the 75 feet must be measured horizontally. And, I don’t 
think you did that. So, I don’t know what the distance is on the slope. So, that’s one of 
the issues.” 
 
Mr. Floyd responded to Mike Lilga’s letter, stating that they agree on the facts, but it 
comes down to whether or not it is a shoreline jurisdiction water body. The Washington 
State Department of Ecology reviewed their memo, findings and agreed based on their 
analysis. There was a memo regarding artificially created wetlands from Tom Tebb, 
Regional Director for the Central Regional Office in Yakima to Kennewick Irrigation 
District staff. It said Ecology was not going to regulate those wetlands as jurisdictional 
wetlands because it was a drain. In a document regarding Bridgewater Park 
development, the Department of Ecology clarified that Ecology would not regulate 
wetland type habitat in irrigation and wasteways, specifically in the Amon wasteway. 
Mr. Floyd reminded those in attendance that it was still protected under the City 
sensitive areas code, but not through the shoreline jurisdiction. The flow is not 
something you would be able to put statistical confidence in. He shared his opinion that 
it functions as a wasteway, but has a lot of natural features that should be protected. In 
Grant County, they reviewed some waterways that were not included because they 
were not historical channels and did not have the shoreline features. Those 
determinations were supported by Ecology.     
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Mr. Floyd explained that there have been numerous comments on the restoration plan 
and as a living document, could be updated at any time. There could be some 
modifications to the restoration plan as it becomes clearer, but it was the best 
information available at this time. The goal was to make things better and provide 
opportunities for mitigation, park management and shoreline restoration activities. 
 
Mark Lilga: “I was remiss earlier. I actually think Ben has done a great job on this. I 
was not picking on Ben. I consider him a friend, but I think he’s actually done quite a 
good job and I actually like your document generally. I don’t have any other specific 
comments on it. But, regarding Ben’s comments just now about Ecology saying this was 
not a regulated water body… So, I call to your attention the letter from Washington 
State Department of Ecology, on their letterhead, November 2nd, 2012. This is a letter to 
Wes Romine of Kennewick Development Services. This is regarding the Bridgewater 
Park subdivision. I’m not gonna read you the whole thing, but the salient sentence is 
right here: ‘Amon Creek is considered by Ecology to be a jurisdictional, a natural water 
body based on current environmental conditions.’ So, that’s what I meant when I was up 
here. They seem to be waffling on this. What’s going on with Ecology that; here is Gwen 
Clear saying one thing. Ah, Tom Tebbs, what’s going on with him? Why is this a 
different message all of a sudden? Um, I’m not gonna go there. I can speculate, but 
clearly, this is not a cut and dried issue. Really, you have to go back to the written 
document, not a pronouncement by the Director. It’s written right here. So, just cause he 
says it, doesn’t mean that that’s policy. That’s my position.” 
 
(Chairman Boring requested a copy of the letter.) 
 
Mr. Floyd pointed out the date of the letter dated 11/2/2012. The email previously 
mentioned was dated 12/11/2012 as a follow up. He believed the email was a 
correction. The letter was written by staff and the email was written by the Director to 
clarify that they are not regulating drains and wasteways. Staff was also addressed in 
that email. 
 
Chairman Boring closed the Public Hearing at 8:03 PM. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Clark asked what process would be used to address comments and 
letters received during the meeting. Mr. Simon informed all that the additional 
documents were all part of the record, and as such would be provided to Council. 
 
Commissioner Moser asked how the restoration plan factors into the Shoreline 
Management Plan. Mr. Floyd stated that the restoration plan can be updated and 
modified over time. It is reviewed by Ecology, but is not a binding document and is not 
regulated by them. The Parks and Recreation Department and Commission were 
included in coordinating the Shoreline Master Plan. 
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Commissioner Moser stated that she saw an opportunity to talk about 
recommendations with Parks and Recreation staff where there might be differing 
opinions. She also inquired about a memorandum dated October 31 and whether or not 
the WSU theses provided by Commissioner Wise were included. Mr. Floyd shared the 
reference locations. 
 
Commissioner Moser characterized the issue as a question of whether the Amon 
Creek Basin is a shoreline or a critical wetland. She described the flowing water, 
wildlife, natural wells and commented that defining it as a drain went against common 
sense.  Mr. Floyd defined the area as sensitive area habitat with a different regulatory 
pathway for protection. The critical areas of code applied in that area regardless of the 
Shoreline Master Program. The difference is how it is regulated. Commissioner Moser 
asked for a list of pros and cons and if the City would find liability. Mr. Floyd explained 
that the Kennewick Irrigation District could go into the federal easement and pipe areas, 
pump out all of the water, divert water and reapply it elsewhere. He agreed that a lot of 
habitat was created with both constructed and natural features, but it has functioned 
and been managed as a drain. Kennewick Irrigation District would not have been able to 
do the same on the Yakima River, because of a completely different situation. 
 
Commissioner Moser referred to Mr. Fox’s comment and wondered what liability might 
belong to the Commission if they haven’t done due diligence and commented that she 
was uncomfortable going forward without having a definite understanding of the 75 foot 
watermark. Mr. Floyd reminded the Commission that trained biologists in their company 
that could delineate where the high water mark was, but to delineate the entire shoreline 
area, it would cost thousands and thousands of dollars. When a survey is done, the 
specific requirements could be applied. Commissioner Moser asked about the 
measurements used to determine the 75 foot water mark. Mr. Floyd used a GIS 
application with satellite imagery, rather than ground measurements in this scenario. He 
reiterated that runoff could easily go right into the water due to the slope and his belief 
that a 65 foot mark would still protect the ecological functions. 
 
Commissioner Moser asked if the City could be at risk if the 65 foot water mark was 
approved, then something happened. Mr. Floyd stated that he did not believe so. If 
there was a wetland, the wetlands regulations would apply and those buffers are wider, 
so the 65 foot was scientifically defendable based upon their research. 
 
Commissioner Moser expressed concern about stating ‘no closer than existing 
buildings’ because that changes over time and needed to be better defined. Mr. Floyd 
informed that they could use a minimum setback such as 15 feet from the edge of the 
riparian buffer. So, if it was 65 feet in that area, the setback would start at 80 feet. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz asked for further explanation and stated her preference to 
go look before coming to a conclusion. Mr. Floyd explained that a setback wouldn’t 
necessarily be based on the ecological functions, but more of a health and safety risk 
factor based on slope, soil stability, etc. He stated that it ended up being a lot of 
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overlapping considerations that come together when the proposed regulations are in 
place.  
 
Commissioner Berkowitz referred to Mr. Floyd’s statement that the Irrigation District 
can’t change the flow of the Yakima River saying she believed that they do. 
Mr. Floyd stated the Kennewick Irrigation District can go into Amon and make changes 
to manage their district, but cannot make changes outside their water right. One reason 
they spill water down Amon is because they have to fill up the canal system, but can’t 
just turn the flow off. They need to be able to get rid of the water to avoid flooding 
property. If they built storage, which might be in their long range plan, they could 
manage the flow differently. But, water may not be spilled in the future. Commissioner 
Berkowitz stated that before irrigation began, there was flow and both agreed that there 
was some flow underground. Commissioner Berkowitz and Mr. Floyd agreed that the 
created wetlands were good things. Mr. Floyd also identified with Irrigation Districts that 
would like to operate without having anything further complicate operating their system. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz commented that she had understood the Regulatory 
Reaches map would include the pond across from Columbia Park Trail in Reach K. 
Mr. Floyd agreed to make the correction stating they would be included under shoreline 
designation ‘associated wetlands’ on the south side of Columbia Park Trail near Desert 
Gold Motel. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz commented on the Vegetation Management Plan. Mr. Floyd 
pointed out they could strike out an action during the editing process that might be 
addressed by Parks and Recreation later on. There would be ongoing work and .while 
the Vegetation Management plan was a cited as a source, there was no endorsement 
involved. Mr. Floyd provided locations of each reference to the Vegetation 
Management Plan as requested by Commissioner Berkowitz. Mr. Floyd offered to 
strike project 11 from the Shoreline Management Plan restoration plan. Commissioner 
Berkowitz and Mr. Floyd agreed to make a modify verbiage from ‘developed areas’ to 
‘in these areas’ referring to project 11. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz requested a change to footnote 3 in that table to clarify the 
use of grasses in riparian areas and upland because they were site specific. Mr. Floyd 
stated that it could be clarified, but it was intended for the riparian species to be used in 
the riparian areas and the upland species to be used in the upland areas. He didn’t think 
it precluded doing what was needed, but wouldn’t tie anyone’s hands either. The 
application would be site specific and that was the reason for a more general approach 
in the document.  
 
Commissioner Berkowitz asked if they would review the restoration plan again before 
its incorporation. Mr. Floyd understands that it would likely go through a stringent 
review process, but was unsure exactly how that would be done. 
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Commissioner Berkowitz suggested to the Planning Commission that they take the 
Shoreline Management Program back to a workshop to avoid spending an exorbitant 
amount of time during a public hearing. She felt that there had been insufficient time to 
review the document properly. 
 
Mr. Floyd reviewed section 26.20.02 dealing with different levels of function based on 
different development types and function and new subsection 26.20.40 concerning  a 
Vegetation Management plan that should be developed and implemented in 
coordination with the Corps of Engineers. In each section, verbiage would be changed 
from ‘developed areas’ to ‘in these areas’. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz asked for a definition of ‘compatible species’. Mr. Floyd 
some species that might already exist, even if less desirable, could be left in place to 
achieve some ecological benefit. 
 
Commissioner Wise thanked the citizens who provided input and noted similar 
concerns with Ms. Goodwin’s comments and was pleased to learn that the restoration 
plan was not cast in iron so it might be improved. He shared his opinion that he believes 
Amon should be under shoreline jurisdiction. Perhaps, over fifty years of irrigation, the 
water table has changed. He stated that it should be regulated and was willing to take 
the Shoreline Master Program back to a workshop if the group concurred. 
 
Commissioner Wise referred to page 42 regarding building heights on line 4 and 
asked if that meant a building could not go past 55 feet. Mr. Floyd concurred. 
 
Commissioner Wise referred to page 71 regarding shoreline permit application 
procedures and public notification on line 71 and asked when that should occur. He 
suggested thirty days. Mr. Floyd stated that there are statutory requirements governing 
the timing of notification, so it was not specified in the document. Commissioner Wise 
suggested the time and newspaper needed to be stated. 
 
Chairman Boring suggested avoiding the nitpicky items in order to move the document 
toward approval knowing there might be amendments in the future. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Jones and seconded by Vice-Chair Utz to 
table the Shoreline Master Program to the next Public Hearing on February 26. 
Prior to that workshop, Commissioners Berkowitz and Wise meet with Mr. Floyd 
to resolve their outstanding issues and give all more time to review. 
 
Chairman Boring confirmed that any outstanding issues could be worked out prior to 
the workshop on Wednesday, February 12, 2014. 
  
Commissioner Moser proposed an amendment to the motion to include other 
comments and concerns received during this meeting as well. 
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Mr. Simon requested a list of issues by the close of business on Monday to allow Mr. 
Floyd to be prepared. 
 
Commissioner Madsen commented that he thought they could all find things they 
would like to change going forward. He considered it a great document, wanted to see it 
move to the next step, but was opposed to private meetings. 
 
AMENDMENT CARRIED 8-0. 
Commission Clark abstained. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 6-3.  
Commissioners Madsen, Wallner and Boring voted against. 
 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Vice-Chair Utz commented that it is worth the time and effort to fix things in the 
document, but need to get away from the fine details. This is the final review. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz believed they were ahead of schedule with a couple of 
months to spare. The public did not have the document thirty days prior to the hearing, 
so review time was needed. She stated that it was important to have the code say what 
we want it to say. 
 
 
 
Other Business 
 
Election of Officers for 2014 
 
Chairman Boring announced that she was stepping down as Chairman of the Planning 
Commission and nominated Vice-Chair Utz as Chair and Commissioner Moser as Vice- 
Chair. 
 
Commissioner Utz and Commissioner Moser were unanimously voted into the 
offices of Chairman and Vice-Chairman respectively. 
 
 
 
Communications: 
 
Mr. Simon 

• Reminded the Commission of the Shoreline Master Program workshop on 
February 12. 
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Commissioner Jones 
• Attended the Art Dedication at The Parkway and commended Mr. Lemley for a 

job well done. 
 
Commissioner Madsen 

• Saw the sculpture today and hoped the sun would be come out soon to show 
through the glass. 

• Hoped today’s meeting adhered to procedure.  
 

Commissioner Berkowitz 
• Commented that today’s process was no different than past methods. 

 
Commissioner Moser 

• Thanked Commissioner Boring and commended her as Chairman. 
• Cited the immense value of the shoreline to our city and thanked the group and 

specifically Mr. Floyd for the excellent changes to the document. 
 
Commission Clark 

• Thanked Commissioner Boring for her service. 
• Agreed with Commissioner Madsen and was unsure whether or not the 

proceedings followed Robert’s Rules of Order. 
 
Vice-Chair Utz 

• Thanked all for their vote and expressed his desire to live up to the job done by 
Chairman Boring. 

 
Chairman Boring 

• Expressed appreciation for her time serving with the Planning Commission.  
• Shared her appreciation for the thoughtful contributions and accomplishments of 

the group. 
 
 

ADJOURNMENT: 
 
The January 22, 2014 Richland Planning Commission Regular Meeting 1-2014 was 
adjourned at 9:23 PM. The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission will be 
held on February 26, 2014. 
 
PREPARED BY:  Penny Howard, Recorder, Planning and Development   
 
 
REVIEWED BY:  __________________________________________ 
    Rick Simon, Secretary 
    Richland Planning Commission 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION             PREPARED BY: RICK SIMON 
FILE NO.: M2014-100                   MEETING DATE: FEBRUARY 26 2014 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 

APPLICANT: CITY OF RICHLAND (M2014-100)  

Request: UPDATE OF THE CITY SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM, 
CONSISTING OF A PROPOSED NEW “SHORELINE MANAGEMENT” 
SECTION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 
26 OF THE RICHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE – SHORELINE 
MANAGEMENT; AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 19 – DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATION ADMINISTRATION; AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 23 – 
ZONING; AND AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 22 SENSITIVE AREAS 
ORDINANCE, ALL AS THEY RELATE TO SHORELINE AREAS WITHIN 
THE CITY OF RICHLAND.  

Location: COLUMBIA AND YAKIMA RIVER SHORELINES WITHIN THE CITY OF 
RICHLAND. 

 
REASON FOR REQUEST: 
 
Richland is required under state law to update its shoreline master program and has 
been working over the past year and half with its consultant Anchor QEA to meet this 
state mandate. The draft shoreline master program that has been prepared under the 
direction of the Planning Commission is now ready for formal adoption. 
  
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS   
Staff has completed its review of the proposed update to the Richland Shoreline Master 
Program and submits that: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1) The Washington State Shoreline Management Act requires that the City of Richland 

adopt and administer a shoreline master program that is consistent with the 
provisions of the act and with Washington Administrative Code 173-26; 

 
2) The City initially adopted a shoreline program in 1979 and has administered it 

continuously since its initial adoption with no amendments made to the original 
program over the past 35 years; 

 



3) Those portions of the Yakima River and Columbia River shorelines that are located 
within Richland City limits meet the definition of shoreline as defined within the act 
and are therefore subject to the provisions of the shoreline master program; 

 
4) The Washington Administrative Code 173-26 has been revised through actions of 

the State Legislature to include new requirements that are not addressed in the 
City’s existing shoreline master program. New requirements include a provision that 
the master programs must result in “no net loss” of ecological functions of shoreline 
areas; that cities must undertake cumulative impact analysis of the likely future 
development of their shoreline areas and that cities must develop shoreline 
restoration plans; 

 
5) The State Department of Ecology has provided a grant to the City of Richland to 

defray the costs of preparation of a shoreline master program and the City has used 
these funds to hire the services of Anchor QEA, a consulting firm with expertise in 
the area of developing shoreline master programs;. 

 
Conclusion: The City of Richland has shorelines that are subject to the state 
shoreline act; has administered a shoreline program for those shoreline areas 
since 1979; is now required to update its program to conform to current 
standards and has received financial support from the state to meet these new 
requirements.    
 
Finding of Fact: 
6) The City developed a public participation plan that it used throughout the update 

process. The plan called for an open and inclusive public process. The City followed 
this plan through the following actions: 

 
a) Holding three public open houses to provide interested citizens an opportunity to 

be informed of and to comment on the update process. These open houses were 
held on January 13, March 13 and October 13 of 2013; 

b) Placing all information developed through the update process of the City’s 
webpage for public review and comment; 

c) Notification of public open houses and public hearings and the availability of draft 
update materials through the mailing of postcards to approximately 150 shoreline 
property owners. The mailing list use included all owners of private property 
within Richland’s shoreline areas; 

d) Notification of public agencies, tribes and private organizations of the City’s 
update process and invitation to review and comment on the draft shoreline 
master program; and 

e) Notification of the shoreline master program update process through public 
service announcements on the City’s cable channel; 

f) Notification of the public hearing before Planning Commission included mailed 
notice to shoreline property owners; publication of a legal ad in the Tri-City 
Herald and notifications on the City’ webpage; 
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7) The Planning Commission provided oversight throughout the development of the 

draft shoreline master program and held a total of 12 workshops over the past 18 
months with City staff and the consultant team to develop the program; 
 

8) The Parks and Recreation Commission was also provided an opportunity to review 
the draft shoreline master program both in a workshop and a regular meeting; 

 
Conclusion: The City developed and implemented a public participation plan that 
it has used throughout the shoreline master program update process that 
provided opportunities for the public and interested agencies and organizations 
the ability to be informed of and be involved in the process of the shoreline 
master program update. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
9) The City’s existing comprehensive plan under Land Use Goal #6 calls for the 

protection and conservation of natural resources and critical lands and the provision 
of public access based on the ability of the resource to support the use. The plan 
also sets forth the following policies: 
Policy 1 - The City will make all public river shoreline accessible to the public, 
subject to regulation protecting public safety, sensitive habitat areas and wildlife. 
 Policy 2 - The City will encourage development of water-oriented recreational, 
cultural and related commercial facilities in certain Columbia River locations to 
enhance and diversify Richland’s community recreational resources and its 
attractiveness to tourists. 
 Policy 3 - Except as addressed in Policy 2, the City will protect the natural 
riparian area along the Yakima River and the riparian area along the Columbia River 
so as not to diminish the quality of the shoreline environment. 
 Policy 4 - In cooperation with appropriate agencies, the City will identify and 
regulate the use of wetlands, essential habitat areas and other critical lands within 
the urban growth area. 

 
10)  The proposed shoreline master program expands on these comprehensive plan 

policies through the addition of a shoreline management section of the plan, which 
more specifically establishes policies regarding the economic development of 
shoreline areas; the appropriate distribution of shoreline uses; the conservation of 
shoreline areas; public access to the shoreline; the provision of shoreline 
recreational opportunities; the balance between preservation of shoreline processes 
and flood hazard protection measures; the development of circulation system and 
the preservation of historic and cultural shoreline resources.  
 

Conclusion: The draft shoreline master program is consistent with and expands 
upon the land use policies contained within the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
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Findings of Fact: 
11) The purposes of the shoreline management act are to: 

a) Protect the environmental resources of the state’s shorelines; 
b) Promote public access to the shorelines; and 
c) Give priority to types of land uses that require a location on the shoreline. 

 
12) The state standards (WAC 173-26) require the City to prepare an inventory report 

that identifies the existing shoreline conditions. Updated shoreline master programs 
must also comply with the “no net loss” of ecological functions of shoreline areas 
provisions and include a cumulative impact analysis, and a restoration plan; 

 
13) The proposed shoreline master program includes: 

a)  a Shoreline Inventory, Characterization and Analysis Report of all shoreline 
areas within the City;  

b) A new section in the land use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan that 
specifically addresses shoreline management policies; 

c) A new shoreline master program that provides for a variety of future land uses 
classified into seven separate environment designations including Natural, 
Recreation Conservancy, Recreation, Rural, Residential, Waterfront, and 
Industrial Conservancy,  

d) A cumulative impacts analysis; 
e) A restoration plan. 

 
Conclusion:  The draft shoreline master program update is consistent with and 
implements the purpose of the state shoreline management act and the state 
standards contained in WAC 173-26. 
 
Overall Conclusion: Based upon the above findings and conclusions, the 
adoption of the City’s Draft Shoreline Master Program 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 (M2014-100) and recommend to the City Council adoption of 
the proposed updates to the Richland Shoreline Master Program.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
1 Supplemental Information 
2 Public Participation Plan  
3 Draft SMP Excerpts 
4 IAC Report Comments 
5 Restoration Plan Comments 

6 Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
Comments 

7 Dept. of Ecology Comment Letter 
8 SMP Map
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EXHIBIT (1) 



 
EXHIBIT 1 

              (M2014-100) 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The current City Shoreline Master Program (SMP) was adopted in 1979 and has been 
in effect since then. No amendments to the master program have been adopted since 
the original program has been put into place. The shoreline regulations are a 
requirement of Washington State under the provisions of the State Shoreline 
Management Act. Under the act, a shoreline is defined as rivers and lakes along with 
their associated shorelands, wetlands and floodplains. In Richland, shorelines subject 
to the act are those portions of the Columbia and Yakima rivers that are located within 
the City limits. Generally, lands within 200 feet of these two rivers and their associated 
floodplains are subject to the provisions of the act.  
 
The shoreline act has three basic purposes, which can be summarized as follows: 

1. Protect the environmental resources of the state’s shorelines; 
2. Promote public access to the shorelines; and 
3. Give priority to types of land uses that require a location on the shoreline. 

 
The State Legislature has mandated that all cities and counties within the state update 
their shoreline program in accordance with the updated provisions contained in the 
Washington Administrative Code. The act is unusual in that both state and local 
government share in the responsibility for its implementation. At the local level, a City is 
required to develop and adopt both a plan for the management of its shoreline areas 
and regulations that would implement that plan. Together the plan and regulations 
comprise the master program. The State Department of Ecology is given the 
responsibility of reviewing the master programs adopted by local governments. A 
master program does not become effective until it is officially adopted by Ecology. Any 
amendments to the program are not valid unless approved by Ecology. Once a 
program is put into place, local governments are responsible for administering it. They 
process and issue shoreline substantial development permits. Once local permit 
decisions are made, they are transferred to Ecology, which has the ability to appeal 
local permit decisions to a state shoreline hearings board.   
 
Under the updated provisions in the state code, the basic intent and purpose of the 
shoreline act remains in effect; however, some new standards were also implemented. 
Specifically, cities must comply with a “no net loss” policy to ecological functions. The 
City is responsible to evaluate current shoreline conditions and identify existing 
shoreline ecological functions. Future development of shoreline areas must then not be 
allowed to result in a loss of ecological function. Cities have some latitude in 
determining how existing functions should be protected and if future development 
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results in loss of function in one location, then corresponding mitigation with restoration 
activities in another shoreline location must off-set those losses. The state requires that 
cities provide a cumulative impact analysis for reasonably foreseeable activities that 
may occur within shoreline areas and include a shoreline restoration plan.  
 
With the requirement imposed by the state to update local SMPs, the legislature 
provided funding for cities and counties to complete this work. Richland received a 
grant from Ecology in 2012 and subsequently hired the consulting firm of Anchor QEA 
to assist in the development of the SMP update. Since then Anchor QEA has worked 
under the direction of the Planning Commission to develop the draft documents that 
comprise the SMP. Under the terms of the grant, the City needs to have an adopted 
program submitted to Ecology for their review and approval by June 30, 2014.  
 
To date, the following documents have been prepared and distributed for public review 
and comment: 
 

• Shoreline Inventory, Analysis and Characterization Report – This report 
assesses the current condition of the shorelines within the City, breaking the 
Yakima River shoreline into 6 distinct reaches and the Columbia River shoreline 
into 4 reaches. The document assesses the general character of these shoreline 
reaches, evaluating them for geological hazards, flooding, channel migration, 
habitat characteristics, water quantity and sediment, water quality, land use 
type, ownership and  public access  

• Shoreline Master Program – This document consists of the proposed 
amendments to existing City plans and regulations. It proposes amendments to 
the City’s comprehensive plan, adding a new “shoreline” section to the land use 
plan; proposes amendments to Title 19 – Development Regulation and 
Administration amending how shoreline permit applications are processed in the 
City; amendments to Title 22 – Environmental Regulations, amending sensitive 
area standards as they relate to wetlands and other sensitive areas within 
shoreline jurisdiction; amendments to Title 23 – Zoning, amending standards 
relating to non-conforming uses within shoreline areas; and amendments to Title 
26 – Shoreline Management, amending the City’s shoreline regulations. Finally, 
the SMP includes a series of maps which classify the various reaches of 
shoreline within the city into shoreline environment designations, which function 
like zoning regulations by establishing a set of permitted and prohibited uses 
within each designation. The proposal would divide the City’s shorelines into 7 
different designations, including:  Natural, Recreation Conservancy, Recreation, 
Rural, Residential, Waterfront and Industrial Conservancy. 

• Cumulative Impact Analysis – This report demonstrates that the 
implementation of the draft SMP will not result in a net loss to shoreline 
ecological functions and considers an examination of projected future 
development and how this development may risk ecological function and how 
regulatory and non-regulatory actions, including restoration plans can reduce 
this risk. 
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• Restoration Plan – This document identifies the type of actions within specific 
reaches of the City’s shorelines that would improve shoreline ecological 
functions. 

• Shoreline Designation Maps – These maps designate each specific section of 
shoreline area under one of seven shoreline environments that are used within 
the draft SMP document.  
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
The following goal and policy statements from the City’s existing Comprehensive Plan 
are pertinent to shoreline issues: 
 
  
Land Use Goal #6: The City will protect and conserve its natural resources and 
critical lands and provide public access based on ability of the resource to 
support the use. 
 Policy 1 - The City will make all public river shoreline accessible to the public, 
subject to regulation protecting public safety, sensitive habitat areas and wildlife. 
 Policy 2 - The City will encourage development of water-oriented recreational, 
cultural and related commercial facilities in certain Columbia River locations to enhance 
and diversify Richland’s community recreational resources and its attractiveness to 
tourists. 
 Policy 3 - Except as addressed in Policy 2, the City will protect the natural 
riparian area along the Yakima River and the riparian area along the Columbia River so 
as not to diminish the quality of the shoreline environment. 
 Policy 4 - In cooperation with appropriate agencies, the City will identify and 
regulate the use of wetlands, essential habitat areas and other critical lands within the 
urban growth area. 

 
PROCESS/PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
The City adopted a public participation plan for the update of the SMP. A complete 
copy of the plan is attached. The plan called for an open and inclusive process 
involving the public in the decision making process. It further called for involving and 
encouraging participation of all interested parties early in the process and with 
continued communication and feedback throughout the process.  Additionally, the plan 
called for coordination with adjacent jurisdictions, state wide agencies and tribes. 
Finally, it established the Planning Commission as the primary source of public 
involvement in guiding the development of the update program.  
 
The City has implemented its public participation plan throughout the SMP process by 
taking the following actions: 
 

7 
 
 



• Sponsoring 3 public workshops held to receive public input and to inform the 
public of progress in the development of the SMP. Workshops were held on 
January 13, 2013, March 13, 2013 and October 23, 2013.  

• A total of 2 workshops were held in 2012 and 10 more workshops were held in 
2013 with the Planning Commission in 2013. The Commission discussed the 
SMP process with the City’s consultant and also discussed general SMP 
guideline with representatives of the Department of Ecology. 

• The City placed all SMP materials developed by the consultant team on the 
webpage for public review and comment, including reports given to Planning 
Commission and all draft documents. 

• The City notified the public through postings on the webpage, by sending 
postcards to approximately 150 shoreline property owners prior to each 
community workshop and the public hearing before the Planning Commission. 
Notices were also sent out advising the public when draft shoreline documents 
were placed on the webpage. Legal notice of the Planning Commission hearing 
was also provided in the Tri-City Herald. 

• The City notified public agencies, tribes and private organizations of the SMP 
process and provided opportunities for review and comment of draft SMP 
documents by mailing and e-mailing notices.  

• Early in the process, local TV stations reported on the City beginning the SMP 
process and a public service announcement was developed and played on the 
City’s local cable station.  

• The City Parks and Recreation Commission and Park staff were also given an 
opportunity to review the draft SMP. 

 
Comments received from all the above sources were incorporated into the SMP 
process. From this point forward, the Planning Commission will need to consider the 
draft SMP and the comments received during the public hearing and forward a formal 
recommendation onto the City Council. Council will make the final decision to adopt, 
amend or revise the draft SMP following their public hearing. Once adopted by Council, 
the program will be forwarded onto the Department of Ecology for final adoption.  
 
UPDATES SINCE 1-26-14 HEARING 
 
At the January hearing, public and commission comments resulted in several changes 
made to the draft master program. These are summarized as follows: 
 

• In response to comments made by John Fox, adjustments to the riparian buffer 
width on Regulatory Reach R were made so that buffer ends at the 
federal/private property boundary line (see page 102 of the SMP) 

• In response to comments by Dana Ward regarding the Inventory, 
Characterization and Analysis Report, animal species lists will be updated; 

• In response to comments made by Shannon Goodwin, the shoreline restoration 
plan will be updated as identified in the attached comments; 

8 
 
 



• In response to comments raised by Commission members at the hearing and at 
the subsequent workshop held on February 12th, several minor adjustments were 
made to the SMP, as delineated on the attachments; 

• In response to a letter received from the Department of Ecology concerning 
wetland related issues, changes were drafted to pages 80, 93, 97, 102, 103 and 
113 of the SMP; 

• In response to comments from Mike Lilga and Commission members as to 
whether the Amon Basin should be included in the shoreline master program, the 
City has formally requested that the Department of Ecology review the materials 
prepared by Anchor QEA, Mike Lilga, Commissioner Wise and the applicable 
scientific literature that is available and make a determination. On February 19th, 
representatives from Department of Ecology toured the Amon Basin. A decision 
on this issue will be forthcoming. 

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Extensive work has gone into this SMP update process from the studies, reports and 
draft ordinances developed by Anchor QEA, to the efforts to engage and include the 
public in the process and to the involvement of the Planning Commission in reviewing 
and guiding the consultant team throughout the process. The draft SMP represents the 
City’s best efforts in meeting the mandates of the state shoreline management act and 
the sometimes conflicting purposes of granting priority to shoreline dependent uses, 
providing for public access and protecting the ecological functions of the shoreline.  
 
The City is blessed with an abundance of publically owned shoreline and Richland 
residents value this resource, as evidenced by the extensive use that City waterfront 
parks and trails receive. The wide range of shoreline uses extend from intensively used 
marinas, to the Port’s barge loading facility to shoreline commercial development, to 
developed and well used public parks, to the rural residential properties along the 
Yakima River and to natural open space areas and to wildlife refuges that exist on the 
Columbia River Islands. The draft SMP provides for the continued future use of all of 
these while meeting the state mandates of “no net loss” of ecological function.  
 
Shoreline areas are perhaps the most highly regulated environment in the City. In 
addition to the regulations contained within the SMP, shoreline property owners are 
subject to a wide variety of other regulations as well. The State Department of Ecology 
regulates water quality through the Clean Water Act. The State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife regulates impacts to animal habitat through Hydraulic Permit Approvals. The US 
Army Corps of Engineers maintains ownership of much of the shoreline areas within the 
City and have developed a set of regulations that all lease holders of Corps property 
must follow. The Corps also protects wetland areas associated with shorelines through 
both the federal Clean Water Act and the Rivers and Harbors Act. The National Marine 
Fisheries Services implements the Endangered Species Act as it pertains to protected 
species of anadromous fish. Within this complex regulatory framework, the draft SMP 
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provides a set of regulations that attempts to balance the need for the protection of a 
fragile resource with the need to permit a reasonable use of private property.  
 
While the draft SMP is complete and in staff’s estimation, does meet the mandates of 
the shoreline management act, there will remain additional work for the City to 
undertake. One of the discussion topics that the Planning Commission focused on was 
the preservation of view corridors. Specific language within the SMP was not developed 
through, because the issue extends beyond the shoreline jurisdiction and is more 
appropriately placed in the zoning code. The Commission will need to continue to work 
on this issue. 
 
A second area that needs additional attention is the City’s Sensitive Areas Ordinance. 
The draft SMP proposes some updates to the ordinance only as it relates to shorelines. 
The updated code language that is included in the draft SMP should be reviewed and 
be folded into the citywide ordinance as appropriate.   
 
One question that is still outstanding is a final determination on whether the Amon Basin 
is subject to shoreline jurisdiction or not. Ultimately, the City’s shoreline program must 
be approved by the Department of Ecology. Their staff is evaluating this question now 
and will inform the City of their decision. If they determine that Amon is a shoreline, then 
additional work will be needed to add Amon into the SMP. In that event, the matter 
would be brought back to Planning Commission to develop a shoreline program specific 
to the Amon Basin. This Amon Basin SMP would become a supplement to the current 
draft SMP. If Ecology determines that the Amon Basin is not subject to shoreline 
regulation, then the SMP as currently drafted can move forward for final adoption. In 
either event, staff recommends that the Planning Commission take action to 
recommend adoption of the current SMP at this time. 
  
SUMMARY 
 
The proposed SMP is consistent with state guidelines and with the City’s 
comprehensive plan; it was developed with an extensive review process with the 
Planning Commission and provided numerous opportunities for public involvement, it 
provides a reasonable plan and regulation for future shoreline uses and as such should 
be adopted.  
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EXHIBIT (2) 



SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The City of Richland is updating its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) to comply with the Washington 
State Shoreline Management Act and current state shoreline management guidelines. The City's initial 
SMP was adopted by the Department of Ecology in 1979, and has not been updated since that time. This 
Public Participation Plan describes the steps that the City will take to involve the community in decisions 
regarding the SMP update. The goal is to provide the public with timely information, an understanding 
of the process, and opportunities to review and comment on update decisions before they are made. 
The City views this Public Participation Plan as establishing the basic public involvement processes that 
will be utilized during the SMP Update Program. Other public participation activities may be put into 
practice without changing the plan. 
 
2.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION GOALS 
The City of Richland SMP needs to recognize the fragile and limited nature of the City’s shorelines and 
include appropriate provisions to protect those shorelines, while still providing for public access and 
recreational use. The SMP will need to recognize private property rights and state requirements for 
achieving a no-net loss of ecological functions within shoreline areas.  The City recognizes the 
importance of early and continuous public participation to the successful implementation of the SMP.  

The following are Public Participation Goals and Objectives to be used to guide the City’s SMP update 
process: 

Goal: Be open and inclusive. 
·  Ensure that public input is incorporated into the decision-making process. 
·  Respond to input that is received and demonstrate the use of public comments in shoreline documents. 
·  Ensure public opportunities to provide data re: public access or other local shoreline information. 
 

Goal: Identify the most effective opportunities for public participation. 
· Provide public input opportunities at specific project intervals, prior to decision-making. 
· Focus public participation opportunities on those issues of greatest concern to the public. 
· Keep current information about SMP development status available to the public for review and 

Comment on-line. 
 
Goal: Actively involve and encourage participation of all persons and entities having 
Interest (RCW 90.58.103) early in the process, with continued communication and 
feedback throughout the process. 
· Broadly and regularly disseminate SMP materials and meeting notices, and seek written and 

verbal input at the same intervals (RCW 36.70A.140; WAC 365-195-600). 
· Provide the public with a range of input opportunities. 
 
Goal: Coordinate the SMP Update Program with adjacent jurisdictions (West Richland, Kennewick and 
Benton County) efforts. 
· Share program update schedules, meeting agendas, and feedback received with other jurisdictions. 
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Goal: Consult and consider recommendations from State-wide agencies and tribes. 
· Provide review opportunities to these key parties (WAC 173-26-251). 
 
Goal: Promote an understanding about the SMP update requirements. 
· Establish and distribute informational materials so that interested parties can follow and understand 

SMP update process and requirements, particularly those relating to opportunities for public 
participation. 

 
Goal: Evaluate the public participation process throughout the life of the Program. 
· Ensure effectiveness of the public participation efforts through periodic monitoring of the program. 
 

3.0 WORK PLAN  

The "Scope of Work" for the SMP update consists of five phases which are more specifically described in 
the City of Richland SMA Grant Agreement No. G1200040 and out lined in the following chapters 3.1 – 
3.5. Some of the phases and specific tasks included will overlap in time and may be completed 
simultaneously with other tasks. Some tasks may be reiterated throughout the process (e.g., analyzing 
cumulative impacts, developing regulations) and may involve various steps conducted at different times 
in the process before the previous step is fully completed.  
 
3.1 Phase I - Public Participation Program 
The City will incorporate public participation in all phases of the SMP process, document public 
participation efforts (e.g., public meetings, community events) and keep a record of public comments 
received. The City will prepare quarterly progress reports identifying progress by work task, 
documentation of public involvement efforts, and identification of completed tasks. Phase I includes the 
identification of the City's preliminary shoreline jurisdiction.  Throughout the SMP update process, the 
City will seek to identify and encourage participation of individuals, groups, organizations, and other 
entities having useful scientific, technical, or cultural information; having interests or responsibilities 
relating to shorelines of the state; or having any special expertise with respect to any environmental 
impact. 
 
3.2 Phase II - Shoreline Inventory and Characterization, Consistency Review, and Restoration Planning 
In 2012, the City will collect existing shoreline data from a variety of sources for City shorelines.  This 
information will then be analyzed and portrayed on maps, tables, and illustrations in a way that 
characterizes the shorelines’ ecological conditions. The shoreline inventory and characterization will 
provide the scientific and technical foundation from which the remainder of the SMP update process 
will evolve. This work will result in preparation of a Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report that 
includes maps and provides an analysis of the inventory data, ecosystem characterization and shoreline 
functions, and shoreline use and public access findings to support the update of the SMP. This inventory 
and characterization report will be made available for public review on the City’s web site. 
 
3.3 Phase III – Preliminary Shoreline Master Program Elements 
Once the shoreline inventory and characterization, preliminary restoration planning, consistency review 
is completed, the City will use this information to initiate drafting of preliminary SMP elements (Phase 
III). It includes drafting goals, policies, shoreline environmental designations, and recommendations 
related to shoreline uses, environmental protect ion restoration, and public access. Phase III will include 
preparation of a draft SMP Integration Report to address issues of consistency and coordination 
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between the SMP update and other plans and regulations applicable to shoreline areas including, but 
not limited to: comprehensive plan and development regulations (e.g., critical areas code, zoning), 
natural hazard plans, floodplain management plans, and park and open space plans. In addition, an 
initial review of cumulative impacts of the preliminary SMP elements and draft restoration plans to 
address state requirements to assure that the SMP’s will achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological 
functions.  
 
3.4 Phase IV – Complete Draft Shoreline Master Program Preparation 
In Phase IV, the preliminary SMP update elements and restoration plans will be reevaluated and revised 
as necessary based on public comment and the findings of the cumulative impact analysis to assure that 
they are adequate to achieve no net loss of ecological functions. The City will prepare a complete draft 
SMP. The complete draft SMP will be presented and public comment taken public meetings.  
 
3.5 Phase V – Local Shoreline Master Program Adoption Process 
The final phase of the SMP update process includes public hearings by the City Planning Commission and 
City Council which are anticipated in the spring of 2014. This process will also include a final review of 
the Draft SMP under the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C). All comment s received during 
the public hearing and public comment period will be compiled. The Richland City Council will adopt an 
updated SMP by ordinance following a public hearing, consistent with the requirements of WAC 173-26-
100. A Notice of Adoption will be published in Tri-City Herald and the City will submit the adopted Draft 
SMP to Ecology for review and approval. 
 
4.0 PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS 
The Richland Development Services Division, City Planning Commission, and City Council are the primary 
staff, advisory body, and decision-making body responsible for the SMP update and implementation of 
this public participation plan. Public meetings and hearings will be held by the Planning Commission, and 
the City Council.  The City may also hold other public forums, open houses, and meetings as the SMP 
update process proceeds. 
 
4.1 Planning Commission Public Meetings 
The Planning Commission (PC) is designated in the Richland Municipal Code as the responsible citizen 
panel for advising the City Council on comprehensive planning and land use issues. Accordingly, the PC 
will be the primary source of public involvement in guiding the SMP Update Program. City Development 
Services staff and other providers as contracted by the City will perform research and analyses, report 
preparation, and facilitation of the workshops, meetings and hearings. These meetings will be designed 
to help the Planning Commission with the task of recommending a draft SMP to the City Council and to 
present information to the public and receive public comment throughout the SMP update process. 
Public meetings will occur quarterly when possible and additional meetings may be scheduled as 
needed, to provide SMP update project status reports and to present work products including: 
· Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Report 
· Preliminary Restoration Planning Report 
· Community Visioning Report 
· Preliminary Draft SMP Elements (goals, policies, environmental designations) 
· SMP Integration Report 
· Cumulative Impact/No Net Loss Analysis 
 
Regularly scheduled monthly PC meetings may be utilized for SMP updates throughout all Phases of the 
program. All PC meetings are open to the public.  Planning Commission regular meetings are held on the 
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fourth Wednesdays of the month, beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the Richland City Council Chambers, 505 
Swift Boulevard, Richland, Washington. Meetings or hearings regarding the SMP can be found on the 
City’s web site at: http://www.ci.richland.wa.us  by going to the Community Development/Development 
Services page and accessing the Shoreline Master Plan (SMP) tab. Information may also be obtained 
from the Richland Development Services during normal business hours at 840 Northgate Avenue, 
Richland, or by calling (509) 942-7596. 
 
4.2 City Council Public Meetings 
The City Council will hold public meetings and hearings at the conclusion of the SMP update process. 
Public meetings may be scheduled as needed, to provide SMP update project status reports and 
information to the Council. The Council meets on the second and fourth Tuesdays, in the Richland City 
Council Chambers, 505 Swift Boulevard, Richland, Washington, beginning at 7:30 p.m. Each regular 
Council meeting provides the public with a general public comment period. The public is also invited to 
Council workshop sessions, which are scheduled on the fourth Tuesday of the month in Council 
Chambers, beginning at 6:00 p.m. These meetings are designed to provide background information to 
the Council on a variety of issues that may come before Council in a future regular session. Regular 
meeting agendas and meeting packets are generally available each Friday prior to the following week’s 
meeting and are posted on the City’s web site at:  http://www.ci.richland.wa.us, or can be obtained 
from the City Clerk’s Office during normal business hours or by calling (509) 942-7389. 
 
4.3 Community Shoreline Forums 
The City will hold shoreline forums at key points in the process to present information to the public, 
answer questions, and collect input. The perspectives gathered from such efforts will be documented 
and included in discussions with advisory groups, the Planning Commission, or City Council. The Forums 
will target the owners of the pockets of private lands that exist within the City’s shoreline jurisdiction. 
Forum venue locations, dates and times will be published in the Tri City Herald newspaper and notices 
sent out via mail or email to interested parties maintained on the respective SMP mailing list. 
 

Community Forums - Visioning 
The City will hold at least one regional community visioning forum that will invite and encourage citizen 
participation to help determine goals for future use of the shoreline. This process will be conducted in 
conjunction with respect to the findings of the shoreline inventory and characterization report. The 
visioning process will identify shoreline issues and opportunities. It will result in a community visioning 
report that will contain strategies for shoreline uses, public access, resource protection, and restoration 
that is consistent with SMA policy and SMP Guidelines objectives. 
 

Community Forums – Preliminary SMP Preparation 
The City will hold a community forum on preliminary draft SMP preparation products developed, 
including presentation of draft goals, policies, designations, regulations, and other recommendations, 
draft restoration plan elements, and preliminary cumulative impacts/no net loss analysis. 
 

Community Forums – Draft SMP 
The City will hold a community forum on a complete draft SMP. This will provide opportunities for public 
review and comment on draft SMP prior to formal hearings before the Planning Commission and City 
Council. 
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4.4 Public Hearings 
The City will hold public hearings prior to final adopt ion of the SMP update. The Planning Commission 
will hold at least one public hearing on the draft SMP updates and following the public hearing process 
will make a recommendation to the City Council. The Council will consider the Planning Commission 
recommendation and public comments received. The Council will hold a public hearing prior to local 
adoption of the draft SMP. The draft SMP will be made available for public review a minimum of 30 days 
prior to the scheduled hearing.  
 
All public hearings scheduled before the Planning Commission and City Council will be held after 
effective notice and include opportunities for oral and written comment. All persons desiring to speak 
will be allowed to do so, consistent with time constraints. All comments and recommendations of the 
public will be considered. Adequate time should be provided between the time of any public hearing 
and the date of adoption to evaluate and respond to public comment. A summary of public comments 
and an explanation of what action was taken in response to them will be included in the record of 
adoption of the plan. 
 
4.5 Record of Meetings 
The Planning Commission and City Council public meetings and hearings will be video recorded and run 
on the local cable channel and will be posted on the City’s web site for public viewing. Meeting minutes 
will be prepared and also will be posted on the City’s web site.  
 
5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT STRATEGIES 
In addition to public meetings and hearings (see above); other opportunities for public involvement and 
comment will be provided throughout the SMP update process. The following steps will be taken to 
exchange information and to encourage broad and diverse public involvement throughout the SMP 
update: 
 
5.1 Stakeholder Group 
A stakeholder group including representation by local residents and landowners, environmental, 
business and industrial groups, Tribes, and local, state, and federal agencies will be used by the City to 
ensure that a wide variety of perspectives are considered in the SMP update process. The stakeholder 
group would likely include representatives from the following interest groups: 
Property Owners 
Benton Conservation District (BCD) 
Irrigation Districts 
NW Indian Fisheries Commission 
Recreational Fishing/Hunting Groups 
Tribes 
Port of Benton 
Port of Kennewick 
WSU – Tri Cities 
Private Businesses 
Nature Conservancy 
Tapteal Greenway 
Rivers to Ridges 
Benton County Audubon  
WSU Benton County Extension 
US Army Corp of Engineers 
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WA Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 
WA Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) 
WRIA Watershed Planning Representatives 
 
City staff will consult with the stakeholder group for technical and policy input throughout Phases 1-4 of 
the SMP update process as described in Sect ion 3.0 of this Plan. 
 
5.2 Treaty Tribes 
While these governments are often parties to the groups listed in 5.1 above, as separate government 
entities with treaty rights to the fisheries and may have co-manager roles that include fish habitat 
concerns, the county will consult with the treaty tribes: Yakama Nation; Umatilla Nation; and others 
within City of Richland on shoreline management plan language and notice them of public forums and 
meetings regarding the SMP. 
 
It is understood that treaty tribes within Richland have an interest in shoreline protection in their Usual 
and Accustomed Fishing Grounds and Areas, and should be included in discussions in regard to the Plan 
update. 
 
5.3 Additional Jurisdiction Coordination 
The City will coordinate the SMP update with the cities of Kennewick and West Richland and Benton 
County, to promote consistency between Richland’s SMP update and those of the adjoining 
jurisdictions. The City will also collaborate with agencies owning properties within City shoreline 
jurisdiction including the Port of Benton, WSU Tri-Cities, the U.S. Corps of Engineers ,WA Department of 
Natural Resources; WA Department of Fish and Wildlife; and the Department of Energy (Hanford).  
 
5.4 Shoreline Property Owners 
Shoreline property owners are important stakeholders in the SMP update. The City will develop and 
maintain a mailing list of shoreline property owners based on available tax records and landowner 
requests. The list will be used by the City to notify shoreline owners by mail or e-mail list how they can 
stay informed, be involved, and provide comment throughout the SMP update process. Shoreline 
property owners will also be notified of the City’s public forums and public hearings. 
 
5.5 Additional Outreach Strategies 
The City will notify, encourage participation, and seek input related to SMP Update phases from other 
known entities having interests in shoreline use including, but not limited to recreation, environmental, 
conservation, realtor associations, private property rights groups, builder associations, and civic 
organizations. Methods of notification and information dissemination are out lined in Section7.0 below. 
 
The City will also use its web site as another means of public outreach such as information distribution, 
notification of community forums and public hearings as well as providing another opportunity for the 
City to receive comments.  
 
6.0 WRITTEN COMMENTS 
Written comments are welcome throughout the SMP update process. Send comments to: 
City of Richland Development Services Division, P.O. Box 190, MS#35, Richland, WA  99352  
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7.0 PUBLIC NOTICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 
The City will use a variety of methods to inform the public about upcoming public meetings, availability 
of maps, relevant planning documents and reports, and important milestones related to the SMP 
Update including, but not limited to: 
1. Internet Website: The City will establish and maintain a Shoreline Master Plan Update web site for the 
SMP where interested residents may go for informational updates; i.e., hearing meeting and adoption 
notices, agendas, and other project information. The website will provide communication access to staff 
and will be consistently updated with project details and include current issues and meetings notice 
information.  
2. E-mail List: The City will maintain an email distribution list that will include identified representatives 
from known agencies, tribes, neighboring jurisdictions, and other organizations that have interests or 
responsibilities relating to shorelines and any other individual or group that requests to be notified by 
the email distribution list.  
3. Shorelines Mailing List: Individuals and interested parties may request to be notified via mail by 
sending their name and address to: Richland Development Services, P.O. Box 190, MS#35, Richland, WA  
99352 or by calling (509) 942-7596. 
4. News Releases: The City will issue news releases announcing public meetings, and hearings to local 
media including, but not limited to: the Tri-City Herald, KNDU, KEPR, KVEW; and local KONA radio. 
5. Legal Notices: Legal public notice of all public hearings will be published under “Legals” in the Tri City 
Herald. 
6. SMP Update Project File: An official project file will be available for public inspection during regular 
business hours (Monday thru Friday 80 to 5:00 p.m., except holidays) at the Richland Development 
Services Office, 840 Northgate Avenue, Richland. 
 
8.0 CONTACTS 
Richland Development Services 
Rick Simon 
P.O. Box 190, MS #35 
Richland, WA  99352 
Phone:  (509) 942-7596 
Fax: (509) 942-7764 
E-mail:  rsimon@ci.richland.wa.us 
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE 
INVENTORY, ANALYSIS AND CHARACTERIZATION REPORT COMMENTS/RESPONSES FOR 

CONSIDERATION AT FEBRUARY 26, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 
 
Comments from Debbie Berkowitz, provided in 1/27/2014 email to Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA  

1. Species diversity is greater than indicated in 
many of the reaches.  Please reference within 
Appendix A some of the information provided 
previously about WE Johnson birds and about 
birds along the Columbia River as well as the 
new information provided at the workshop.  
Waterfowl, shorebirds, and riparian and upland 
species are present.  A more limited listing of 
large mammals was also supplied earlier.  The 
water, riparian and upland areas of the Yakima 
and Columbia Rivers support both migratory 
and resident species. 

Update 

2. Maps 10 and 11 should more accurately reflect 
the Comp Plan and zoning, e.g., at Bateman 
Island (no split designation); Columbia Point 
South (accurately show split); and Chamna 
(accurately show split); WSU and north (can’t 
tell). 

Update 

3. Reach 5.  Geological hazard includes slumping 
of steep slope. 

Update 

4. Reach 6c.  Parts provide cover, understory, and 
food sources for songbirds, shorebirds, and 
small mammals. 

Update 

5. Reach  9a, b, c.  Parts provide cover, 
understory, and food sources for songbirds, 
shorebirds, and small mammals.  

Update 

6. Reach 6 (b?).  Includes a tunnel under Hwy 240 
for a wildlife movement corridor. 

Update 

7. Reach 3 and 4.  “The small area of upland 
shrub/steppe habitat and the inherent low 
productivity of such habitat limits the range of 
species and populations.”   Shrub/steppe habitat 
does not inherently have low productivity; 
productivity is reduced because of the 
fragmentation of the habitat.  Corridors would 
improve productivity.   

Update 

8. Reach 8. Only a small portion of this is 
designated waterfront, mainly in 8c; much of 
the adjacent area is BRP (8a, b, part of 8c).  
Most of the shoreline is either NOS or DOS, 
part (in 8b/c) has a conservation easement with 
a specific vegetation management plan.  8d is 
WSU, so P&PF and DOS (not 8e).  8e is 
residential. 

Update 
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Comments from Dana Ward, provided at 1/22/2014 Planning Commission hearing and in 
subsequent email to Rick Simon, City of Richland and Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA  

1. Page 42 Transfer of Columbia River water to 
the Yakima River. This could be an ecological 
disaster. These waters should not be combined 
artificially up river due to chemistry and 
macrobiotic/microbiotic concerns. 

Update 

2. Page 43 What is the reference to Big Horn 
Sheep doing in this list of mammals? 

Update 

3. Page 43 River Otters frequent the Yakima 
River as well as the Columbia. We have seen 
them many times before. 

Update 

4. Page 43 Hairy Woodpecker listed. No they are 
rare. List the Downy Woodpecker. Richland 
had 13 spotted during the Christmas Bird 
Count. All were along the rivers. 

Update 

5. Page 44 Correct the acronym ALEP to the 
Congressionally recognized designation as the 
Fitzner-Eberhart Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 
(FEALE) 

Update 

6. Page 45 3rd bullet, There are breeding mule 
deer on the Yakima delta. 

Update 

7. Appendix A, SRC, Page 4 and other places. It 
states, “The land uses along the shoreline 
provide little habitat value.” This appears to be 
an overstatement.  The value for some birds is 
high. Birds such as Burrowing Owls are human 
tolerant and will nest in these areas as well as 
American Robins, Song Sparrows and more.  

Update 

8. Appendix A, SRB, it states, small areas of 
upland shrub/steppe habitat support low 
productivity which limits the range of species 
and populations. This statement is wrong for 
many species. Take insects for example. Insect 
populations thrive in these areas and are a 
source of food for birds and small mammals. 

Update 
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE 
RESTORATION PLAN COMMENTS/RESPONSES FOR CONSIDERATION AT FEBRUARY 26, 2014 

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 
 
Previous comments as noted by Debbie Berkowitz that had been agreed to either in 
workshop or as “minor revision…” provided in 1/27/2014 email to Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA 
Restoration Plan, Table 2.  I had checked a number of additional reaches for some of the categories.  I 
thought you had agreed to at least some of them: 
For Yakima reaches: Update as suggested 
#1  Add Reach 4A  Update as suggested 
#2  Add Reach 3B, 4A, 4B  Update as suggested 
#3  Add Reach 3B, 4A  Update as suggested 
#7  Add Reach 2, 3C, 5, 6C Update as suggested 
For  Columbia reaches: Update as suggested 
#1  Add Reach 7A, 7B, 7C Update as suggested 
#2  Add Reach 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, 9A (not sure about 7A, 
7B, 7C) 

Update as suggested, except for reaches 7A, B and C 

#7  Add Reach 8D, 9B, 9C, 9D, 10B, 10C.   Update as suggested 
#8 Reach 7B  Update as suggested 
#10  Add Reach 8D, 9C, 9D, 10B Update as suggested 
#12  Add Reach 10B? Update as suggested 
 
Additional comments from Debbie Berkowitz, provided in 1/27/2014 email to Ben Floyd, 
Anchor QEA  

1. P. 9  3.6  through operations, maintenance, and 
restoration actions in these areas. 

Update 

2. Table 3 #1 Bateman Island – Coordinate low 
intensity recreation use management…   

Update 

3. Table 3 #2 Columbia Point South trail system –
Coordinate low intensity recreation use 
management. 

Update 

4. Table 3 #11 Change to “Remove Russian Olive 
and other invasive species and replace with 
native riparian and upland vegetation. “  Or 
eliminate for future discussion when Parks 
Vegetation Management Plan is provided. 

Update 

5. Table 3 footnote 3 blue elderberry Update 
 
Comments from Shannon Goodwin in 1/22/2014 email to Rick Simon, City of Richland and 
Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA. 

6. The source listed for many of these “opportunities” is listed as “SVMP = Draft 
City of Richland Shoreline Vegetation Maintenance Plan (Pinard 2013)”.  It is 
my understanding that this plan as per the author is “so draft that I’m not sure 
how much value it has”.  I find it inappropriate to be referencing a report that 
hasn’t received formal approval from either the USACE (the lessor) or any 
other government agency.  Using this reference as a supporting document gives 
the proposed actions much more credence than is deserved. 

Comment noted 

7. “Remove Russian Olive and other invasive species, and replace with native 
riparian and upland vegetation in clustered areas”  
 

a) Removing Russian olive trees to the extent outlined in this document will be 

Update to de-emphasize 
Russian Olive removal 
and note other invasive 
species that are also 
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nearly impossible given both budgetary constraints and limits on the use of 
herbicides along the shoreline.  Cutting them down doesn’t kill them and tends 
to encourage more sprouting from the roots.  An excellent example of this can 
be seen where the City of Richland implemented an “Adopt a Park” program 
from South Leslie Groves to the Hains dike.  While the spiking of Russian 
olive trees with Garlon 3A killed a number of trees, it mostly half-killed many 
of them which caused a return from their roots with added vigor.  To quote 
from a conversation I had with long-time PNNL plant ecologist William 
Rickard, “We will never get rid of Russian olive trees as long as we have the 
McNary pool”.   
 

b) Russian olive trees currently provide winter forage for many of the birds 
wintering in the area.  Removing habitat simply to replace habitat does not 
make much sense in this situation.  I would be in favor of thinning out some of 
the brushy Russian olive or perhaps trimming long established trees, but 
wholesale removal isn’t a realistic goal.  
  

c) Newly planted trees will have considerable competition, both from returning 
Russian olives, a variety of noxious weeds eager to fill the void, and beavers.  
One reason Russian olives thrive in this area is that beavers tend to leave them 
alone.  Rather than planting trees, the City might have more success with 
shrubs like sumac, Wood’s rose, and dogwood competing with the Russian 
olives. 
 

d) Both upland and riparian plants are contained in the list of native replacements.  
The list generally looks good as long as upland species aren’t used to 
revegetate the riparian area.   
 

e) I would like to see “clustered areas” defined.   
Clusters suggests a considerable amount of vegetation removed that will not be 
replaced.  If so, how will “no net loss” of ecological function be addressed? 

problematic. 
 
Also, delete text related 
to “clustering”  (see (e)) 

8. “Provide view corridors and water access at bench locations” 
a) Many of the benches along the river had no view of the river when they were 

installed.  Does this mean we will now be opening up the view at each of these 
benches?  It was my understanding that the SMP was working from the current 
shoreline status.  How does this fit in to the “no net loss” plan?   

 
b) For many individuals, the view is the trees and not the river.  I cannot 

emphasize this enough. 

Delete discussion of 
“benches” from action 
discussion, and refocused 
action on restoration 
only. 

9. Since both the “Restoration Plan, City of Richland SMP Update (January 
2014)” and the “Draft Cumulative Impacts Analysis Report, City of Richland 
SMP Update (January 2014)” reference the “Draft City of Richland Shoreline 
Vegetation Maintenance Plan (Pinard 2013)”, I would like clarification on the 
following items: 

a) Remove Russian olive and replace at a 2:1 ratio with a variety of tree species:  
I was under the impression from conversations at previous SMP Open Houses 
that the replacement ratio was higher than 2:1. 

 
b) Provide access to the water (5 ft wide) at each bench location:  Is this in 

addition to the 20 ft wide access zones every 500 ft?  Once again, not all of the 
benches were installed in areas that originally had river access or a view.   

 
c) Remove vegetation up to 10 ft on both sides of trail:  How will this be 

performed?  By periodic mowing, herbicides, or both?  The current method of 
removal has resulted in the propagation of tackweed along the path.  I suggest 
the City work towards a mitigation plan for this noxious plant. 

These comments are 
being provided to the 
City Parks and 
Recreation Department 
for consideration as they 
prepare a more complete 
draft of the vegetation 
management plan. 
 
Vegetation management 
provisions in the SMP 
are designed to protect 
and enhance vegetation 
and associated ecological 
functions. 
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d) Trim tree branches up to 6 ft vertically off the ground:  I’m not sure why the 

City feels compelled to remove limbs from trees to a height of 6 ft.  By doing 
this, the City will be removing a considerable amount of existing habit and 
cover for the birds and mammals living in these areas.  I was under the 
impression that the goal was to increase habitat or at a minimum no net loss.   

 
e) Provide 20 ft wide view corridors every 500 ft:  Is this in addition to the water 

access and views at each bench?  This seems excessive.  How will these 
corridors be maintained?  The loss of habitat every 500 ft adds up to a 
considerable loss of habitat along the river.  How will this loss be mitigated?   

 
f) Provide vegetation clumps including willows and trees with grasses in between 

the clumps, remove invasive species/noxious weeds, seed with native grasses:  
This is a very ambitious plan.  I’m not sure how the City intends to implement 
such an extensive plan and or how they will maintain it.  In the not so recent 
past, the City was trying to decrease the number of neighborhood “pocket 
parks” to save money.  The effort required to implement and maintain the 
changes recommended in the SVMP are cost prohibitive given the total area 
the City would have to maintain over a period of several years.  The City only 
needs to look at the level of effort it takes to maintain the natural area just 
north of the Snyder boat launch.  Countless hours of volunteer time are needed 
to keep noxious weeds from overtaking the native vegetation.  Is the City really 
prepared to put forth such an effort?  If so, I would recommend starting with a 
small test area before wholesale destruction of existing habitat.  It may consist 
almost entirely of invasive plants, but it is still habitat for the existing 
community of birds and animals that live there. 
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS REPORT COMMENTS/RESPONSES FOR CONSIDERATION AT 

FEBRUARY 26, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 
 
Comments from Debbie Berkowitz, provided in 1/27/2014 email to Ben Floyd, Anchor QEA  

1. P. 13 l 3 …through operations, maintenance 
and restoration actions in undeveloped these 
areas; P. 13 l 4 define compatible species 

Update – clarify that this applies only to species that 
provide similar ecological functions to native species. 

2. P. 15 Table 2 #1  Bateman Island – Coordinate 
low intensity recreation use management…  
(Bateman Island is NOS) 

Update 

3. P. 15 Table 2 #2 Columbia Point South trail 
system – should be Reach 4b, not reach 6.  
Coordinate low intensity recreation use 
management (this part of Columbia Point South 
is NOS).   

Update 

4. P. 16 Table 2 #11 Change to “Remove Russian 
Olive and other invasive species and replace 
with native riparian and upland vegetation. “  
Or eliminate for future discussion when Parks 
Vegetation Management Plan is provided. 

Update 

5. P. 11  4.1  Existing CAO regulations were 
updated for the shoreline to be consistent with 
Ecology’s Wetland and CAO guidance for 
small cities, eastern WA edition and will be 
updated for critical areas outside the shoreline. 

Update 

6. P. 17  4.4 Recreation.  where native vegetation 
has been largely, but not entirely, replaced 

Update 

7. P. 16 Table 2, footnote 3.  blue elderberry Update 
8. P. 6&7 Reaches 3 & 5.  Include Duportail 

Bridge as anticipated development. 
Update 

9. P. 8, 5th row.  Not reach 9a for residential 
development. 

Update (9d) 

10. P. 11  4.2  Wouldn’t impacts on State priority 
habitat species along the shoreline also lead to 
agency consultation?   

No – speaking to federal ESA consultation.  Update to 
clarify. 

11. Table 3.  What do these rows refer to?  They 
don’t seem to correspond to the different 
reaches and they don’t seem to be compatible 
with the SEDs.  E.g., P. 23 Conservancy – talks 
about buildings and private recreation uses, 
etc.; P. 23 Residential talks about recreation 
development; P. 25 Recreation talks about 
agriculture; P. 25 Residential talks about 8 
additional single family units with new docks – 
no new docks in Willowpointe area; etc. 

Update – table not completely copied in.  Missing 
column identifies reaches 

12. P. 13 4.3  List should include Washington 
Native Plant Society, Columbia Basin Chapter.  
They are involved in several native plant 
restoration projects, including along the 
shoreline. 

Update 

13. P. 21  Grant County and the Coalition. Will delete 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION PREPARED BY:  AARON LAMBERT  
FILE NO.:  S2014 -101 MEETING DATE:  FEBRUARY 26, 2014 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
APPLICANT:  DREAM BUILDERS 
 
REQUEST:  PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL TO SUBDIVIDE AN 

APPROXIMATELY 4.75-ACRE PARCEL INTO 14 
RESIDENTIAL LOTS (PRE-PLAT OF THE DWELLINGS). 

   
 
REASON FOR REQUEST 
 
The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval to allow for development of a 14-lot 
subdivision. The application is submitted pursuant to the procedures set forth in Richland 
Municipal Code (RMC) Title 23 Zoning and Title 24 Plats and Subdivisions.  
 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Staff has completed its review of the request for preliminary plat approval and, subject to 
the conditions set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee Report dated February 4, 
2014. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The Richland Comprehensive Land Use Plan designates the site as Low Density 

Residential (0 to 5 Dwellings/Acre). 
 
2. The gross density of the proposed subdivision is approximately 2.94 dwelling units 

per acre. 
 
Conclusion of Law: 
1. The proposed preliminary plat is consistent with and would provide for 

development of the subject parcel in conformance with the density and type 
of land use envisioned in the land use element of the adopted 
comprehensive plan. 

 
 
 

 

http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/
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Findings of Fact: 
3. The site is zoned (R1-10) Single Family Residential which requires a minimum lot 

size of 8,000 square feet, an average lot size for a subdivision of at least 10,000 
square feet and a minimum lot width of 70 feet, as set forth in Section 23.18.040 of 
the Richland Municipal Code. 

 
4. The minimum lot size in the proposed subdivision is 11,443 square feet; the 

average lot size is approximately 12,912 square feet. 
 
Conclusion of Law: 
2. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the City’s zoning regulations for 

the underlying R1-10 zoning designation. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
5. RMC Chapters 24.16 and 24.20 and 24.24 specify design and improvement 

standards and administrative and enforcement procedures for subdivisions 
including those for streets, easements, blocks and lots, utilities and other 
improvements that must be met in order for a preliminary plat to be approved. 

 
6. City staff has reviewed the proposed plat and determined that as conditioned the 

proposed subdivision would be served by public & private streets, electrical power, 
domestic water, sewer, separate source of irrigation water, storm water drainage, 
and fire protection in a manner that is consistent with City design & development 
improvement standards or consistent with the criteria to allow for deviations from 
those standards as set forth in RMC Chapters 24.16 and 24.20. 

 
Conclusion of Law: 
3. The proposed project conforms to the City development standards for 

preliminary plats as set forth in RMC Chapters 24.16, 24.20 and 24.24. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
7. RMC Section 24.12.053 sets forth standards for review of preliminary plats that 

require the Planning Commission to consider whether appropriate provisions are 
made for the public health, safety and general welfare and for such open spaces, 
drainage ways, streets or roads, alleys, other public ways, transit stops, potable 
water supplies, sanitary wastes, parks and recreation, playgrounds, schools and 
school grounds and all other relevant facts, including sidewalks and other planning 
features that assure safe walking conditions for students who only walk to and 
from school. 

 
8. The plat will be served by City water and sewer and will construct a missing 

segment of Melissa Street, designated as an arterial collector street.  Melissa 
Street will be improved with curbs, gutters and sidewalks. Lots five through 
fourteen will access Melissa Street via three shared private access drives. Lots 
one through four will share a private access drive connecting to Brantingham Road 
and will not have vehicle access to Melissa Street. 
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9. The City requires dedication of park land or payment of fees in lieu of land 
dedication based on standards set forth in RMC Chapter 22.12. 

 
10. As conditioned, park fees would be paid in compliance with RMC Chapter 22.12 

prior to issuance certificates of occupancy for new homes within the proposed 
subdivision.  

 
11. The project site is located within the boundaries of the Richland School District, 

Ben Franklin Transit District and Kennewick Irrigation District.  The agencies were 
given an opportunity to review and comment on the proposal as part of the City’s 
Technical Advisory Committee review process.  

 
12. City staff and other utility providers have reviewed the project and have 

recommended specific conditions of approval as set forth in the Technical Advisory 
Committee report, dated February 4, 2014. 

 
Conclusions of Law: 
4. As conditioned the proposed subdivision makes appropriate provisions for the 

public health, safety and general welfare and for such open spaces, drainage 
ways, streets or roads, alleys, other public ways, transit stops, potable water 
supplies, sanitary wastes, parks and recreation, playgrounds, schools and 
school grounds and all other relevant facts, including sidewalks and other 
planning features that assure safe walking conditions for students who only 
walk to and from school.  

 
Findings of Fact: 
13. The project is exempt from the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review in 

accordance with the exemption provisions found in RMC 22.09.090(A) as 
supported by WAC 197-11-800(1)(b)(i).   Specifically, the flexible threshold for 
categorical exemptions is established at projects with 20 or more dwelling units.  
The preliminary plat is proposing fourteen dwelling units. 

 
 
Conclusions of Law: 
5. Pursuant to Chapter 22.09 of the RMC (State Environmental Policy Act), this 

project is exempt from SEPA review. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission concur with the findings and conclusions set 
forth in the Staff Report S2014-101 and recommend that Planning Commission 
recommend approval of the preliminary plat of THE DWELLINGS subject to the 
conditions of approval set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee Report dated 
February 4, 2014. 
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EXHIBITS 
 
1 -  Supplemental Information 
2 - Technical Advisory Committee Report 
3 -  Notice of Application & Public Hearing 
4 -  Vicinity Map 
5 - Preliminary Plat Map  
6 -  Aerial Photos 
7 -  Site Photos 
8 -  Preliminary Plat Application 
9 -  Public Comment(s) 
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 EXHIBIT 1 
 (S2014-101) 
                                                                    
 SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 
The proposed preliminary plat would allow for development of 4.75 acre parcel with 14 
singel family residential lots and one non-residential stormwater tract. Proposed lot 
sizes range in size from 11,443 to 15,568 square feet with an average lot size of 12,912 
square feet. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
PROJECT SURVEYOR:  ROGERS SURVEYING, INC. P.S. 
 
ANNEXATION DATE:  2003 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (0 TO 5 

DWELLINGS/ACRE)  
 
ZONING:   (R1-10), SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL   
 
SITE DATA 
 
Size:  4.75 acres. 
 
Physical Features: The parcel is accessed by Melissa Street on it’s east and west 
borders.  The parcel is bordered by single family subdivisions to the north east and a 
portion of the northwest corner across Brantingham Road.  Platted but undeveloped 
single family parcels are found on the west and a single home is located on the 5 acre 
parcel to the south.  The site slopes downward from southwest to northeast losing 
approximately 44-feet in elevation.   
 
The site has been disturbed in the past and is covered in grasses, Russian olive trees 
and a stand of poplar trees are present in the northeast corner.  
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES 
 
The site is surrounded on all sides by R-1-10 single family medium density zoning.  
Platted lots are found to the north, east and west with homes on those lots to the north 
east and a portion of the west.  One single family home is located on the 4.75 acre 
parcel to the south.   
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ANALYSIS 
 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning: The subject property is designated Low Density 
Residential (0 to 5 Dwellings/Acre) by the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan. The 
gross density of the development as proposed is approximately 2.94 dwellings per acre. 
The net density, determined after deducting the right-of-way for Melissa Street would be 
approximately 3.37 dwellings per acre. This density is in compliance with the density of 
development anticipated in the Richland Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The underlying R1-10 zoning district provides for development of one family detached 
dwellings on lots having a minimum area of 8,000 square feet and an overall average lot 
area of 10,000 square feet for a subdivision. Other uses allowed in the R1-10 district 
include churches, schools and parks. Residential lots must have a minimum width of 70-
feet. The proposed lots are in compliance with the requirements of the R1-10 zoning 
district. 
 
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses: The subdivision of the property will 
provide for uses similar to and compatible with the existing and proposed surrounding 
land uses. Single family zoning bounds the property on all sides with homes located on 
all sides but the west. The City’s Comprehensive Plan has designated all of the 
property surrounding the site Low Density Residential, the same land use designation 
as the subject parcel. 
 
The recommended planning condition of installing a fence along the north property line 
will help to alleviate the light and glare from vehicles travelling on the proposed shared 
access easement.  Additionally it will screen the yards of the future homes from those 
existing in the Plat of Aspen Meadows 3. 
 
Access/Transportation: The preliminary plat will construct Melissa Street across the 
entirety of the parcel from east to west and complete a missing segment. The lots will 
not have direct driveway access to Melissa Street but will be accessed from shared 
private access easements to reduce the driveways onto Melissa Street as requirement 
by the Richland Municipal Code (RMC) given its designation as an arterial collector 
street.  Lots 1-4 will share a common access from Brantingham Road and driveways 
will not be permitted onto Melissa Street. Note that Brantingham Road will not be 
connected to Melissa Street with this completion of this development. 
 
Utilities: Conditions of approval will require infrastructure improvements and utilities to 
be extended to serve the site. Domestic water, sanitary sewer and electrical facilities 
have all been determined to have capacity to serve the proposed development subject 
to those recommended conditions of approval. An engineered storm water system will 
also be required to be developed to handle the anticipated run-off related to project 
development.  Irrigation will be provided by the Kennewick Irrigation District. 
 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA): The project is exempt from the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review in accordance with the exemption provisions 
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found in RMC 22.09.090(A) as supported by WAC 197-11-800(1)(b)(i).   Specifically, the 
flexible threshold for categorical exemptions is established at projects with 20 or more 
dwelling units (see below).  The preliminary plat is proposing fourteen dwelling units. 
 
 

RMC 22.09.090 Flexible thresholds for categorical exemptions. 
The city of Richland establishes the following exempt levels for minor new 
construction under WAC 197-11-800(1)(b) based on local conditions: 
A. For residential units in WAC 197-11-800(1)(b)(i), 20 dwelling units. 

 
 
Park Dedication or Payment of Fees-in-lieu-of: RMC Chapter 22.12 requires that 
when property is subdivided, the developers either dedicate parkland to the City or pay 
a fee in lieu thereof. A recommended condition of approval would require payment of 
park impact fees to meet the provisions of City code. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
As conditioned, the proposed preliminary plat of The Dwellings conforms to the 
Richland Municipal Code and the Comprehensive Plan for the subject area and will 
provide for development of the property in a manner that is compatible with the existing 
and proposed surrounding land uses. The preliminary plat also conforms to the 
requirements of the City’s platting regulations, and therefore the request should be 
conditionally approved. 

http://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800
http://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/wac.pl?cite=197-11-800
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MEMORANDUM                           COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

                                                                                         Development Services Division  
 

TAC MEETING SUMMARY 
 
 
MEETING DATE:   February 4, 2014 
PROJECT:               Preliminary Plat of The Dwellings 
LOCATION: EAST OF BRANTINGHAM ROAD, WEST OF THE PLAT OF SEQUOIA SPRINGS 
 
 
ATTENDEES:         City of Richland;   
       Judy Garcia & Jason Reathaford, Civil & Utility Engineering 
       Jeff Peters, Transportation 
       Kelly Hill, Energy Services 
      Jim Jordan & Rick Shively, Fire Dept. 
                               Aaron Lambert, Development Services 
 
      Other: 
      Aaron Magula, Applicant 
      Steve Spink, Engineer                    
 
 
 
ENERGY SERVICES COMMENT: 

Utility easements shall be established at the time of final plat as determined by the City of   
Richland Energy Services Division. 

 
 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS: 
   Planning Department  
1) A 6-foot tall durable fence (wood, vinyl or block) shall be constructed on the north property 

line of the plat to screen the access drive and new homes from the existing development. 
 

2) Setbacks for the homes shall be depicted on the plat to identify all yards, front rear and side. 
  

 

http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/


CIVIL AND UTILITY ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS: 
The Civil and Utility Engineering Division has reviewed the preliminary plat received in this office 
on January 24, 2014, for the above referenced property and has the following conditions. 
 
General Conditions: 
 
1. All final plans for public improvements shall be submitted prior to pre-con on a 24” x 36” 

hardcopy format and also electronically in .dwg format compatible with the City’s 
standard CAD software.  Addendums are not allowed, all information shall be supplied in 
the specified 24 x 36 (and electronic) format.  When construction of the infrastructure 
has been substantially completed, the applicant shall provide 3 mil mylar and electronic 
record drawings to the City.  The electronic as-built record drawings shall be submitted in 
an AutoCAD format compatible with the City’s standard CAD software.  Electronic copies 
of the construction plans are required prior to the pre-con meeting, along with the 
multiple sets of paper drawings.  The mylar record drawings (including street lights) shall 
be submitted and approved by the City before the final punchlist inspection will be 
performed.  All final punchlist items shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to 
recording of the final plat. 

 
2. Any and all necessary permits that may be required by jurisdictional entities outside of the 

City of Richland shall be the responsibility of the developer to obtain.  
 

3. A copy of the construction drawings shall be submitted for review to the appropriate 
jurisdictions by the developer and his engineer.  All required comments / conditions 
from all appropriate reviewing jurisdictions (e.g.: Benton County, any appropriate 
irrigation districts, other utilities, etc.) shall be incorporated into one comprehensive set 
of drawings and resubmitted (if necessary) for final permit review and issuance. 
 

4. Any work within the public right-of-way or easements or involving public infrastructure 
will require the applicant to obtain a right-of-way permit prior to construction.  A plan 
review and inspection fee in the amount equal to 5% of the construction costs of the work 
within the right-of-way or easement will be collected at the time the permit is issued.  A 
stamped, itemized Engineers estimate (Opinion of probable cost) and a copy of the 
material submittals shall be submitted along with the final plan submittal. 
 

5. Public utility infrastructure located on private property will require recording of a City 
standard form easement prior to acceptance of the infrastructure and release of the final 
plat.  The City requires preparation of the easement legal description by the developer 
two weeks prior to the scheduled date of acceptance.  Once received, the City will 
prepare the easement document and provide it to the developer.  The developer shall 
record the easement at the Benton County Assessor and return a recorded original 
document to the City prior to application for acceptance. 

 



6. A pre-construction conference will be required prior to the start of any work within the 
public right-of-way or easement.  Contact the Civil and Environmental Engineering 
Division at 942-7500 to schedule a pre-construction conference. 

 
7. Site plan drawings which involve the construction of public infrastructure shall be drawn 

on a standard 24” x 36” drawing format to a scale which shall not be less than 1”= 40’. 
 
8. All plan sheets involving construction of public infrastructure shall have the stamp of a 

current Washington State licensed professional engineer. 
 
9. All construction plan sheets shall include the note “CALL TWO WORKING DAYS BEFORE 

YOU DIG 1-800-424-5555 (or “811”).” Or: http://www.call811.com/  
 
10. An irrigation source and distribution system, entirely separate from the City’s domestic 

water system, shall be provided for this development.  Construction plans will not be 
accepted for review until adequate and viable proof of an irrigation source is made 
available by the developer.  The designing Engineer shall submit plans for the proposed 
irrigation system to the Irrigation District with jurisdiction over the property at the same 
time that they are submitted to the City for construction review.  Plans shall be reviewed 
and accepted by said irrigation district prior to issuance of a Right-of-Way permit by the 
City.  Easements shall be provided on the final plat for this system where needed.  
 

11. A copy of the preliminary plat shall be supplied to the Post Office and all locations of 
future mailbox clusters approved prior to final platting. 

 
Design Standards: 
 
12. Public improvement design shall follow the following general format: 

A. Sanitary sewer shall be aligned on the north and west side of street centerlines. 
B. Storm sewer shall be aligned on the south and east side of street centerlines. 
C. Any sewer or storm manholes that are installed outside of public Right of Way 

shall have an acceptable 12-foot wide gravel access road (minimum) provided 
from a public street for maintenance vehicles. 

D. 10-feet horizontal spacing shall be maintained between domestic water and 
sanitary sewer mainlines and service lines.  

E. Water lines shall be aligned on the south and east side of street centerlines. 
F. Watermains larger than 8-inches in diameter shall be ductile iron. 
G. Watermains installed outside of the City Right of Way or in very rocky native 

material, shall be ductile iron and may need restrained joints.  
H. All watermains outside areas zoned R1 shall be ductile iron. 
I. Fire hydrant location shall be reviewed and approved by the City Fire Marshal. 
J. Sewer mains over 15-feet deep shall be constructed out of SDR26 PVC, C900 PVC 

or ductile iron.  The entire main from manhole to manhole shall be the same 

http://www.call811.com/


material.  Private sewer service lines over 15-feet deep shall also be constructed 
of the same material, then transition to regular sewer piping above 15-feet. 

K. Valves and manholes installed on private property shall be placed so as to avoid 
parked cars whenever feasible. 

L. All utilities shall be extended to the adjacent property (properties) at the time of 
construction.  

M. The minimum centerline finish grade shall be no less than 0.30 % and the 
maximum centerline finish grade shall be no more than 10.0 % for local streets. 

N. The minimum centerline radius for local streets shall be 100-feet. 
O. Any filling of low areas that may be required within the public Right of Way shall 

be compacted to City standards. 
P. A overall, composite utility plan shall be included in the submitted plan set if the 

project is phased.  This comprehensive utility plan benefits all departments and 
maintenance groups involved in the review and inspection of the project. 

Q. A detailed grading plan shall be included in the submitted plan set. 
R. For public utilities not located within public street rights-of-way the applicant shall 

provide maintenance access acceptable to the City and the applicant shall provide 
an exclusive 10-foot wide public utility easement (minimum) to be conveyed to 
the City of Richland. 

S. Final design of the public improvements shall be approved at the time of the City’s 
issuance of a Right-of-way Construction Permit for the proposed construction. 

T. All public improvements shall comply with the State of Washington and City of 
Richland requirements, standards and codes. 

U. All cul-de-sacs shall have a minimum radius of 45-feet to the face of curb to allow 
for adequate turning radius of fire trucks and solid waste collection vehicles. 

V. Curb returns at minor intersections shall have a minimum radius of 25-feet.  
Curb returns at major intersections should have minimum radius of 30-feet but 
should be evaluated on a case by case basis. 

W. All public streets shall meet design requirements for sight distance (horizontal, 
vertical and intersectional). 

X. All intersections with public streets shall meet horizontal, vertical and 
intersectional design requirements for sight distance (A.K.A. the Vision Clearance 
Triangle).  

Y. All driveways shall be City standard driveways.  Radius-style driveways are not 
allowed.  

Z. The final engineered construction plans shall identify locations for irrigation 
system, street lighting, gas service, power lines, telephone lines, cable television 
lines, street trees and mail boxes.  All electrical appurtenances such as 
transformers, vaults, conduit routes, and street lights (including their circuit) 
need to be shown in the plan view. 

AA. Construction plans shall provide or reference all standard drawings or special 
details that will be necessary to construct all public improvements which will be 
owned, operated, maintained by the City or used by the general public 



(Commercial Driveway, Curb, Gutter, Sidewalk, Water, Sewer, Storm, Street and 
Street lighting etc.). 

BB. The contractor shall be responsible for any and all public infrastructure 
construction deficiencies for a period of one year from the date of the letter of 
acceptance by the City of Richland. 

 
13. If the project will be built in phases the applicant shall submit a master plan for the 

sanitary sewer, domestic water, storm drainage, electrical, street lighting and irrigation 
system for the entire project prior to submitting plans for the first phase to assure 
constructability of the entire project.  This includes the location and size of any storm 
retention ponds that may be required to handle runoff. 

 
14. If the City Fire Marshal requires a secondary emergency vehicle access, it shall be 

included in the construction plan set and be designed to the following standards: 
A. 2-inches compacted gravel, minimum (temp. SEVA only). 
B. 2% cross-slope, maximum. 
C. 5% slope, maximum.  Any access road steeper than 5% shall be paved or be approved 

by the Fire Marshal. 
D. Be 20-feet in width. 
E. Have radii that are accommodating with those needed for City Fire apparatus. 
 
Secondary emergency vehicles accesses (SEVA’s) shall be 20-feet wide, as noted.  Longer 
secondary accesses can be built to 12-feet wide with the approval of the City of Richland 
Fire Marshal, however turn-outs are required at a spacing acceptable to the Fire Dept.  
Temporary SEVA’s shall be constructed with 2-inches of compacted gravel, at a 
minimum.  Permanent SEVA’s shall be paved with 2-inches of asphalt over 4-inches of 
gravel, at a minimum. 

 
15. SURVEY MONUMENT DESTRUCTION: 
All permanent survey monuments existing on the project site shall be protected.  If any 

monuments are destroyed by the proposed construction, the applicant 
shall retain a professional land surveyor to replace the monuments and file 
a copy of the record survey with the City. 

 
A. No survey monument shall be removed or destroyed (the physical disturbance or 

covering of a monument such that the survey point is no longer visible or readily 
accessible) before a permit is obtained from the Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR). WAC 332-120-030(2) states “It shall be the responsibility of the 
governmental agency or others performing construction work or other activity 
(including road or street resurfacing projects) to adequately search the records and 
the physical area of the proposed construction work or other activity for the 
purpose of locating and referencing any known or existing survey monuments.” 
(RCW 58.09.130). 



B. Any person, corporation, association, department, or subdivision of the state, 
county or municipality responsible for an activity that may cause a survey 
monument to be removed or destroyed shall be responsible for ensuring that the 
original survey point is perpetuated. (WAC 332-120-030(2)). 

C. Survey monuments are those monuments marking local control points, geodetic 
control points, and land boundary survey corners. (WAC 332-120-030(3)). 

 
When a monument must be removed during an activity that might disturb or destroy 
it, a licensed Engineer or Land Surveyor must complete, sign, seal and the file a permit 
with the DNR.  

It shall be the responsibility of the designing Engineer to identify the affected monuments 
on the project plans and include a construction note directing them to the DNR permit. 

 
 
Traffic & Streets: 
 
16. Sidewalks shall be installed along all public Right of Way frontages that building lots do 

not front on during construction of those phases (e.g., storm drainage ponds, parks, etc.). 
 
17. The “Dwellings” preliminary plat lies within the boundary of the South Richland 

Collector Street Financing Plan (RMC 12.03).  This plat shall therefore be subject to the 
fees administered by the finance plan for any phase submitted for approval.  Since this 
property is included within the Financing Plan, it is exempt from the SEPA-related traffic 
study requirement (TIA).  The developer of this proposed project shall receive “credits” 
for construction of Melissa Street as allowed under the City’s South Richland Collector 
Street Financing Plan. 

 
18. A note will be shown on the face of the final plat stating that Melissa Street is classified as 

an “Arterial Collector street”.  Subsequently, no driveways accessing single family lots will 
be allowed onto Melissa, with the exceptions noted below.  
 

19. Melissa Street is identified on the City’s Street Functional Classification map as an “Arterial 
Collector”, therefore the Right-of-Way shall be 60-feet wide, not 54 as shown. 
 

20. Melissa Street shall be constructed to the existing end of the Melissa improvements 
constructed with the plat of Brantingham Heights phase 3.  These improvements shall 
include a full-width street with curb, gutter and sidewalk.  A standard driveway drop shall 
be constructed along the south side of Melissa for Brantingham where it intersects with 
Melissa.  Brantingham Road north of Melissa shall be vacated and removed.  That portion 
of Brantingham ROW shall become part of lot 1, but will be retained as a “utility 
easement”.  Brantingham Road north of Melissa shall terminate at the existing cul-de-sac 
and shall not connect to Melissa Street.  
 



21. Lot 1 has a portion of the Brantingham Road cul-de-sac on it.  An easement was granted 
for this cul-de-sac when it was created.  This portion of Lot 1 shall be dedicated as Right-
of-Way when the phase that constructs lot 1 is platted.  
 

22. Lots 1 through 4 shall take access off of the Brantingham Road cul-de-sac via a shared 
driveway, as shown on the preliminary plat.  Lots 5 & 6 will be allowed to access Melissa 
St. via a single, shared driveway access.  Lots 7 through 14 shall access Melissa via the 
shared driveways shown on the preliminary plat.  Any proposed changes to said driveways 
will be subject to approval by the City Engineer. 
 

23. The radii at the NW property corner of lot 10 and the SW property corner of lot 1 are not 
required.  The Melissa ROW will go straight through here. 
 

24. The existing 60-foot wide access & utility easement along the south boundary of the pre-
plat will be relinquished at the time of plat recordation. 
 

25. All private roads shall be constructed to provide for adequate fire truck & solid waste 
collection truck access & turnaround movements. 
 

26. Any private roads narrower than 34-feet shall have parking restricted on one side, and any 
roads 28-feet or narrower shall have parking restricted on both sides.  Street signs 
indicating restricted parking shall be installed prior to final platting at the developers 
expense. 

 
Domestic Water: 
 
27. The existing watermain that runs through this property shall have 4-feet of cover 

maintained over it. 
 
28. The developer will be required to demonstrate that all phases are capable of delivering 

adequate fire flows prior to construction plans being accepted for review.  This may 
require looping of the watermain from off-site locations, or oversizing of the main where 
needed.   

 
29. The fire hydrant layout shall be approved by the City Fire Marshal.  
 
Sanitary Sewer: 
 
30. A 10-foot wide exclusive sanitary sewer easement shall be provided for any sewer main 

that is outside of the public Right-of-Way.  If any manholes are located outside of the 
public Right-of-Way, maintenance truck access to said structure may be required.  



Ground Water: 

 
31. Groundwater may be present on this site.  Given the amount of groundwater 

encountered in this area (in both developed and undeveloped areas), the possibility of 
an underdrain system being required exists.  Please have test pits and/or bore-holes dug 
by a geotech engineer, and an evaluation from said engineer prior to permitting.  If an 
underdrain system is not required, the geohydrology report needs to state so.  Also, if 
groundwater is encountered within 5-feet during plat construction, an underdrain 
system will be required. 

 
Storm Water: 
 
32. This project may require coverage under the Washington State General NPDES Permit 

for Construction projects.  The Developer shall be responsible for compliance with the 
permit conditions.  The City has adopted revised standards affecting the construction of 
new stormwater facilities in order to comply with conditions of its NPDES General 
Stormwater Permit program.  This project, and each phase thereof, shall comply with 
the requirements of the City’s stormwater program in place at the time each phase is 
engineered.  The project will require detailed erosion control plans. 

 
33. All storm drainage systems shall be designed following the core elements defined in the 

latest edition of the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington. The 
Hydrologic Analysis and Design shall be completed based on the following criteria: 
Washington, Region 2, Benton County; SCS Type 1A – 24 Hour storm for storm volume.  
The applicant’s design shall provide runoff protection to downstream property owners.  
 

34. The flow-rate of the public storm drainage system shall be designed using the 2-Year, 3-
Hour short duration Eastern Washington storm for pipe and inlet sizing using SCS or 
Santa Barbra method; no modifying or adding time of concentration; no surcharge 
allowed.  Calculations shall be stamped by a registered professional engineer and shall 
include a profile of the system showing the hydraulic grade line. The calculations should 
include a 50-foot wide strip behind each right of way line to represent drainage from 
private property into the City system. Of that area, 50% shall be considered pervious 
and 50% impervious. Calculations shall include a profile for the design showing the 
hydraulic grade line for the system.  Passing the storm downhill to an existing system will 
require a downstream storm system capable of accepting the water without being 
overwhelmed. 

 
35. All construction projects that don’t meet the exemption requirements outlined in 

Richland Municipal Code, Section 16.06 shall comply with the requirements of the 
Washington State Department of Ecology issued Eastern Washington NPDES Phase II 
Municipal Stormwater Permit. All construction activities subject to this title shall be 
required to comply with the standards and requirements set forth in the Stormwater 



Management Manual for Eastern Washington (SWMMEW) and prepare a Stormwater 
Site Plan. In addition a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or submission of 
a completed erosivity waiver certification is required at the time of plan submittal. 
 

36. If the storm drain pond slopes are greater than 25% or deeper than 4-feet, then a 6-foot 
fence will be required around the perimeter of the pond with a minimum 12-foot wide 
gate for maintenance vehicles. 

 
37. If there are any natural drainage ways across the proposed pre-plat, the engineered 

construction plans shall address it in accordance with Richland Municipal code 
24.16.170 (“Easements-watercourses”).  
 

38. Prior to or concurrent with the submittal of the first phase the developer shall provide a 
Geotechnical report including the percolation rate of the soils in the area of any storm 
retention ponds. The engineer may need to demonstrate that the pond will drain itself 
after a storm event, and not have standing water in it longer than necessary. 
 

39. If any existing storm drainage or ground water seepage drains onto the proposed site, said 
storm drainage shall be considered an existing condition, and it shall be the responsibility 
of the property developer to design a system to contain or treat and release the off-site 
storm drainage. 

 
40. If the storm drain pond slopes are greater than 25% or deeper than 4-feet, then a 6-foot 

fence will be required around the perimeter of the pond with a minimum 12-foot wide 
gate for maintenance vehicles.  A maintenance road from the public Right of Way to the 
bottom of the pond is also needed (2-inches of compacted gravel, minimum).  The City’s 
maintenance of the pond in the future will consist of trimming weeds to maintain 
compliance with fire and nuisance codes, and maintaining the pond for functionality. 

 
41. The developer shall be responsible for landscaping the storm pond and for its 

maintenance through the one-year infrastructure warranty period.  At a minimum the 
landscaping plan should be consistent with the City’s intended maintenance standard as 
described above.   If the developer wishes for the pond to be landscaped and visually 
appealing, then the homeowners association should be considered for maintenance 
responsibilities.  This will require an irrigation meter and sprinkler system (including a 
power source), and responsibility for maintaining the landscaping. 
 

42. The developer of record shall maintain the public storm drainage system for one year 
from the date of final acceptance by The City of Richland (as determined by the issuance 
of the “Letter of Final Acceptance”).  Said developer shall also thoroughly clean the entire 
system, including structures, pipelines and basins prior to the City warranty inspection, 
conducted 11 months after the Letter of Final Acceptance. 

 



Solid Waste: 

 
43. Due to limited turnaround space, lots 2, 3, 4, and 11 through 14 may have to transport 

their garbage cans to a location acceptable for solid waste pick-up.   
 
Final Platting / Project Acceptance Requirements: 
 
44. When the construction is substantially complete a paper set of “record drawings” shall 

be prepared by a licensed surveyor and include all changes and deviations.  Please 
reference the Public Works document “RECORD DRAWING REQUIREMENTS & 
PROCEDURES” for a complete description of the record drawing process.  After approval 
by the City of the paper copy, a mylar copy of the record drawings shall be submitted 
along with a CAD copy of them.  The electronic as-built record drawings shall be 
submitted in a AutoCAD format compatible with the City’s standard CAD software.  All 
final punchlist items shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to recording of 
the final plat. 

 
45. Public utility infrastructure located on private property will require recording of a City 

standard form easement prior to acceptance of the infrastructure and release of a 
certificate of occupancy.  The City requires preparation of the easement legal description 
by the developer two weeks prior to the scheduled date of occupancy.  Once received, the 
City will prepare the easement document and provide it to the developer.  The developer 
shall record the easement at the Benton County Assessor and return a recorded original 
document to the City prior to application for final occupancy.   

 
46. Any off-site easements or permits necessary for this project shall be obtained and secured 

by the applicant and supplied to the City at the time of plat construction and prior to final 
plat acceptance by the City.   

 
47. Ten-foot wide public utility easements will be required on the final plat along both sides 

of all Right-of-Ways within the proposed plat. 
 
48. The final plat shall include notes identifying all common areas including the private 

streets and tracts and acknowledging the ownership and maintenance responsibility by 
the homeowners association.  A note shall be added to the face of the final plat that 
states: “The private roads are for the use and benefit of the homeowners that abut said 
roads, and are to be maintained by said owners.  The City of Richland accepts no 
maintenance responsibility for said roads”.  

 
49. A note shall be added to the face of the plat that states: “The private drives within this 

plat are fire lanes and parking is restricted.  The required no-parking signs shall be 
installed by the developer where applicable.”  Any private roads narrower than 34-feet 
shall have parking restricted on one side, and any roads 28-feet or narrower shall have 



parking restricted on both sides.  Street signs indicating restricted parking shall be 
installed prior to final platting at the developers expense.  The restricted parking areas 
shall be indicated on the final plats. 

 
50. All landscaped areas within the plat that are in the public Right of Way shall be the 

responsibility of the homeowners to maintain. 
 
51. A one-foot “No access / screening easement” will be required along the Melissa Street 

Right of Way. A break in it will be provided at the approved driveway entrances.  
 
52. The intended use and ownership of all tracts within the plat shall be noted on the final 

plat. 
 
53. Property with an unpaid L.I.D. assessment towards it must be paid in full or segregated 

per Richland Municipal Code 3.12.095.   
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CITY OF RICHLAND 
 NOTICE OF APPLICATION 
 AND PUBLIC HEARING (S2014-101) 
 
Notice is hereby given that Dream Builders, on January 16, 2014, filed an application for 
preliminary plat approval to subdivide an approximately 4.75 acre parcel into 14 single 
family residential lots (Preliminary Plat of The Dwellings). The property is located at the 
southern terminus of Brantingham road and will complete a missing segment of Melissa 
Street, see vicinity map on reverse. The site is zoned single family residential (R1-10) with 
a proposed average lot size of 12,912 square feet. Pursuant to Richland Municipal Code 
(RMC) Section 19.30.030 the City of Richland determined the application complete for 
processing on January 16, 2014. 
 
The Richland Planning Commission, on Wednesday, February 26, 2014, will conduct a 
public hearing and review of the application at 7:00 p.m. in the Richland City Hall 
Council Chambers, 505 Swift Boulevard. All interested parties are invited to attend and 
present testimony at the public hearing.   
 
Any person desiring to express his views or to be notified of any decisions pertaining to 
this application should notify Aaron Lambert, Senior Planner, 840 Northgate Drive, P.O. 
Box 190, Richland, WA 99352. Comments may also be faxed to (509) 942-7764 or 
emailed to alambert@ci.richland.wa.us . Written comments should be received no later 
than 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, 2014 to be incorporated into the Staff Report.  
Comments received after that date will be entered into the record at the hearing.  
 
Copies of the staff report and recommendation will be available in the Development 
Services Division Office, and at the Richland Public Library beginning Friday, February 
21, 2014. 
 
The proposed application will be reviewed in accordance with the regulations in RMC Title 
19 Development Regulation Administration and Title 24 Plats and Subdivisions. Appeal 
procedures of decisions related to the above referenced application are set forth in RMC 
Chapter 19.70. Contact the Richland Planning Division at the above referenced address 
with questions related to the available appeal process. 

 
___________________________________ 
AARON LAMBERT,  
SENIOR PLANNER  

 

mailto:alambert@ci.richland.wa.us
http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/
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Section 

 

Current LUDR Text Proposed LUDR Revision and Rationale 
NB: Deleted text shown as strikeout and new text shown underlined. 

2.C Land Use Table 
 
BMS-NC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BMS-SD-SR 

Land Use Table 
 
BMS-NC 
 
Add “P.1.a” to BMS-NC District column for “Single-family” 
 

 The Neighborhood Collector District is now limited to multi-family housing. This amendment would expand the 
Building Types permitted to now also include the alley-access, single-family Building Type. By allowing an additional 
Building Type, there is greater flexibility to meeting the Badger Mountain South goal for variety of housing types 
within the neighborhoods. It also allows the topography to suggest the best match of housing type to land form. See 
actual “note” below in 2.C.1. 

 
Add “P” to BMS-SD-SR District to allow single-family uses. 
 

 The area called the “Wine Village’ in the LUDR is now identified as Veneto Villaggio in marketing documents. Based on 
a comprehensive Master Plan completed for the development, Veneto Villaggio is organized into “districts” that 
relate to one another. One district will include cottages for those visiting and another will include a limited number of 
for-sale lots that overlook the vineyards. 

 

2.C.1 
 
Note: 1.a 
 
 
 
Note: 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Land Use Table Notes 
 
NEW TEXT 
 
 
 
(Residential Multi-family in NG District)): 
 
3. Multi-family housing includes the following Building Types: 
Duplex; Courtyard Housing; and Mansion Apartments. 
Mansion Apts. Limited to block ends across from open space. 
  
 
 
 

Land Use Table Notes 
 
1.a    Alley-access, Single-family Building Type is permitted. 
 

 See discussion immediately above. 
 

(Residential Multi-family in NG District)): 
 
3. Multi-family housing includes:  the following Building Types: Duplex – up to two per Block face, Courtyard Housing, and 
Mansion Apartments - Mansion Apts. L limited to block ends across from open space. 
 

 The Neighborhood General (NG) District comprises the largest area in Badger Mountain South. This revision clarifies 
the intent for a mix of housing types to be found in this district.  
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Note 21:  (Places of Worship): 
 
21. Only on corner lots of two Collector Streets; maximum lot 
size of 2.5 acres. 
 
 

(Places of Worship): 
 
21. Only on corner lots of two Collector Streets; maximum lot size of 2.5  6 acres. 
 

 This text amendment applies only to “places of worship” and is proposed because contemporary places of worship 
are typically on parcels not less than 5 acres in size. 
 

2.D Building Type Table 
 
New Text 

Building Type Table 
 
Add “X” to the BMS-NC column, 11.A. Single-Family House – Alley Access Garage 
 

 See rationale which follows immediately below. 
 

3.C.4 BMS – Neighborhood Collector District 
1. Neighborhood Collector Intent (2

nd
 paragraph) 

 
The Neighborhood Collector District is primarily a Multi-family 
residential area that provides a wide variety of medium 
density housing. Mixed-use and Live/Work Buildings in this 
District provide the flexibility for these areas to accommodate 
neighborhood-scale commercial uses that respond to the 
evolving needs of the community as it grows. Stand-alone, 
smaller-scale Neighborhood Goods and Services Buildings that 
serve the needs of the residents, such as churches and 
daycares, are encouraged in this District. 
 
 
4. Parking  
 
c. Minimum Parking Requirements 

 
(3) Residential Parking Requirements: 
ii. 1 space per 2 units is required for Affordable or Senior 
Housing units. 

BMS – Neighborhood Collector District  
1. Neighborhood Collector Intent (2

nd
 paragraph) 

 
The Neighborhood Collector District is primarily a Multi-family residential area, intermixed with areas of single-family, alley 
accessed houses, that provides a wide variety of medium density housing. Mixed-use and Live/Work Buildings in this District 
provide the flexibility for these areas to accommodate neighborhood-scale commercial uses that respond to the evolving needs 
of the community as it grows. Stand-alone, smaller-scale Neighborhood Goods and Services Buildings that serve the needs of 
the residents, such as churches and daycares, are encouraged in this District. 
 

 This amendment increases the flexibility to intermix residential Building Types. This flexibility is required as the 
project builds out because at this time, the market is not responsive to Townhome/Row House developments. As the 
Badger Mountain South concept of mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods becomes better understood, it is expected 
that different Building Types will become more desirable to the builder/buyer.  

 
4. Parking 
 
c. Minimum Parking Requirements 
 
(3) Residential Parking Requirements 

ii. Minimum 1 space per 2 units is required provided for Affordable or Senior Housing units. 
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d. Miscellaneous: 
(1) See Section 13.D for Common Parking Standards. 

 The intent of this amendment is to encourage the development of affordable and/or senior housing by reducing 
development costs. 
 

d. Miscellaneous: 
(1) For multi-family and commercial development, see See Section 13.D for Common Parking Standards. 
 

 Section 13.D includes Standards only applicable to commercial and multi-family development. 

 
3.D.4 

 
BMS – Neighborhood General District 
4. Parking 

c. Parking Requirements: 
(2) Maximum 2 car garage door frontage. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
d. Miscellaneous: 

(1) See Section 13.D for Common Parking 
Standards. 

 
BMS – Neighborhood General District 
4. Parking 

c. Parking Requirements: 
(2) Maximum 2 car garage door frontage on front load lots. On alley access lots, and front load lots developed 
with side-yard garage, 3 car garage door frontages are permitted. 

 

 The LUDR intent is to minimize the garage door dominance from the street by limiting a front-load house to a 2 car 
garage. However this issue is not present either where alley-load lots exist or where the house has a side-yard or side-
loaded garage.  In these instances the garage doors do not dominate the street view and 3 car garages can be 
permitted.  

 
d. Miscellaneous: 

For multi-family and commercial development, see Section 13.D for Common Parking Standards. 
 

 Section 13.D includes Standards only applicable to commercial and multi-family development. 

3.E.3 BMS – Neighborhood Edge District 
 
3. Building Profile and Type 
      b.  Allowed Building Types 

Refer to Section 8 for Building Type definitions and 
standards. 
(1) Single-Family – Alley Access (8.N) 
(2) Single-Family – Street Access (8.O) 
(3) Accessory Unit (8.P) 

 
  

BMS – Neighborhood Edge District 
 
3. Building Profile and Type 

b.  Allowed Building Types 
Refer to Section 8 for Building Type definitions and standards. 
(1) Single-Family – Alley Access (8.N) 
(2) Single-Family – Street Access (8.O) 
(3) Accessory Unit (8.P) 
 

An Accessory Storage Structure is allowed on lots .25 acre or greater if the following conditions are met: 
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(1)  The maximum size, per floor, of the Accessory Storage Structure shall be less than 60% of the square foot footprint of 
the corresponding floor of the principal structure; 
(2) The design and massing of the Accessory Storage Structure shall be compatible with the principal structure;  
(3) The maximum width of the Accessory Storage Structure shall be no greater than the width of the principal structure; 
(4) Maximum number of stories permitted is 2, but in all cases not taller than the principal structure; 
(5) The Accessory Storage Structure is located in the rear yard and meets all side yard setback requirements. 

 

 The Neighborhood Edge District is the smallest BMS district by acreage yet it can contain lots that are in excess of 1 
acre in size. On these larger lots an Accessory Storage Structure (new definition follows in the amendments to Section 
14) can be allowed when it retains the scale and the stylistic compatibility of the principal structure. 
 

3.E.4  BMS – Neighborhood Edge District 
4. Parking  
 
d. Miscellaneous: 
(1) See Section 13.D for Common Parking Standards. 
(2) parking and aisle dimensions per City of Richland 
standards – see RMC 23.54 
 
 
 

BMS – Neighborhood Edge District 
4. Parking  
 
d. Miscellaneous: 
(1)See Section 13.D for Common Parking Standards. 
(2) parking and aisle dimensions per City of Richland standards – see RMC 23.54 
 

 These miscellaneous standards apply to commercial structures and are not applicable in this district where only 
residential structures are permitted.  
 

5.B Illustrative Plan for Civic Space Layout Amend Illustration (southern portion of the development; see Exhibit 1 attached) 
 
 

 Error in existing Illustration; Illustration indicates a particular development standard for a specific use, i.e., 
“Neighborhood Storage Area”, rather than showing location for Greenbelt. 

 

5.C 
 
 
5.C.3 
 
 
5.C.4 

Greenway Parks 
e. Additional Required Amenities 
 
(7) Dog park minimum 1.5 acres with perimeter fencing, (2) 
shade structures, and access to water (potable or irrigation). 
 
(10) Dog park minimum 1.5 acres with perimeter fencing, (2) 

Greenway Parks 
e. Additional Required Amenities 
 
(7) Dog park minimum 1.5 acres with perimeter fencing, (2) (1) shade structures, and access to water (potable or and 
irrigation). 
 
(10) Dog park minimum 1.5 acres with perimeter fencing, (2) (1) shade structures, and access to water (potable or and 
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 shade structures, and access to water (potable or irrigation). 
 

irrigation). 
 

 The amendment adds a requirement for year-round access to water for dog parks and reduces the number of 
required shelters in order to match the standard used for Local Parks less than 3 acres in size (see clarifying text 
below).  

 

5.D.1 Local Parks 
 
1. Description – Local Parks 
d.  Standards 

(7) Shade structures. 
 
 
 
 

e. Additional Required Amenities 
 
(1) Each Local Park less than 3 acres will contain at least (3) 
three of the following additional amenities: 

i. Picnic area(s) with table/benches 
ii. Playground with (one) Age 3-8 play structure and 
(one) Age 9-12 play structure. 
iii. Fenced community garden 
iv. Open play field 
v. half-court basketball 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Park  
 
1. Description – Local Parks 
d.  Standards 

(7) Shade structures. Local Parks less than 3 acres in size shall include one shade structure; Local Parks 3 acres and larger 
shall include 2 (two) shade structures. 

 

 Clarifies the LUDR requirements for numbers of shade structures required, based on park size. 
 
e. Additional Required Amenities 
 
(1) Each Local Park less than 3 acres will contain at least (3) three of the following additional amenities: 

i. Picnic area(s) with table/benches 
ii. Playground with (one) Age 3-8 play structure and (one) Age 9-12 play structure 2 (two) multi-age 
structures/equipment. (Counts as meeting two additional amenities.) 
iii. Fenced community garden 
iv. Open play field 
v. half-court basketball Sport court 
vi. Or equivalent amenity.  

 
 The intent of the LUDR is to have parks with playground equipment that meets a variety of age-abilities. The new 

language favors the installation of broad age-range play equipment (by now counting this option as meeting two of 
the requirements) and expands the ways to meet the standard by including “sport court” and by allowing the 
installation of an “equivalent amenity”. The City’s Development Services Manager would determine that any 
proposed amenity is “equivalent.” 
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5.F.d Village Green 
 
1. Description – Village Green 
d. Standards 
(1) Bordered by streets on all sides. 

Village Green 
 
1. Description – Village Green 
d. Standards 
(1) May be bordered by streets on one or more  all sides. 

 Increases the siting and design flexibility for the future Village Green. 
 

5.G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Block Parks 
1. Description – Block Parks 
 
a. Definition. 
A small open space intended to provide both structured and 
passive play areas. The landscaping may include lawn areas 
with formal or informal tree and shrub plantings. Hardscape 
areas with seating and a pedestrian path system should also 
be included. See Section 7.D for Block Open Space standards. 
 
 
d. Standards 

(1) Landscape and irrigation will be based on Landscape 
Guiding Principles, Section 11.B. 
(2) Landscape materials to be selected from 11.F Drought 
Tolerant and Native/Naturalized Plant List and/or 11.G 
Refined Plant List. 
(3) Lawn areas, ornamental tree(s) and shrub planting 
beds. 
(4) One tree for each 2,500 square feet of Block Park. 
(5) See Section 13.C for Site Improvement Standards for: 

i. Pedestrian-scale lighting 
ii. Minimum (1) Benches and/or removable seating 
iii. Tables 
iv. Trash/recycling receptacles 

 
 

Block Parks 
1. Description – Block Parks 
 
a. Definition. 
A small open space intended to provide both structured and/or passive play areas and/or areas for quiet reflection. The 
landscaping may include lawn areas with formal or informal tree and shrub plantings. Hardscape areas with seating and a 
pedestrian path system should also be included. See Section 7.D for Block Open Space standards. 
 

 New text added which clarifies the intent that Block Parks are both areas for play as well as areas for “quiet 
reflection” i.e., non-play-specific places. 

 
d. Standards 

(1) Landscape and irrigation will be based on Landscape Guiding Principles, Section 11.B. 
(2) Landscape materials to be selected from 11.F Drought Tolerant and Native/Naturalized Plant List and/or 11.G Refined 
Plant List. 
(3) Lawn areas, ornamental tree(s) and a minimum of one shrub planting beds area with one shrub for each 250 square feet 
of Block Park. 
(4) One tree for each 2,500 square feet of Block Park. 
(5) All Block Parks must also contain the following elements which conform to See Section 13.C for Site Improvement 
Standards for: 

i. Pedestrian-scale lighting 
ii. Minimum (1) Benches and/or removable seating 
iii. Tables 
iv. Trash/recycling receptacles 

 

 This language clarifies the landscape requirements and eliminates the requirement for tables and trash receptacles in 
small Block Parks. The small Block Park is meant to be a place for adjacent neighbors to gather; eliminating the trash 
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5.G 

 
 
 
e. Additional Required Amenities: 
Each Block Park will contain at least (2) two of the following 
additional amenities: 

(1)Specialty paved surfaces 
(2)Soft Surface playground with (one) play structure 
(3) Picnic table and chairs 
(4) Open play field (1-acre parks only) 
(5) Basketball court 
(6) Pea patch gardens 

 

receptacle reduces the likelihood of trash dumping by those outside the neighborhood. The new text also eliminates 
the requirement for “tables” but retains “picnic table” (in 5.G.e shown below) as an optional amenity.  
 

e. Additional Required Amenities: 
Each Block Park, except those located within three blocks of a Local Park or a City Park,  will contain at least (2) two of the 
following additional amenities: 

(1)Specialty paved surfaces 
(2)Soft Surface playground with (one) play structure 
(3) Picnic table and chairs 
(4) Open play field (1-acre parks only) 
(5) Basketball court  Sport court 
(6) Pea patch gardens 
(7) Other equivalent amenity 

 

 An open play field is a desired amenity within any size Block Park as it fosters imaginative play. Benches and picnic 
tables are amenities better suited to a Block Park than are “chairs”. On the other hand, a “sport court” is better suited 
as an amenity within a smaller Block Park play area than a basketball court.  Further, to encourage creativity in the 
design of Block Parks new text is added allowing an “equivalent amenity”.  

 The overall goal of this amendment is to add more emphasis for building out Local Parks and including more 
amenities within those community gathering places, while retaining the Block Park as an amenity for the adjacent or 
immediate neighbors.  

 

5.H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Greenbelts 
1. Description – Greenbelts 
 
c. Size 
(1) Building Frontage Greenbelt:     30 ft. minimum width 
(2) Greenbelt Medians:                     60 ft. minimum width 
(3) All other locations:                      25 ft. minimum width 
 
 
 
 
 

Greenbelts 
1. Description – Greenbelts 
 
c. Size 
(1) Building Frontage Greenbelt:     30 28 ft. minimum width 
(2) Greenbelt Medians:                      60 ft. minimum width 
(3) All other locations:                       25 ft. minimum width 
 

 Most Greenbelts front onto residences. Rather than constructing both a sidewalk and a trail within a 30’ width, the 
new standard will include a wider sidewalk at the property line, previously 5 ft now to 8 ft. (a 60% increase), and a 20 
ft. wide tree lawn separating the pedestrian from adjacent vehicles.  

 This revision will promote a visually cleaner, tree-dominated and more elegant streetscape and less confusion over 
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5.H 

 
 
 
 
 
d. Standards 

(8) Where buildings front onto a Greenbelt, a 5 ft. 
min. sidewalk located along the property line will be 
provided per Greenbelt Frontage Type 9.F. 
 
(9) See Section 13.C for Site Improvement standards 
for: 
i. Pedestrian-scale lighting (Primary Trails only) 
ii. Benches – (1) one minimum every ¼ mile 
 
iii. Tables 
iv. Trash and recycle receptacles 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
e. Additional Required Amenities: 
Each Greenbelt will contain at least (2) two of the following 
additional amenities every 1 mile: 

(1) Mile marker indication element 
(2) Public art, per Section 13.C.10 
(3) Covered shelter 
(4) Tables and benches 

maintenance of two public access ways. 

 Note that no sidewalk is required when fronting non-residential uses but in those cases, the provisions of the LUDR 
for Trails apply (see LUDR section 5.L). 
 
 

d. Standards 
(8) Where buildings front onto a Greenbelt, an 5 8 ft. min. sidewalk located along the property line will be provided per 
Greenbelt Frontage Type 9.F. 
 
(9) All Greenbelts,  except where the Greenbelt abuts residential use properties, must also contain the following 
elements which conform to See Section 13.C for Site Improvement Standards for: 
i. Pedestrian-scale lighting, unless adequate lighting is provided by street lighting from the adjacent Right of Way 
(Primary Trails only) 
ii. Benches – (1) one minimum every ¼  ½ mile 
iii. Tables  
iii. iv. Trash and recycle receptacles One trash and one /recycling receptacle  (may be a single unit with segregated 
elements) every mile, or located as required to facilitate servicing. 
 

 Clarifies the intent of the requirement by matching the Frontage Type description. 

 Sites benches and trash containers strategically and reduces excess numbers. 

 Allows for lighting provided by adjacent street lighting to be considered as meeting the pedestrian lighting 
requirements. 

 Matches standard from Section 13.C.6.c. 
 

e. Additional Required Amenities: 
Each Greenbelt will contain at least (2) two of the following additional amenities every 1 mile: 

(1) Mile marker indication element 
(2) Public art, per Section 13.C.10 
(3) Covered shelter  
(4) Tables and benches  

 

 Removes “covered shelter” and “tables and benches” as amenities not conducive to be sited in front of a single-family 
residence. “Benches” however are still required every ½ mile within a Greenbelt that does not front onto a residential 
use. 
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5.J Trails Introduction 
 
The Illustrative Plan for Trail Layout and Trail Types identifies 
the location of the proposed trail system in Badger Mountain 
South. Four types of trails will be built within the community – 
Urban Trails located within the commercial centers; paved 
Primary and City primary Trails for multi-use;, soft surface 
Secondary trails for walking and jogging; and an Equestrian 
Trail connection located at the eastern edge of the community 
that will link to an existing equestrian trail. There will be 
approximately 20 miles of trails of all types when the trail 
system is complete. 
 
NEW TEXT 
 

Trails Introduction 
 
The Illustrative Plan for Trail Layout and Trail Types identifies the location of the proposed trail system in Badger Mountain 
South. Four types of trails will be built within the community – Urban Trails located within the commercial centers; paved 
Primary and City primary Trails for multi-use;  soft surface Secondary Trails for walking and jogging; and an Equestrian Trail 
connection located at the eastern edge of the community that will link to an existing equestrian trail. There will be 
approximately 20 miles of trails of all types when the trail system is complete. 
 
Two Trail Types are located in the Greenway Parks;  City Primary Trails and Secondary Trails. These trails are intended to be 
the cross-community trail system that links all neighborhoods within Badger Mountain South. The City Primary Trail meanders 
within the Greenway Parks, sometimes near the adjoining streets, but primarily away from the streets and within the 
Greenway Park itself. Secondary Trails act as connector trails which link one side of the Greenway Park to the other or to the 
City Primary Trail. 

 

 New text is added to the Trails Introduction to further clarify the function and siting of trails within the three large 
Greenway Parks. 

 

5.K Illustrative Plan for Trail Layout and Trail Types 
 

Illustrative Plan for Trail Layout and Trail Types 
 
See Exhibit 2 clarifies trails located within the large, Greenway Parks.  

5.L Trails 
1. Description - Urban Trails 
 
d. Standards 

(1) Various, paved surfaces 
(4) Provide appropriate lighting for after-dark use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trails 
1. Urban Trails 
 
d. Standards 

(1) ) Various, Principally concrete but other paved surfaces permitted based on overall site design. 
(4) Provide appropriate lighting for after-dark use which may be provided by street lighting located in the adjacent  
Right of Way. 
 

 Acknowledges that street lighting may be an acceptable way to keep adjacent trails lit when the trail is contiguous 
with the ROW.  
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5.L Trails 
2.Primary Trails 
 
a. Definition – Primary Trails will serve as a multi-modal 
system throughout the community. They are intended to 
foster connectivity, encourage healthy activities, and provide 
transportation options. 
 
 
 
 
c. Size 
(2) City Primary Trails width: 12 ft. asphalt with 1 ft. gravel 
shoulder on both sides. 
 
 
 
 
d. Standards 

(2) Will serve as a multi-use bicycle and pedestrian 
trail. 
(3) Provide appropriate lighting for after-dark use. 
(4) Provide (1) 5-ft. composite plastic bench min. 
every ¼ mile, per Section 13.C.4. 

Trails 
2.Primary Trails 
 
a. Definition – Primary Trails will serve as a multi-modal system throughout the community. They are intended to foster 
connectivity, encourage healthy activities, and provide transportation options. When found adjacent to residential or other 
structures, the Primary Trail will be concrete and will also function as sidewalk in these areas. 
 

 Clarifying the intent of the Primary Trail to also function as a sidewalk and be constructed on concrete in certain 
conditions. 

 
 
c. Size 
(2) City Primary Trails width: 12 ft asphalt with 1  2 ft. gravel shoulder on one side  both sides. 
 

 Total width remains the same but the gravel portion of the trail is combined for a wider gravel shoulder. This provides 
a more stable running surface than 1 ft. wide shoulder and is easier to maintain than two 1 ft. gravel shoulders. 

 See illustrative amendment in Exhibit 3, attached. 
 
d. Standards 

(2) Will serve as a multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail 
(3) (2) Provide appropriate lighting for after-dark use which may be provided by street lighting located in the adjacent  
Right of Way. 
(4) (3) Provide (1) 5-ft. composite plastic recycled materials-bench min. every ¼ ½ mile, per Section 13.C.4, except 
where the Greenbelt abuts single-family residential properties. 
 

 Deletes item (2) as this is redundant with the intent statement and it is not a standard.  

 New text acknowledges that street lighting may be an acceptable way to keep trails lit when they lie near street 
lighting.  

 Revision clarifies goal to use recycled materials and eliminates potential conflicts with adjoining residential uses. 
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6.A 
 
 
 
 
6.A 

Introduction, 2
nd

 paragraph 
 
Section 6 also introduces the concept of “edge types” which 
are the pedestrian and landscape elements within the right-of-
way. An edge type will be one of three styles that vary based 
on the adjoining land use. Any street may have different edge 
types if the land uses on either side of the street are different 
or if one side of the street is an element of the identified trail 
system. The standards for each street and edge type are 
identified in Sections 6.C. through 6.F. Note that collector 
street sections may be increased when needed to manage 
higher traffic volumes. Internal site access ways are permitted 
subject to City review for adequate emergency and refuse 
collection access. 
 
 
 
 
Edge Type Legend 
 
    Edge Type B: Trail in adjacent open space or property 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NEW TEXT 

Introduction, 2
nd

 paragraph 
 
Section 6 also introduces the concept of “edge types” which are the pedestrian and landscape elements within the right-of-
way. An edge type will be one of three four styles that vary based on the adjoining land use. Any street may have different edge 
types if the land uses on either side of the street are different or if one side of the street is an element of the identified trail 
system. The standards for each street and edge type are identified in Sections 6.C. through 6.F.  
 
Note that collector street sections may be increased when needed to manage higher traffic volumes. Internal site access ways 
are permitted subject to City review for adequate emergency and refuse collection access. 

 

 A new edge type is being introduced with this LUDR amendment because as development progresses within Badger 
Mountain South, some existing LUDR requirements are either unclear or would be better revised to meet the original 
development intent. The new edge type, Edge Type D, would apply to both the 2-Lane Arterial Collector Street and 
the Collector Street when either street type abuts one of the large Greenway Parks. More discussion is found below. 

 A new paragraph is introduced into the existing text for easier readability. 
 

 
 
Edge Type Legend 
 
    Edge Type B: Trail in adjacent open space or property 8 ft. non-meandering Trail adjacent to developed lot. 
 

 When Edge Type B is adjacent to developed lots, it is intended to be an 8 ft. concrete sidewalk, acting as the Trail, 
with an abutting 20 ft. tree lawn. This will result in a gracious and inviting edge to the neighborhood. 

 
 
    Edge Type D: Greenway Park Edge  
 

 The new Edge Type clarifies what happens as the street edge that lies adjacent to one of the three Greenway Parks. It 
does two things: first, it is intended to create a different landscape character to these large areas of open space and 
second, it eliminates the sidewalk found in other edge types because people will be crossing the Greenway Parks by 
trails. By eliminating the sidewalk adjacent to the Greenway Park, (except on streets which cross the Greenway Parks) 
it will reduce future maintenance issues for the City as sidewalks here would not have an adjoining property owner to 
maintain them. 
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6.B 
 
 
 
 

Regulating Plan for Streets 
 
NOTE: Local streets and alleys are for illustrative purposes 
only. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Regulating Plan for Streets 
 
Amend Illustration and related “Note.” See Exhibit 4, attached. 
 
NOTE: Local streets and alleys are for illustrative purposes only. Street layouts and locations are shown for illustrative purposes 
and may differ from actual plat submittal so long as circulation relationships are maintained. 
 

 Fine tuning for street layouts comes at platting because then grades and lot layouts are clearly identified. However 
the overarching goal of providing connectivity within and to neighborhoods is maintained. 

6.C 
6.D 
6.E 
6.F 
6.F.1 

Edge Type B in all Street Profiles 
 

Edge Type B in all Street Profiles 
See Exhibits 5, 5.1 and 5.2 
 

 This amendment is needed for two reasons: (1) the Illustration now shown in the LUDR is incorrect as to ROW line 
and ROW widths; and (2) the Greenbelt Frontage Type is changing from a sidewalk and a trail within a 30 ft wide 
space to a 28 ft. wide space that has both a 20 ft. tree lawn and an 8 ft. wide sidewalk, acting as the Trail, when the 
Greenbelt fronts onto developed lots.  
 

6.D 
6.E 

2-lane Arterial Collector Street 
Collector Street 
 
NEW TEXT 

2-lane Arterial Collector Street 
Collector Street 
 
New Edge Type D to be added; See Exhibits 5 and 5.1 
 

 Edge Type D will apply when the street abuts one of the three, large Greenway Parks. This new edge type will 
distinguish the street edge when it abuts houses or commercial uses (existing Edge Types A, B, or C) from the street 
edge when it is defining the edge of a Greenway Park. The Greenway Park street edge will not include sidewalks or 
street trees as found with the existing three edge types. It will include areas of significant landscape at street 
intersections and in other discrete areas that parallel the right-of-way. The landscape character will include principally 
evergreen trees, drought tolerant shrubs and grasses.  In this way the Greenway Parks will establish a distinct identity 
from other areas of open space within Badger Mountain South. Connections through the Greenway Parks will be on 
City Primary Trails and on Secondary Trails, as well as on sidewalks on the crossing streets. 
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7.C.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.C.4 

Alleys / Street Access 
e. Blocks with direct street access lots (i.e., without Alleys) are 
to be limited in use per the following criteria: 
 
(2) In order to maintain a pedestrian environment with limited 
interruptions from cars on at least one side of the street, no 
two blocks across a street may be street accessed except in 
the BMS-NE District. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alleys / Street Access 
e. Blocks with direct street access lots (i.e., without Alleys) are to be limited in use per the following criteria: 
 
 
(2) In order to maintain a pedestrian environment with limited interruptions from cars on at least one side of the street, no two 
blocks across a street may be street accessed except in the BMS-NE District. This standard shall not apply when one of the 
following conditions exist: when blocks are 325 ft. or less in length; or, when grade differences across blocks exceed 4 ft. 
Provided that on blocks that exceed 325 ft., no two parallel streets may abut blocks that have street-accessed lots on all block 
faces.  
 

 New text will allow flexibility in designing subdivisions and better access to lots when (1) short blocks fit into the 
neighborhood layout and (2) topography makes lot access difficult in an alley lot configuration. For example, steeper 
slopes, compound slopes and slope direction can greatly impact access to individual lots, particularly when alleys are 
involved and slope conditions often exist for more than one block. New language will help to provide flexibility in 
circulation design using existing conditions as much as possible. 

 New text will also diversify the neighborhood character while meeting market demand. 

 Pedestrian access as a core principle will be maintained with the last condition.  
 

7.D.2 Block Open Space Standards 
 
2. Block Open Space Dimensions 
 
a. Width: 50 ft. minimum* 
*Width is allowed to narrow to 15 ft. minimum to create a 
sense of enclosure from the street. 
 
 

Block Open Space Standards 
 
2. Block Open Space Dimensions 
 
a. Width: 50 ft. minimum* 
*Width is allowed to narrow to 15 ft. minimum to create a sense of enclosure from the street or to provide a linear Block Park 
experience. 
 

 There may be instances when a Block Park is designed to be a narrow area suitable for landscaping and quiet 
contemplation. 
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8.C Building Type Standards 
Common Design Standards for All Districts 
 

 

Building Type Standards 
Common Design Standards for All Commercial Districts and Projects 
 

 This added language to the title clarifies that the design standards found here are directed towards commercial 
projects and districts, not towards single family home construction. 
 

8.I.4 Row House 
4. Lot Size 
b. Depth: Minimum 70 ft. (with attached garage) 
                  Maximum 100 ft. (with detached garage) 
 

Row House 
4. Lot Size 
b. Depth: Minimum  70 ft. (with attached garage) 
                  Maximum 100 ft. (with detached garage) 
 

 Designers for this Housing Type have identified that eliminating the “maximum depth” will increase the desirability to 
build this Building Type because the new standard adds flexibility for dealing with grades and alleys. This is critical 
when alley grades approach 5% or greater as is the case in many areas of Badger Mountain South. 

 

8.K.4 
 
 
8.K.4 

Mansion Apartment 
4. Lot Size 
b. Depth: Minimum 70 ft. (with attached garage) 
                  Maximum 100 ft. (with detached garage) 
 

Mansion Apartment 
4. Lot Size 
b. Depth: Minimum 70 ft. (with attached garage) 
                  Maximum 100 ft. (with detached garage) 
 

 Similar to the Row House above, designers for this Housing Type have identified that eliminating the “maximum 
depth” will increase the desirability to build this Building Type. This is because flexibility in depth allows enough space 
for parking, open space and driveways. 

 
 

8.L 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Paired House (Duplex) 
 
 
3. Streetscape 
a. In order to maintain the scale and context of a Single-family 
house, entries in multiple units shall use one Frontage Type. 
b. The use of corner lots for paired Houses is encouraged. 
Corner lots are ideally suited for the Building type providing 
for individual unit entries on both street frontages and 

Paired House (Duplex) 
NOTE:  Last photograph example in LUDR to be replaced by new image, see Exhibit 6. 
 
3. Streetscape 
a. In order to maintain the scale and context of a Single-family house, entries in multiple units shall use one Frontage Type. 
 
b. The use of corner lots for Paired Houses is encouraged. Corner lots are ideally suited for the Building type providing for 
individual unit entries on both street frontages and allowing this Multi-family housing type to blend more easily with adjacent 
Single-family houses. 
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8.L 

allowing this Multi-family housing type to blend more easily 
with adjacent Single-family houses. 
c.(new text) 
 
 
 
4. Lot Size 
a. Width: Minimum 50 ft., Maximum 70 ft. 
 
5. Access 
 
c. Garages and services shall be accessed from the rear Ally. 
This Type is not allowed on a lot without an Alley. 
 
 
 
d. Services, including utility access, above ground equipment 
and trash containers shall be located off of the Alley. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Parking 
a. Parking may be provided in attached or detached parking 
garages accessed from the Alley. 
 
 
 
 
f. Additional surface parking may be provided adjacent to 
garage for Accessory Unit or Home Occupation use. Parking 
shall be setback 20 Ft. from Alley easement and shall be 

 
c. On any block that contains four or fewer lots, Paired Houses are limited to one per block and the lot upon which the Paired 
House is allowed must be identified on the plat face. 
 

 Eliminates the situation where small blocks would be dominated by the Paired House Building Type. 
 
4. Lot Size 
a. Width: Minimum 50 ft., Maximum 70 ft.*see 5.c. below for alternate width conditions. 
 
5. Access 
 
c. The preferred access for garages and services shall be accessed from is the rear Ally. This Type is not allowed on a lot without 
an Alley. When built on streets with front access residences, lot must be a min. width of 100 ft. and driveways set  
apart by 30 ft., or, lot may be 80 ft. min. width with shared drive to rear garage (side yard driveway access). When built on a 
corner lot condition, maximum width will be 74 ft. to allow a 10 ft. side yard.  
 
d. Services, including utility access, above ground equipment and trash containers shall be located off of the Alley, where 
present. 
 

 Elsewhere in the LUDR is the requirement for a minimum of two building types on each block (LUDR 7.C.a). Yet on lots 
with front load residences only single family front load houses and accessory units are actually available to be built 
due to other Building Type restrictions. This new language will now allow a Paired House Type (duplex) to also be 
built on these lots further increasing opportunities for density and diversity in single family neighborhoods.  

 
11. Parking 
a. Parking may be provided in attached or detached parking garages accessed from the Alley where provided. When built on a 
front load lot, garages shall be set back a minimum of 4 ft. from the front door or 16 ft. or more from the main front façade 
(side yard driveway access). 
 

 New language matches standards for street-access single-family house. 
 
f. Additional surface parking, with a minimum depth of 20 ft., may be provided adjacent to garage. for Accessory Unit or Home 
Occupation use. Parking shall be setback 20 Ft. from Alley easement, and shall be screened from the Primary or Secondary 
streets by either placement behind a structure, by fencing per Sec.13.A.1 and/or landscaped per Sec. 11.C.7.c 
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screened from the Primary or Secondary streets by either 
placement behind a structure, by fencing per Sec.13.A.1 
and/or landscaped per Sec. 11.C.7.c  

 

 Adds clarity by allowing additional surface parking as desired by the homeowner and corrects typographical error as 
to the 20 ft. requirement. 
 

8.N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.N 

Single-family House – Alley Access 
2. Applicable Districts 
 
a.   Neighborhood General   (BMS-NG) (3.D) 
b.   Neighborhood Edge         (BMS-NE) (3.E) 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Parking 
 
f. Additional surface parking may be provided adjacent to 
garage for Accessory Unit or Homes Occupation use. Parking 
shall be setback 20 ft. from Alley easement and shall be 
screened from the Primary and Secondary Streets by either 
placement behind a structure, by fencing per Section 13.A.1 
and/or landscaped per section 11.C.7.c. 

Single-family House – Alley Access 
2. Applicable Districts 
 
a.      Neighborhood Collector   (BMS-NC) (3.C) 
b.     Neighborhood General   (BMS-NG) (3.D) 
c.     Neighborhood Edge         (BMS-NE) (3.E) 
 

 Identifies a new Building Type for the Neighborhood Collector District to allow a greater variety of housing types 
within the district.  

 
11. Parking 
 
f. Additional surface parking, with a minimum depth of 20 ft.,  may be provided adjacent to garage.  for Accessory Unit or 
Homes Occupation use. Parking shall be setback 20 ft. from Alley easement and shall be screened from the Primary and 
Secondary Streets by either placement behind a structure, by fencing per Section 13.A.1 and/or landscaped per section 11.C.7.c. 
 

 Adds clarity by allowing additional surface parking as desired by the homeowner and corrects typographical error as 
to the 20 ft. requirement. 

 

8.O 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Single-family House – Street Access 
 
 
 
5. Access 
c.(1) Provide a single lane up to 10 ft. wide along the side 
yard. At a distance of not less than 30 ft. from the front 
property line, the driveway may widen to 20 ft. to provide 
access to the garage. 
 
 

Single-family House – Street Access 
NOTE: Last photograph will be replaced with new image illustrating new text added in 6.c.(5) as described below and shown in 
Exhibit 7. 
 
5. Access 
c.(1) Provide a single lane up to 10 ft. wide along the side yard. At a distance of not less than 30 ft. from the front property line, 
the driveway may widen to 20 ft. to provide access to the garage. 
 

 Text is replaced by new definition within Glossary, Section 14, for side yard driveway condition. 
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8.O 6. Building Size and Massing 
 
c. Garages shall be secondary to the front elevation of the 
house.  
 

(4) If an attached garage is setback 16 ft. or more from the 
main façade of the house, it shall be considered as a side 
yard driveway condition per 5.c block face percentage 
calculation. 
 
(5) (new text) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

6. Building Size and Massing 
 
c. Garages shall be secondary to the front elevation of the house and in no case may the garage be more than 40 percent of the 
structure façade when directly facing the street.  
 
(4) If an attached garage is setback 16 ft. or more from the main façade of the house, or if the conditions of c.(5) below are 
met, it shall be considered as a side yard driveway condition per 5.c block face percentage calculation. 
 
(5) A garage may be part of a front façade when the garage has a side driveway condition.  In these instances, the garage 
portion of the façade facing the street will feature design elements to match the residence. These elements may include similar 
window types, an upper story, and/or further architectural articulation complementary to the principal structure. 
 

 The LUDR requires that houses on front access lots have at least 40% per block face with a “side yard driveway 
condition”, see new definition in Glossary, Section 14 below. With this amendment the front-accessed garage may 
extend beyond the residence portion of the front façade when the garage has a side garage entrance. This design 
feature will increase the variety, interest and diversity of the streetscape, a desired LUDR outcome, and will count 
towards meeting the 40% requirement. 
 

 

9.F Frontage Type: Greenbelt 
 
 
4. Standards 
 
d. A 5 ft. min. sidewalk located along the property line will 
provide public access for adjacent buildings. 
 
e. A Primary or Secondary Trail will meander through the 
Greenbelt, see 5.K Illustrative Trail Layout Plan. 
 
f. The Greenbelt shall be a minimum of 30 ft. deep along 
building Frontages. 
 

Frontage Types: Greenbelt 
NOTE: Illustration will be replaced, see Exhibit 8. 
 
4. Standards 
 
d. A 5 8 ft. min. sidewalk located along the property line will provide public access for adjacent buildings. 
 
e. A Primary or Secondary Trail will meander through the Greenbelt, see 5.K Illustrative Trail Layout Plan. When a Primary Trail 
is co-located within a Greenbelt, the Trail shall take on the development standards of the Greenbelt and no additional sidewalk 
is required. 
 
f. The Greenbelt shall be a minimum of 30 28 ft. deep along residential building Frontages. 
 

 The amendment proposed increases the Trail width (now also serving as a sidewalk) and includes a 20 ft tree lawn. It 
eliminates the double sidewalk/trail configuration for a more urban look and feel to the neighborhoods. It protects 
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pedestrians better by having a 20 ft. tree lawn between the sidewalk and street and allows for a tree-dominated 
street frontage. 
 

9.G 4. Standards 
 
c. Elements: Porch shall be no less than 6 ft. deep to allow for 
usable seating area. Upper floor decks are permitted above 
the Porch. 
 
 
 

4. Standards 
 
c. Elements: Porch shall be no less than 6 ft. deep to allow for usable seating area. However, the Porch may be reduced to a 
depth of 4.5 ft. to meet house architectural style requirements. Upper floor decks are permitted above the Porch. 
 

 Some architectural styles may be better suited to a Porch of less depth in order to maintain stylistic integrity; in those 
limited instances then Porch may be reduced by 1.5 ft. as needed  
 

11.C 3.Street Frontage/Median Landscape 
 
d. Street tree minimum size at installation as follows: 
(1) Arterial Street – 3” caliper 
(2) Collector Street -  2 ½” caliper 
(3) Local Street - 2 ½” caliper 
 

3.Street Frontage/Median Landscape 
 
d. Street tree minimum size at installation as follows: 
(1) Arterial Street –  2” 3” caliper 
(2) Collector Street -  2 ½” caliper 
(3) Local Street - 2 ½” caliper 
 

 This amendment acknowledges that finding sufficient numbers of larger caliper trees is very difficult for the landscape 
suppliers. The project Landscape Architect also recommends a 2” caliper tree as more likely to survive transplanting, 
which is critical given the numbers of trees to be planted in Badger Mountain South. 
 

11.D Landscape Standards 
Civic and Commercial District Standards 
2. Submittal Process 
 
a. All development permit applications for civic, commercial, 
and multi-family buildings are required to submit a landscape 
plan. 
 
 
 
 
 

Landscape Standards 
Civic and Commercial District Standards 
2. Submittal Process 
 
a. All development permit applications for civic, commercial, and multi-family buildings are required to submit a landscape 
plan. A “landscape” plan will include all areas of plazas, hardscape gathering places as well as planted areas; these areas will 
all count towards meeting the overall landscape requirements. 
 

 The new text acknowledges that areas of “hardscape,” such as found in plazas or other gathering places, are desirable 
and will be considered as part of the overall “landscape” requirement. In this way these gathering places can be 
encouraged to be built.  

 



 

  Badger Mountain South LUDR Amendment 
1/26/14 
Page 19 

 
  

LUDR 
Section 

 

Current LUDR Text Proposed LUDR Revision and Rationale 
NB: Deleted text shown as strikeout and new text shown underlined. 

b. Civic and commercial development proposals will include 30 
percent landscape coverage of the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

b. Civic and commercial development proposals will include 30 10 percent landscape coverage of the site. The Master 
Developer of a commercial area may set aside common areas that meet this requirement rather than meeting it on a parcel by 
parcel basis. 
 

 The original percentage of landscaping provided in the LUDR was an error and is corrected with this amendment. New 
text allows the Master Developer of commercial properties to consider the whole of his/her development to identify 
the best way to meet this standard. 

11.E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11.E 

Landscape Standards 
Residential Standards 
1. Single Family Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, 
vines and /or groundcovers. 

 
2. Multi-Family Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, 
vines and /or groundcovers. 

 
3. Courtyard Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, 
vines and /or groundcovers. 

Landscape Standards 
Residential Standards 
1. Single Family Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, vines, and /or groundcovers and /or useable lawn. 
 
2. Multi-Family Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, vines, and /or groundcovers and /or useable lawn. 
 
3. Courtyard Residential 
e. Side Yard 

(3) Use of perennials, ornamental grasses, shrubs, vines, and /or groundcovers and /or useable lawn. 
 

 New text increases landscape flexibility for side yards for all types of residential. 

12.C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sustainability Standards 
Common Standards 
1. Energy 
 
c. Include building space, conduits and roof support for future 
addition of solar hot water and photovoltaic systems on every 
building. 
 
 
 

Sustainability Standards  
Common Standards 
1. Energy 
 
c. Include building space, conduits and roof support for future addition of solar hot water or and photovoltaic systems on every 
building. When provided, the use of geo-thermal may substitute for the above requirement. Geo-thermal wells and related 
infrastructure is permitted in all setback areas.  
 

 The existing standard is being amended to allow a homebuilder/owner to meet the community’s sustainable 
standards in a variety of ways. New text allows an alternate energy efficient method provided by  geo-thermal wells 
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12.C 
 

 
 
3. Exterior Lighting 
 
a. Only light areas as required for safety and comfort. 
Maintain safe light levels while avoiding off-site lighting and 
night sky pollution. Minimize site lighting where possible. 
Computer modeling of the site lighting is encouraged. 
Technologies to reduce light pollution include full cutoff 
luminaires, low reflectance, and low-angle spotlights. 
 
b. Lighting power densities must not exceed 
ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1 – (current year) for the 
classified zone. 
 
c. Meet exterior lighting control requirements from 
ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1 – (current year). 
 
d. The site areas shall be classified under the following zones, 
as defined in the IESNA RP-33: 

(1) LZ2 – Low (primarily residential zones, 
neighborhood business districts, and residential 
mixed use areas). Applicable in: BMS-NG, BMS –NE, 
BMS-NC, and BMS-CIVIC Districts. 
 
(2) LZ-3 Medium (areas such as commercial and high-
density residential). Applicable in: BMS-VMU, BMS –
SD-CMU, BMS-SD-SR, and BMS-SD-DR Districts. 
 
 

e. Follow all the requirements for the zone that applies to the 
development proposed as found in ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA 
Standard 90.1 – (current year). 
 

to be accommodated. 
 

3. Exterior Lighting  
 
a. Goals: Only light areas as required for safety and comfort. Nighttime building illumination should be elegant and reinforce 
prominent building design elements yet avoid Maintain safe light levels while avoiding off-site lighting and night sky pollution. 
Minimize site lighting where possible. Technologies to reduce light pollution include full cutoff luminaires, low reflectance, and 
low-angle spotlights. Computer modeling of the commercial project’s site lighting is encouraged. 
 
a. For all Buildings Except Low Rise Residential (under four stories:)  
  
b. (1) Submit a Lighting Plan, depicted on the site plan, for all projects with four or more exterior fixtures. The Lighting Plan 
must include all elements as found in the Glossary for “Lighting Plan”. 
 
(2) Lighting power densities must not exceed ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1 –2010  (current year) for the classified zone. 
 
c. (3) Meet exterior lighting control requirements from ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1 – 2010 (current year). 
 
d. The site areas shall be classified under the following zones, as defined in the IESNA RP-33: 

(1) LZ2 – Low (primarily residential zones, neighborhood business districts, and residential mixed use areas). Applicable 
in: BMS-NG, BMS –NE, BMS-NC, and BMS-CIVIC Districts. 
 
(2) LZ-3 Medium (areas such as commercial and high-density residential). Applicable in: BMS-VMU, BMS –SD-CMU, 
BMS-SD-SR, and BMS-SD-DR Districts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

e. .(4)  Follow all the requirements for the zone that applies to the development proposed as found in ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA 
Standard 90.1 – 2010. (current year). 
 
b. For all Low Rise Residential Buildings (under four stories) 
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(1) Lighting fixtures shall have translucent covers that eliminate glare and have full cutoff features/shielding to prevent direct 
light from the fixture to shine beyond the property limits where the fixture is installed. 
 
(2) Lights of less than 15 watts used for holiday decoration are exempt. 
 
(3) Lighting for U.S. flags intended to be properly displayed at night is exempt. 
 

 This standard is being clarified because as originally written it appears that the ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1 
applies to single family and low rise residential when it actually does not. Also, since the LUDR was published, the 
IESNA RP-33 standard was withdrawn without a replacement yet promulgated.  It also segregates standards for 
single-family and smaller projects (under four stories) from those for larger projects. 

 

13.A Fencing 
b. Standards 
 
(10) Fences designed to screen trash receptacles, recycling 
containers and similar, must match the style and materials of 
other fencing on the lot but must be one ft. higher than object 
being screened. 
 

Fencing 
b. Standards 
 
(10) Fences designed to screen trash receptacles, recycling containers and similar, must match the style and materials of other 
fencing on the lot but must be one ft. higher than object being screened.  
When trash receptacles, recycling containers and similar are stored outside of a building or other structure, they must be 
screened with a sight obscuring fence which matches the style and materials of other fencing on the lot and must be one ft. 
higher than object being screened.   
 

 This amendment acknowledges that trash and other receptacles can be stored either within a structure or outside 
and when stored outside the fencing used must be site obscuring. 
 

13.B Signage 
1. Signage Standards – All Districts 
f. Sign Lighting 
(1) Signs may not be top lit with single or multiple sources. The 
light source may not be visible from any public right of way 
and may not shine up into the night sky; refer to IESNA RP-33 
Light Zone 3 standards. Seasonal decorative lighting is 
permitted. 
 

Signage 
 
1. Signage Standards – All Districts 
f. Sign Lighting 
(1) Signs may not be top lit with single or multiple sources. The light source may not be visible from any public right of way and 
may not shine up into the night sky; refer to IESNA RP-33 Light Zone 3 standards. Seasonal decorative lighting is permitted. 
 

 This amendment eliminates the specific IESNA standard reference which is no longer in effect. 
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2. Signage Standards: BMS-SD-SR; and BMS-SD-CMU 
 
b. Building Signage Allowance 
(1) Each commercial building may have a maximum of two 
signs to identify the name of the building. These signs must be 
integral to the architecture and building design and convey a 
sense of permanence. Typically these signs are secondary or 
tertiary building elements as seen on historic urban buildings. 
 
(2) Building signs must conform to the following: 

i. Maximum sign area shall be no more than 6 sq. ft. 
ii. Maximum sign height shall be 18 ft. above the 
sidewalk to the top of the sign (measured from the 
top of the sign to the lowest point on the sidewalk 
directly below the sign). 
  

 
2. Signage Standards: BMS-SD-SR; and BMS-SD-CMU 
 
b. Building Signage Allowance 
(1) Each commercial building may have a maximum of two signs to identify the name of the building. These signs must be 
integral to the architecture and building design and convey a sense of permanence. Typically these signs are secondary or 
tertiary building elements as seen on historic urban buildings. Buildings on corner lots may have a maximum of three signs. 

 Acknowledges that different conditions apply when buildings are sited on a corner lot. 
 
 
(2) Building signs must conform to the following: 

i. Maximum sign area shall be no more than 6 20 sq. ft. per building face except when the sign includes a company 
logo in which case it may be increase in area  to 36 sq. ft . 
ii. Maximum sign height shall be 18 ft. above the sidewalk to the top of the sign (measured from the top of the sign to 
the lowest point on the sidewalk directly below the sign) unless signage is positioned on a cupola or other 
architectural feature that extends beyond the ordinary roof height. 
 

 The revised language recognizes that the current standard is too restrictive and by allowing additional signage, it 
supports the creation of a lively pedestrian district in areas designated BMS-SD-SR; and BMS-SD-CMU. 

 

13.C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13.C 

Site Improvement Standards 
4. Bench Standards 
 
a. Benches shall be of commercial grade construction. Bench 
frames shall be ductile iron, or steel.  
 
b. Concrete benches, if used, shall be one piece, single pour 
construction. Seat and backs shall be low maintenance 
materials such as concrete, plastic covered metal, powder 
coated metal or recycled material designed for this purpose. 
Wood should be a hardwood such as Teak, Ipe, Maple, and 
Mahogany. Seat and backs constructed out of recycled 
materials should have a reinforcing spine and fasteners.  
 

Site Improvement Standards 
4. Bench Standards 
 
a. Benches shall be of commercial grade construction. Bench frames shall be ductile iron, concrete, or steel.  
 
b. Concrete benches, if used, shall be one piece, single pour construction. Seat and backs shall be low maintenance materials 
such as concrete, plastic covered metal, powder coated metal or recycled material designed for this purpose. Wood should be a 
hardwood such as Teak, Ipe, Maple, and Mahogany. Seat and backs constructed out of recycled materials should have a 
reinforcing spine and fasteners. 
 

 Adding clarity to the requirement with this amendment. 
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13.C  Site Improvement Standards 
7. Tree Grates 
 
a. Shall be provided at base of street trees in BMS-SD-SR, 
CMU, DR AND BMS-VMU Districts and shall be made from 
commercial grade metals. Tree grates may also be used in the 
BMS-NC District at street frontages along ground floor 
commercial uses. 

Site Improvement Standards 
7. Tree Grates 
 
a. Shall be provided at base of street trees along arterial collector streets, except where frontage also includes a Trail Type, in 
BMS-SD-SR, CMU, DR AND BMS-VMU Districts and shall be made from commercial grade metals. Tree grates may also be used 
in the BMS-NC District at street frontages along ground floor commercial uses. 
 

 Clarifies the intent to create an urban streetscape look in the commercial districts along major arterials, except where 
a Trail Type is co-located and within the BMS-Specialty District-Specialty Retail (the future Wine Village) where the 
streetscape is meant to invoke an “agricultural look” from the accompanying vineyards.  

 
 
 
 

14 New text Accessory Storage Structures. 
A supplemental building designed for the storage of boats/ RVs or to be used as a personal workshop; in all cases not for the 
commercial repair or maintenance of vehicles of any type. It may also include an Accessory Unit that meets the standards and 
definition for Accessory Units (LUDR 8.P). Only permitted in the BMS-NE District on lots .25 acre or larger and having a principal 
structure.  
 

14 Accessory Unit/Structures. 
Any use and/or structure that is customarily part of and 
clearly incidental and secondary to the principal residence and 
does not change the character of the residential use. May 
contain a separate residential unit either contained wholly 
within a principal single-family residential structure 
(maximum floor area of 440 square feet), or attached to or 
above a garage (maximum floor area of 600 square feet). An 
accessory dwelling unit is not included in the Maximum 
Density Limitations. An accessory unit/building may also be 
used for Home Occupation uses as identified elsewhere in the 
LUDR and that meet the requirements of RMC 23.42.09. An 
accessory unit or structure with a maximum floor area of 600 
square feet is allowed for a winery use. 

Accessory Unit/Structures. 
Any use and/or structure that is customarily part of and clearly incidental and secondary to the principal residence and does 
not change the character of the residential use. May contain a separate residential unit either contained wholly within a 
principal single-family residential structure (maximum floor area of 440 square feet), or attached to or above a garage 
(maximum floor area of 600 square feet). An accessory dwelling unit is not included in the Maximum Density Limitations. An 
accessory unit/building may also be used for Home Occupation uses as identified elsewhere in the LUDR and that meet the 
requirements of RMC 23.42.09. An accessory unit or structure with a maximum floor area of 600 square feet is allowed for a 
winery use. 
 

 Amendment simplifies the maximum size permitted for an Accessory Dwelling Unit and matches the requirement 
now found in 2.C.1.8. 
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14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

New text Lighting Plan.  
The Lighting Plan is a required element of submittal for all buildings, except low rise residential (under four stories), proposing 
four or more exterior fixtures. The Plan must include the following information:  

1. Type and number of luminaire equipment (fixtures), including the "cut off characteristics”, indicating manufacturer 
and model number(s). 

2. Lamp source type (bulb type, i.e. high pressure sodium), lumen output, and wattage. 
3. Mounting height with distance noted to the nearest property line for each luminaire. 
4. Types of timing devices used to control the hours set for illumination, as well as the proposed hours when each fixture 

will be operated. 
5. Total Lumens for each fixture, and total square footage of areas to be illuminated. For projects that are in commercial 

zones, the lumens per net acre to be lit, need not exceed 25,000 lumens. 
6. A Calculation Summary indicating foot-candle levels on the lighting plan, noting the maximum, average and minimum, 

as well as the uniformity ratio of maximum to minimum, and average to minimum levels. 
7. Lighting manufacturer-supplied specifications ("cut sheets") that include photographs of the fixtures, indicating the 

certified "cut off characteristics" of the fixture. 
8. Foot-candle Distribution, plotting the light levels in foot-candles on the ground, at the designated mounting heights 

for the proposed fixtures. Maximum illuminance levels should be expressed in foot-candle measurements on a grid of 
the site showing foot-candle readings in every five or ten-foot square. The grid shall include light contributions from all 
sources (i.e. pole mounted, wall mounted, sign, and street lights.) Show foot-candle renderings five feet beyond the 
property lines. 

 

 The goal of the amendments to the LUDR section on Lighting and the addition of a requirement for a comprehensive 
Lighting Plan is to clarify the LUDR requirements, particularly for commercial development, and to reinforce the “Dark 
Sky” goals of the regulation. 
 

14 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Master Plan Administrator: A professional appointed by 
NorAm Investment LLS, or its successor, as outlined in the 
Master Agreement, to review all applications for plats, 
subdivisions, site plans, and development permits in Badger 
Mountain South as part of the application submittal in the City 
of Richland. The MPA is responsible for ensuring the intent of 
the LUDR is met in all applications and will provide to the City 

Master Plan Administrator (MPA): A professional appointed by NorAm Investment LLS, or its successor, as outlined in the 
Master Agreement, to review all applications for plats, subdivisions, site plans, and development permits in Badger Mountain 
South as part of the application submittal in the City of Richland. The MPA is responsible for ensuring the intent of the LUDR is 
met in all applications and will provide to the City and to the applicant a Consistency Determination Recommendation (BMS-
MACR) to be included in the materials reviewed by the City of Richland Development Services Department. The roles and 
responsibilities of the MPA are considered synonymous with the Master Agreement Administrator, MAA, as found in the 
Master Agreement. 
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14 
 

and to the applicant a Consistency Determination (BMS-
MACR) to be included in the materials reviewed by the City of 
Richland Development Services Department. 

 

 The MPA supplies a recommendation to the City on whether or not a development application is consistent with the 
provisions of the LUDR and of the Master Agreement. The Development Services Manager issues the Determination 
of Consistency based upon the recommendation and his/her review of the application or proposal.  

 

 The Master Agreement Section 23 uses the synonymous term “Master Agreement Administrator” whose duties and 
responsibilities are the same as those of the MPA.  
 
 

New Text Side Yard Driveway Condition: For Single-family Houses with Street Access, a drive lane up to 10 ft. in width that runs parallel 
to the side yard setback and extends not less than 30 ft. from the front property line when the garage is located in the lot rear. 
When the garage is part of the front façade, driveway access is provided to the garage in a side yard driveway. In both 
conditions, the driveway may widen to 20 ft., and may encroach into the side yard setback, to provide access to the garage. 
 

 Provides a new definition clarifying garage access for side yard driveways.  

 1 





















9-3Issue Date:  12-07-10 Badger Mountain South:  A Walkable and Sustainable Community, Richland, WA

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Stoop Frontage Type is appropriate for Districts and Building 
Types that contain higher density housing where the ground fl oor 
residential use is close to the frontage line and raised from the 
street for privacy.  This Frontage includes an exterior stair and 
landing and may be covered.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use - Residential only (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Multi-Family Building Types (8.F-8.M)
b. Single-Family Homes, if appropriate for style (8.N-8.O)

4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Building facade may be setback the depth of 
the entry stair from the sidewalk. Stair may encroach into 
required setback.

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances are raised 2 ft.-5 ft. above 
sidewalk grade.

c. Elements:  The Stoop may include a covered roof, awning, or 
door may be inset within the building front.

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Porch Frontage Type is appropriate for all residential Districts 
and Building Types.  This Frontage includes a covered roof area 
enclosing an outdoor room deep enough for seating.  The Porch 
provides a transition between public and private space and creates 
opportunity for interaction between neighbors.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use - Residential only (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Residential Building Types (8.F-8.O)
4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Building front shall be placed back far enough 
to allow for a Porch and stair, if required. Stair may encroach 
into required setback.

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances may be at or above sidewalk 
grade.

c. Elements:  Porch shall be no less than 6 ft. deep to allow 
for usable seating area. However, the Porch may be reduced 
to a depth of 4.5 ft. to meet house architectural style 
requirements. Upper fl oor decks are permitted above the 
Porch.

1.  DESCRIPTION

The Greenbelt Frontage Type is located per the Regulating Plan 
for Civic Spaces (5.B) primarily along Collector streets and serve 
as a “green connection” and trail network to amenities throughout 
the community. This Frontage Type serves as a buffer from the 
Collector Streets.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
b. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Building Types allowed in District (Section 8)

4.  STANDARDS
a. Placement:  The Greenbelt frontage creates a deep landscaped 

setback from the street.  Buildings fronting on the greenbelt may 
have any of the allowable frontages for the Building Type (i.e. 
Porch, Stoop, etc.)

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances may be at or above sidewalk 
grade.

c. Elements:  Frontage onto Greenbelt may be undefi ned or defi ned 
by fence or hedge.

d. A 8 ft. min. sidewalk located along the property line will provide 
the public access for adjacent buildings.

e. When a Primary Trail is co-located within a Greenbelt, the Trail 
shall take on the development standards of the Greenbelt and no 
additional sidewalk is required.

f. The Greenbelt shall be a minimum of 28 ft. deep along building 
residential Frontages.

g. See Section 5.H for additional Greenbelt standards.

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Forecourt Frontage Type is appropriate for either residential or 
commercial Districts and Building Types.  This Frontage includes 
a small court space that is setback while the majority of the 
building is placed at or near the frontage line.  The Forecourt may 
be used as an entry court and shared garden space for residential 
uses, or as additional shopping or restaurant seating areas within 
commercial districts.  This type should be used sparingly along a 
block frontage.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Building Types (Section 8)

4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Court space shall front onto a street.  The 
proportions and solar orientation should be carefully 
considered for user comfort.

b. Windows and Doors: Entrances are at sidewalk grade.
c. Elements:  A small wall, hedge or fence shall be placed along 

the frontage line where it is not defi ned by a building; see 
Fencing Standards, section 13.A.

d. Large trees placed in the Forecourt may overhang the 
sidewalks.

Illustrative Photo:  Residential Entry Court

Standards Diagram Section - Greenbelt

9.E  FORECOURT

Illustrative Photo:  Row Houses on Greenbelt

Standards Diagram Section - Greenbelt

9.F  GREENBELT

Illustrative Photo:  Single-Family Front Porches

Standards Diagram Section - Porch

9.G  PORCH

Illustrative Photo:  Row House Stoop Frontages

Standards Diagram Section -Stoop

9.H  STOOP

Amended Date:  2-26-14

EXHIBIT 8

SETBACK
VARIES 20’

28’ PEDESTRIAN GREENBELT EDGE

8’ 
SIDEWALK

Property Line / R.O.W.



STAFF REPORT 
 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION PREPARED BY: AARON LAMBERT 
FILE NO.: S2014-100 MEETING DATE: FEBRUARY 26, 2014 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
APPLICANT: VSI DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
   
REQUEST: PRELIMINARY PLAT APPLICATION TO SUBDIVIDE  

126.80 ACRES INTO 281 LOTS AND 14 TRACTS KNOWN AS SOUTH 
ORCHARD 1.  LOTS INCLUDE RESIDENTIAL, MIXED-USE (MULTI-
FAMILY, NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS) PARK, SCHOOL AND 
STORAGE USES. 

 
 

LOCATION: WITHIN THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH PLANNED COMMUNITY, 
GENERALLY NORTH OF REATA ROAD AND WEST OF THE PLAT 
OF REATA RIDGE. 

 
REASON FOR REQUEST: 
 
The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval to allow for development of a 281 
lot subdivision for single family and multi-family development as well as a lot for a future 
school site, a lot for a city park and finally a lot for a storage use. The application is 
submitted pursuant to the Land Use and Development Regulations (LUDR) adopted 
and as amended by the City specifically for the Badger Mountain South Community.  
This proposal if approved would be based on the amended LUDR which must take 
place in order for this preliminary plat to be approved as designed and requested. 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Staff has completed its review of the request for preliminary plat approval and, subject to 
the conditions set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee Report dated January 28, 
2014 submits: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The Richland Comprehensive Land Use Plan for this area is the Badger Mountain 

South Subarea plan and is a portion of the Badger Mountain South Master Planned 
Community. The plan designates portions of the site as Low Density Residential, 
portions of the site as Medium Density Residential, portions as High Density 
Residential and portions of the site as a Civic (Parks, Trails, Open Space) area. 

 
2. The proposed preliminary plat includes a variety of lot sizes and types, with single 

family lots from 6,000 to over 26,000 square feet, paired housing (duplex type lots) 
to be developed as fee simple zero lot line properties, as well as parcels designated 
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neighborhood collector (NC) that could be developed as retail or multi-family in 
accordance with the development plan.  Further, 3 lots will be platted with one for a 
future school, another for a City park and the third slated for a storage use to 
support the future residents storage needs.  These lots are identified on sheet 
C0.01 of the submitted plans in the notes section. 

 
 
 
Conclusion of Law: 
1. The proposed preliminary plat is consistent with and would provide for 

development of the subject parcel in conformance with the density and type 
of land use envisioned in the land use element of the adopted comprehensive 
plan. 

 
Findings of Fact: 
3. The site is subject to both the provisions of the Land Use and Development 

Regulations (LUDR) and as amended for the Badger Mountain South Community 
and the Master Agreement between the City of Richland and Nor Am Investments, 
LLC. 

 
4. All proposed developments subject to the Badger Mountain LUDR regulations are 

required to be reviewed by the Badger Mountain South Master Plan Administrator. 
The Administrator has issued a Master Agreement Consistency Recommendation 
(as provided for in Section 1.H of the LUDR) stating that the application meets the 
terms and obligations of the approved Master Agreement and the requirements of 
the LUDR. 
 

5. City staff has reviewed the application and the Master Agreement Consistency 
Recommendation and agreed with the recommendation and has issued a “Master 
Agreement Consistency Determination” as required by the LUDR. 

 
Conclusion of Law: 
2. The proposed subdivision, as conditioned, follows the provisions and 

requirements of the Badger Mountain Land Use and Development 
Regulations and the Master Agreement between the City of Richland and Nor 
Am Investments, LLC. 

 
Findings of Fact: 
6. Section 24.12.053 of the RMC sets forth standards for review of preliminary plats 

that require the Planning Commission to consider whether appropriate provisions 
are made for the public health, safety and general welfare and for such open 
spaces, drainage ways, streets or roads, alleys, other public ways, transit stops, 
potable water supplies, sanitary wastes, parks and recreation, playgrounds, schools 
and school grounds and all other relevant facts, including sidewalks and other 
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planning features that assure safe walking conditions for students who only walk to 
and from school. 

 
7. The proposed preliminary plat provides for the creation of a system of streets, 

sidewalks and alley ways, includes provisions for the extension of domestic and 
irrigation water, sanitary sewer and electrical power, provides for a number of 
private park and open space areas, a site for a school and provides for a system of 
pedestrian trails.    
 

8. The proposed improvements to serve the preliminary plat are consistent with the 
standards and requirements contained in the LUDR and in the Master Agreement 
between the City of Richland and Nor Am Investments, LLC. 
 

9. The Badger Mountain Subarea Plan identifies sites for future public schools to 
provide for the school needs that will be generated by the future population that is 
expected to reside within the Badger Mountain South community. The Kennewick 
School District (KSD) boundaries include the area proposed for the preliminary plat 
of South Orchard 1.  The proposed school site identified as lot 227, a 214 acre 
parcel, would be occupied by the KSD.  

 
10. City staff and other utility providers reviewed the project and have recommended 

specific conditions of approval as set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee 
report, dated January 28, 2014. 

 
Conclusions of Law: 
4. As conditioned the proposed subdivision makes appropriate provisions for the 

public health, safety and general welfare and for such open spaces, drainage 
ways, streets or roads, alleys, other public ways, transit stops, potable water 
supplies, sanitary wastes, parks and recreation, playgrounds, schools and 
school grounds and all other relevant facts, including sidewalks and other 
planning features that assure safe walking conditions for students who only 
walk to and from school.  

 
Findings of Fact: 
11. The City has adopted a Planned Action Ordinance for the Badger Mountain South 

community. 
 
12. Under the provisions of the Planned Action Ordinance, projects are not reviewed 

through the standard provisions of the State Environmental Policy Act. Rather, a 
review is conducted to determine if the proposed project is consistent with the 
mitigation measures enumerated in the Master Agreement.  

 
13. On Thursday February 20, 2014 the City issued a letter of consistency, finding that 

the proposal is in fact consistent with the mitigation measures contained in the 
Master Agreement. 
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Conclusions of Law: 
5. Pursuant to Chapter 22.09 of the RMC (State Environmental Policy Act), 

impacts of the proposal have been appropriately identified and mitigated as 
set forth in the City’s adopted Planned Action Ordinance. 

  
6. Based on the above findings and conclusions, approval of the proposed 

preliminary plat of West Vineyards is warranted because the project 
conforms to the City’s adopted comprehensive plan, the applicable Land Use 
and Development Regulations as amended and the Master Agreement 
provisions, is consistent with the requirements of the City’s subdivision 
regulations and is consistent with the City’s Planned Action Ordinance. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission concur with the findings and conclusions 
set forth in the Staff Report (S2014-100) and recommend that City Council approve the 
proposed preliminary plat of South Orchard 1 subject to the conditions of approval set 
forth in the Technical Advisory Committee Report dated January 28, 2014. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1- Supplemental Information 
2- Technical Advisory Committee Report  
3- Vicinity Map & Aerial Photo 
4- Copy of Public Notice 
5- Application Letter and Application Form 
6- Master Agreement Consistency Recommendation 
7- Master Agreement Consistency Determination 
8- Modified Environmental Checklist for South Orchard 1 
9- Planned Action Consistency Determination 
10- Proposed Preliminary Plat 
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 EXHIBIT 1 
 (S2014-100) 
                                                                    
 SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 
VSI Development LLC has filed an application for a preliminary plat to subdivide 126.80 
acres into 281 total lots and 14 tracts.  Consistent with the Badger Mountain South 
Master Plan and associated Land Use and Development Regulations (LUDR) the 
residential component will consist of single family lots on large and small lots including 
ten lots that will permit mansion apartments. Twenty lots will provide for paired (duplex) 
housing and potentially multi-family could be developed on lots 25, 26 & 28.  Of note is 
these lots could also be developed with neighborhood business uses as they are 
designated as Neighborhood Collector (NC) via the LUDR.  The NC designation is also 
found on lot 27 proposed to be developed for storage to be utilized by the future 
residents. lots Finally, lot 228 will be dedicated as a 6.58 acre City park and lot 227 will 
likely be a 14 acre school site.  Refer to the attached copy of the preliminary plat for a 
more detailed description of the proposal. 
 
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES 
 
North & West Property to the north and west is a continuation of  the Badger 

Mountain South Master Planned Community with agricultural 
activities present.  

 
South  Property to the south across Reata Road is located within 

unincorporated Benton County and consists of vacant land, homes 
and the office of the Badger Mountain Irrigation District. 

 
 
East  Property to the east contains the plat of Reata Ridge which was 

platted under Benton County regulations, prior to it being annexed 
into the City along with the Badger Mountain South land in 
December of 2010.    

    
Physical Features: The site is currently used for agriculture and contains two irrigation 
circle systems. As such, most of the native vegetation has been removed. The site 
consists of gently rolling topography and slopes down from south to north by 
approximately 50-feet with the highest point of the property located along Reata Road 
at nearly 900-feet and sloping to an approximate average of 850-feet in the northern 
portion of the site. 
 
Comprehensive Plan:  The comprehensive plan that is in place for this project is the 
Badger Mountain South Subarea Plan. It designates portions of the site for Low Density 
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Residential development, Medium Density Residential Development, High Density 
Residential Development and Civic (spaces for parks, open spaces and trails). A copy 
of the land use plan for Badger Mountain South is found in the overall Planning 
Commission packet for the 2/26/14 meeting as amendments to the LUDR will be 
reviewed at the same meeting.  Note that as proposed the preliminary plat of South 
Orhcard 1 is designed on the assumption that the LUDR amendments are accepted. 
 
Development Regulations:  The Badger Mountain South Master Planned Community 
is subject to an alternate set of development regulations that were specifically designed 
for Badger Mountain South. These Land Use and Development Regulations (LUDR) 
supersede standard zoning and subdivision standards that normally would apply to a 
preliminary plat. The development is also subject to the master development agreement 
between the City and NOR AM Investments. A copy of the LUDR is attached.   
  
 LUDR 
The LUDR divides Badger Mountain South into a number of districts. The proposed 
preliminary plat encompasses portions of four of these districts (For a full description of 
the regulating plan and district refer to Section 1F of the LUDR): 
 
 BMS-NE – The Neighborhood Edge District is the most restrictive residential 
district in Badger Mountain South. It is intended to allow a variety of low density and low 
intensity Single-Family Houses and Accessory Units on larger lots. The landscape style 
is appropriate to a neighborhood with street trees and sidewalks. 
 
 BMS-NG – The Neighborhood General District is the primary residential district 
found in Badger Mountain South. It is intended to permit a variety of housing types at 
urban intensities and densities. Allowable building types include 
Civic/Institutional/Community Buildings, Courtyard Housing, Mansion Apartments, all in 
limited applications, as well as Duplexes, Cottage Courts, Single-Family Houses, both 
with alley and limited street access garages and Accessory Units. No house in the 
BMS-NG District is intended to be farther than three blocks from any park, mini park or 
other type of open space. The landscape style is appropriate to a neighborhood with 
street trees and sidewalks. 
 
 BMS-NC – The Neighborhood Collector District is a residential district located in 
close proximity to parks, trails and greenbelts primarily along Collector streets and 
neighborhood entry points. It is intended to permit a variety of housing types at medium 
intensities and densities, with some opportunities for neighborhood-serving retail, 
businesses, services and cafes. Allowable building types include 
Civic/Institutional/Community buildings, Neighborhood Goods and Services Buildings, 
Commercial/Mixed-Use, Live/Work, Stacked Units, Row Houses, Courtyard Housing, 
Mansion Apartments and Duplexes. The landscape style is appropriate to a 
neighborhood with street trees and sidewalks, or when adjacent to a greenbelt, a wider 
landscaped treatment with a portion of the community’s trail system. 
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 BMS-CIVIC – The Civic District contains the open space, schools, civic and 
community facilities throughout the Badger Mountain South development comprising 
30% of the acreage of the entire development. The district provides passive and active 
open space uses.  Buildings and structures in the district are primarily intended for civic, 
community or institutional uses and will consist of schools, community centers, 
playgrounds, picninc shelters, bathrooms and similar types of buildings and structures 
and civic improvements. 
 
The process set forward in the LUDR calls for development projects to be reviewed by 
both the City and by the Badger Mountain South Master Plan Administrator (BMS-
MPA). The BMS-MPA has submitted a proposed Master Agreement Consistency 
Recommendation (MACR) for the City’s consideration. This recommendation has been 
adopted by staff. The Master Agreement Consistency Determination process is 
described more fully in Section 1.H of the LUDR.   
 
 Master Development Agreement 
The master development agreement in the Green Infrastructure section, sets forth a 
schedule for the developers’ responsibility in providing privately owned and maintained 
parks and open spaces. For the South Orchard 1 neighborhood, a City park, private 
local parks, trails and greenbelts are identified (see attached copy of Master 
Agreement) based on the number of dwellings that is projected for the South Orchard 
Neighborhood.  
 
The agreement stipulates that phasing of development is at the determination of NOR 
AM’s own schedule in light of market conditions. The preliminary plat application does 
not contain any phasing boundaries, giving the applicant maximum flexibility to 
construct phases of the project in the order of their choosing. 
 
Impact fees for the public parks within Badger Mountain South will be required for each 
residential unit constructed. 
 
   
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA): A Supplemental Final Environmental Impact 
Statement was completed for this site at the time that the City adopted a subarea plan 
for the Badger Mountain South area in 2010. The property was annexed at that time 
and the City adopted a Planned Action Ordinance for the Badger Mountain Master 
Planned Community. The effect of the Planned Action Ordinance is that standard SEPA 
review is not required, provided that any project proposed within the boundaries of the 
Master Planned Community is consistent with the master plan and that the mitigation 
measures identified in the adopted SEPA documents are followed. Projects that are 
determined to be consistent with the subarea plan, the master agreement between the 
City and Nor Am investments and the mitigation measures enumerated in the adopted 
SEPA documents are issued a “letter of consistency”.  Staff issued such a letter on 
February 20, 2014, following the review a modified environmental checklist submitted 
by the applicants. Copies of both documents are included in the staff report.   



PLANNING COMMISSION, 2/26/14 
South Orchard 1 Preliminary Plat (S2014-100) 

SUPPLEMENTAL, PAGE 4 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
This preliminary plat represents the second development within the master planned 
community but will be the first opportunity for the City to implement the amended LUDR 
regulations. There are marked differences between the proposal and standard 
subdivisions, so this application looks quite different than typical plats reviewed by the 
Planning Commision. Features such as alley loaded residential lots, more dense 
patterns of development including mixed-uses, small private park spaces, and narrower 
streets are some of the features of the Badger Mountain South plan that would not 
meet typical City development standards but are consistent with the standards in the 
LUDR.  
 
A second difference between this project and other development applications is that a 
specific phasing plan is not required as part of the preliminary plat application. Rather, 
the developer has the option of determining the number and configuration of the 
phases that will be needed to build out the project. This means that some of the 
requirements for phasing the infrastructure cannot be determined at this stage of the 
process. Rather, some of these determinations will need to be made when the applicant 
submits plans for a final plat for each phase of the project.  
 
 A final and Another difference between this application and standard subdivision 
applications is the level of detail that is needed to verify compliance with the LUDR. 
Unlike a standard plat, there is an entire level of review that will need to be completed 
prior to the issuance of residential building permits. Conformance with building type 
standards, landscape standards and sustainable standards must be made at the time 
building permits for individual structures are submitted. The LUDR regulations require 
that further reviews be completed by staff at the time of final platting, at the time 
individual building permits are applied for and when certificates of occupancy are issued 
at the completion of a building project. In this way, the detailed requirements contained 
in the LUDR can be adequately monitored by the City. 
 
 In evaluating this application, staff finds that the South Orchard 1 preliminary plat 
application is consistent with the provisions of the LUDR as amended, as delineated in 
the Master Agreement Consistency Determination. Further, the application is consistent 
with the master development agreement and the planned action ordinance.  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed plat layout is in compliance with the use and density envisioned for the 
property in the City’s adopted Badger Mountain South Subarea Plan and its Land Use 
and Development Regulations as amended. Subject to the conditions set forth in the 
Technical Advisory Committee Report, the proposed preliminary plat of South Orchard 
1 is consistent with the specific regulations set forth to govern the development of this 
master planned community. 
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MEMORANDUM                           COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

                                                                                         Development Services Division  
 

TAC MEETING SUMMARY 
 
 
MEETING DATE:   January 28, 2014 
PROJECT:               Preliminary Plat of South Orchard 1 
ATTENDEES:         City of Richland;   
       Judy Garcia & Jason Reathaford, Civil & Utility Engineering 
       Jeff Peters, Transportation 
       Kelly Hill, Energy Services 
                                Aaron Lambert, Development Services 
       Jim Jordan & Rick Shively, Richland Fire 
       Other Utilities; 
       Bruce Yamauchi, Cascade Natural Gas 
       John Simmons, Badger Mountain Irrigation District 
 
 
APPLICANT:   VSI DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
 
REQUEST:   PRELIMINARY PLAT APPLICATION TO SUBDIVIDE  
    126.80 ACRES INTO 281 LOTS AND 14 TRACTS KNOWN AS SOUTH 

ORCHARD 1.  LOTS INCLUDE RESIDENTIAL, MIXED-USE (MULTI-
FAMILY, NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS) PARK, SCHOOL AND STORAGE 
USES. 

 
LOCATION:   WITHIN THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH PLANNED COMMUNITY, 

GENERALLY NORTH OF REATA ROAD AND WEST OF THE PLAT OF 
REATA RIDGE. 

 
ENGINEER:   AHBL, Inc. 
 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Technical Advisory Committee conducted a review of the request and recommends that if 
the preliminary plat is approved, such approval be subject to the following conditions: 
 

 

http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/
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1. The proposed preliminary plat cannot be approved as proposed without the approval of 

the amendments to the Land Use and Development Regulations (LUDR) under review 
by the Planning Commission, project file Z2014-100. 
 

2. Prior to final plat approval for the phase being finalized, complete engineering plans 
indicating street design and grading, utility plans including water and sewer, electrical, 
street lighting, telephone, television cable, natural gas, and irrigation system shall be 
approved by the Richland Civil and Utility Engineering Division and shall be consistent 
with the requirements of the responsible departments or companies. 

 
3. Prior to final plat approval for the phase being finalized, all improvements required by 

under the Land Use and Development Regulations adopted for the Badger Mountain 
South Subarea shall be installed and accepted by the City or the developer shall provide 
bonding or other sufficient security acceptable to the City ensuring their installation. 

 
4. There shall be a minimum of two directions from within the plat that each lot can be 

accessed from a paved street during all phases of development.  
 
5. The street names and addresses shall be finalized at time of final plat submittal and 

review. Street naming and addressing shall be in conformance to RMC Chapter 12.01. 
The following note shall be placed on the final plat(s): “Address numbers [noted in 
brackets] are subject to change by the City of Richland at time of building permit 
issuance.” 

 
6. Park fees as required by Richland Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 22.12 shall be paid 

prior to the City’s performance of a final inspection for any new home within the plat 
boundaries. The following note shall be placed on the final plat: “Park fees as required 
by Richland Municipal Code Chapter 22.12 shall be paid by the property owner prior to 
the time that a final building inspection is performed by the City for any home on any 
lot within this subdivision.” 
 

7. All construction located within the boundaries of this plat shall conform with the 
requirements of the Land Use and Development Regulations (LUDR) adopted and as 
amended by the City of Richland for the Badger Mountain South Community. To ensure 
that future lot buyers are properly informed of the specific LURD requirements, the 
following notes shall be placed on the final plat: 
 

a.  “All residential structures to be constructed within this plat, including single 
family and duplex structures shall be constructed with a sprinkler system that 
meets the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards 13-D.”  

b. “All residential lots shall be improved within landscaping at the time a 
certificate of occupancy is issued for any residential use on that lot in 
accordance with the landscape standards contained in Section 11.E of the Land 
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Use and Development Regulations for the Badger Mountain South 
Community.” 

c. “All residential structures located within this plat shall conform to the Building 
Type Standards contained in Section 8 of the Land Use and Development 
Regulations for the Badger Mountain South Community.” 

d. All residential structures located within this plat shall conform to the 
Sustainable Standards contained in Section 12 of the Land Use and 
Development Regulations for the Badger Mountain South Community.” 

 
8. Development shall comply with all applicable requirements of the Badger Mountain 

Irrigation District including but not limited to requirements for design and installation of 
an irrigation system and related easements.  

 
9. The final plat(s) shall include a note identifying the intended use and ownership of all 

non-residential tracts within the plat boundaries. 
 

10. At the time the applicant submits design drawings for construction of a phase of the 
final plat, the City Development Services Division shall review said plans for 
conformance with the provisions of the LUDR and the Master Agreement. Specifically, 
the City will review to ensure that the there are lots on each block designated for two 
types of buildings or outlined in the LUDR; that the streets proposed for construction 
are consistent with the street types and edges as delineated in Section 6 of the LUDR; 
that the proposed park and/or trail improvements for each phase are consistent with 
Exhibit D of the Master Agreement relating to green infrastructure.  
 

11. Prior to any construction activities taking place on site, the applicants shall demonstrate 
compliance with the Environmental Mitigation Conditions identified Exhibit B of the 
Master Agreement between the City of Richland and Nor Am Investments, LLC and as 
identified in the City’s Planned Action Ordinance. Specifically, the following conditions 
shall apply: 
 

a. The applicants shall submit a dust control plan to the Benton County Clean Air 
Authority for their review and approval. All construction work shall be 
performed in accordance with the provisions of the approved dust control plan. 

b. The applicants shall submit an erosion control plan to the City of Richland Public 
Works Department for their review and approval. All construction work shall be 
performed in accordance with the provisions of the approved erosion control 
plan. 

c. The applicants shall conform to City noise standards. 
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CITY OF RICHLAND 
CIVIL AND UTILITY ENGINEERING 
DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS 
 
DATE:   February 20, 2014 
 
TO:   AARON LAMBERT, SENIOR PLANNER 
 
PLAT REVIEW BY: JASON REATHAFORD, ENGINEERING TECH 4 
   JEFF PETERS, TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER  
   PETE ROGALSKY, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR  
 
PROJECT NAME: SOUTH ORCHARD 1 PRELIMINARY PLAT (S2014-100). Consisting of 238 
SFD’s, 26 “paired” housing (duplexes), 10 “mansion” apartments (3-6 plexes), 1 storage lot, 1 
school or “future development” lot zoned in the LUDR as “civic”, 1 City park, 4 unidentified lots 
at west end, (half are zoned in the LUDR as “NE”, the other half zoned in the LUDR as “NG”) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH COMMUNITY, ADJACENT TO REATA RIDGE 

AND NORTH OF REATA ROAD 
 
The Civil and Utility Engineering Division has reviewed the preliminary plat received in this office 
on January 17, 2014, for the above referenced property and has the following conditions. 
 
General Conditions: 
 
1. All final plans for public improvements shall be submitted prior to pre-con on a 24” x 36”  

hardcopy format and also electronically in .dwg format compatible with the City’s 
standard CAD software.  Addendums are not allowed, all information shall be supplied in 
the specified 24 x 36 (and electronic) format.  When construction of the infrastructure 
has been substantially completed, the applicant shall provide 3 mil mylar and electronic 
record drawings to the City.  The electronic as-built record drawings shall be submitted in 
a AutoCAD format compatible with the City’s standard CAD software.  Electronic copies of 
the construction plans are required prior to the pre-con meeting, along with the 
multiple sets of paper drawings.  The mylar record drawings (including street lights) shall 
be submitted and approved by the City before the final punchlist inspection will be 
performed.  All final punchlist items shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to 
recording of the final plat. 

 
2. Any and all necessary permits that may be required by jurisdictional entities outside of 

the City of Richland shall be the responsibility of the developer to obtain.  
 

3. A copy of the construction drawings shall be submitted for review to the appropriate 
jurisdictions by the developer and his engineer.  All required comments / conditions 
from all appropriate reviewing jurisdictions (e.g.: Benton County, any appropriate 
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irrigation districts, other utilities, etc.) shall be incorporated into one comprehensive set 
of drawings and resubmitted (if necessary) for final permit review and issuance. 
 

4. Any work within the public right-of-way or easements or involving public infrastructure 
will require the applicant to obtain a right-of-way permit prior to construction.  A plan 
review and inspection fee in the amount equal to 5% of the construction costs of the work 
within the right-of-way or easement will be collected at the time the permit is issued.  A 
stamped, itemized Engineers estimate (Opinion of probable cost) and a copy of the 
material submittals shall be submitted along with the final plan submittal. 

 
5. When the construction is substantially complete a paper set of “record drawings” shall 

be prepared by a licensed surveyor and include all changes and deviations.  Please 
reference the Public Works document “RECORD DRAWING REQUIREMENTS & 
PROCEDURES” for a complete description of the record drawing process.  After approval 
by the City of the paper copy, a mylar copy of the record drawings shall be submitted 
along with a CAD copy of them.  The electronic as-built record drawings shall be 
submitted in a AutoCAD format compatible with the City’s standard CAD software.  All 
final punchlist items shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to recording of 
the final plat. 
 

6. Public utility infrastructure located on private property will require recording of a City 
standard form easement prior to acceptance of the infrastructure and release of the final 
plat.  The City requires preparation of the easement legal description by the developer 
two weeks prior to the scheduled date of acceptance.  Once received, the City will 
prepare the easement document and provide it to the developer.  The developer shall 
record the easement at the Benton County Assessor and return a recorded original 
document to the City prior to application for acceptance. 

 
7. A pre-construction conference will be required prior to the start of any work within the 

public right-of-way or easement.  Contact the Civil and Environmental Engineering 
Division at 942-7500 to schedule a pre-construction conference. 

 
8. Site plan drawings which involve the construction of public infrastructure shall be drawn 

on a standard 24” x 36” drawing format to a scale which shall not be less than 1”= 40’. 
 
9. All plan sheets involving construction of public infrastructure shall have the stamp of a 

current Washington State licensed professional engineer. 
 
10. All construction plan sheets shall include the note “CALL TWO WORKING DAYS BEFORE 

YOU DIG 1-800-424-5555 (or “811”).” Or: http://www.call811.com/  
 
11. An irrigation source and distribution system, entirely separate from the City’s domestic 

water system, shall be provided for this development.  Construction plans will not be 
accepted for review until adequate and viable proof of an irrigation source is made 

http://www.call811.com/
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available by the developer.  The designing Engineer shall submit plans for the proposed 
irrigation system to the Irrigation District with jurisdiction over the property at the same 
time that they are submitted to the City for construction review.  Plans shall be reviewed 
and accepted by said irrigation district prior to issuance of a Right-of-Way permit by the 
City.  Easements shall be provided on the final plat for this system where needed.  
 

12. A copy of the preliminary plat shall be supplied to the Post Office and all locations of 
future mailbox clusters approved prior to final platting. 

 
Design Standards: 
 
13. Public improvement design shall follow the following general format: 

A. Sanitary sewer shall be aligned on the north and west side of street centerlines. 
B. Storm sewer shall be aligned on the south and east side of street centerlines. 
C. Any sewer or storm manholes that are installed outside of public Right of Way 

shall have an acceptable 12-foot wide gravel access road (minimum) provided 
from a public street for maintenance vehicles. 

D. 10-feet horizontal spacing shall be maintained between domestic water and 
sanitary sewer mainlines and service lines.  

E. Water lines shall be aligned on the south and east side of street centerlines. 
F. Watermains larger than 8-inches in diameter shall be ductile iron. 
G. Watermains installed outside of the City Right of Way or in very rocky native 

material, shall be ductile iron and may need restrained joints.  
H. All watermains outside areas zoned R1 shall be ductile iron. 
I. Fire hydrant location shall be reviewed and approved by the City Fire Marshal. 
J. Sewer mains over 15-feet deep shall be constructed out of SDR26 PVC, C900 

PVC or ductile iron.  The entire main from manhole to manhole shall be the 
same material.  Private sewer service lines over 15-feet deep shall also be 
constructed of the same material, then transition to regular sewer piping above 
15-feet. 

K. Valves and manholes installed on private property shall be placed so as to avoid 
parked cars whenever feasible. 

L. Trash compactors (high capacity dumpsters) shall be plumbed to the sanitary 
sewer system.  

M. All utilities shall be extended to the adjacent property (properties) at the time of 
construction.  

N. The minimum centerline finish grade shall be no less than 0.30 % and the 
maximum centerline finish grade shall be no more than 10.0 % for local streets. 

O. The minimum centerline radius for local streets shall be 100-feet. 
P. Any filling of low areas that may be required within the public Right of Way shall 

be compacted to City standards. 
Q. A overall, composite utility plan shall be included in the submitted plan set if the 

project is phased.  This comprehensive utility plan benefits all departments and 
maintenance groups involved in the review and inspection of the project. 
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R. A detailed grading plan shall be included in the submitted plan set. 
S. For public utilities not located within public street rights-of-way the applicant shall 

provide maintenance access acceptable to the City and the applicant shall provide 
an exclusive 10-foot wide public utility easement (minimum) to be conveyed to 
the City of Richland. 

T. Final design of the public improvements shall be approved at the time of the City’s 
issuance of a Right-of-way Construction Permit for the proposed construction. 

U. All public improvements shall comply with the State of Washington and City of 
Richland requirements, standards and codes. 

V. All cul-de-sacs shall have a minimum radius of 45-feet to the face of curb to allow 
for adequate turning radius of fire trucks and solid waste collection vehicles. 

W. Curb returns at minor intersections shall have a minimum radius of 25-feet.  
Curb returns at major intersections should have minimum radius of 30-feet but 
should be evaluated on a case by case basis. 

X. All public streets shall meet design requirements for sight distance (horizontal, 
vertical and intersectional). 

Y. All intersections with public streets shall meet horizontal, vertical and 
intersectional design requirements for sight distance (A.K.A. the Vision Clearance 
Triangle).  

Z. All driveways for commercial projects shall construct City standard commercial 
driveways. Radius-style driveways are not allowed.  

AA. The final engineered construction plans shall identify locations for irrigation 
system, street lighting, gas service, power lines, telephone lines, cable television 
lines, street trees and mail boxes.  All electrical appurtenances such as 
transformers, vaults, conduit routes, and street lights (including their circuit) 
need to be shown in the plan view. 

BB. Construction plans shall provide or reference all standard drawings or special 
details that will be necessary to construct all public improvements which will be 
owned, operated, maintained by the City or used by the general public 
(Commercial Driveway, Curb, Gutter, Sidewalk, Water, Sewer, Storm, Street and 
Street lighting etc.). 

CC. The contractor shall be responsible for any and all public infrastructure 
construction deficiencies for a period of one year from the date of the letter of 
acceptance by the City of Richland. 

 
14. If the preliminary plat will be built in phases the applicant shall submit a master plan for 

the sanitary sewer, domestic water, storm drainage, electrical, street lighting and 
irrigation system for the entire preliminary plat prior to submitting plans for the first 
phase to assure constructability of the entire project.  This includes the location and size 
of any storm retention ponds that may be required to handle runoff.  

 
15. If the City Fire Marshal requires a secondary emergency vehicle access, it shall be included 

in the construction plan set and be designed to the following standards: 
A. 2-inches compacted gravel, minimum (temp. SEVA only). 
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B. 2% cross-slope, maximum. 
C. 5% slope, maximum.  Any access road steeper than 5% shall be paved or be approved 

by the Fire Marshal. 
D. Be 20-feet in width. 
E. Have radii that are accommodating with those needed for City Fire apparatus. 
 
Secondary emergency vehicles accesses (SEVA’s) shall be 20-feet wide, as noted.  
Longer secondary accesses can be built to 12-feet wide with the approval of the City of 
Richland Fire Marshal, however turn-outs are required at a spacing acceptable to the 
Fire Dept.  Temporary SEVA’s shall be constructed with 2-inches of compacted gravel, at 
a minimum.  Permanent SEVA’s shall be paved with 2-inches of asphalt over 4-inches of 
gravel, at a minimum. 

 
16. SURVEY MONUMENT DESTRUCTION: 

All permanent survey monuments existing on the project site shall be protected.  If any 

monuments are destroyed by the proposed construction, the applicant shall retain a 

professional land surveyor to replace the monuments and file a copy of the record survey 

with the City. 

 

A. No survey monument shall be removed or destroyed (the physical disturbance or 
covering of a monument such that the survey point is no longer visible or readily 
accessible) before a permit is obtained from the Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR). WAC 332-120-030(2) states “It shall be the responsibility of the 
governmental agency or others performing construction work or other activity 
(including road or street resurfacing projects) to adequately search the records and 
the physical area of the proposed construction work or other activity for the 
purpose of locating and referencing any known or existing survey monuments.” 
(RCW 58.09.130). 

B. Any person, corporation, association, department, or subdivision of the state, 
county or municipality responsible for an activity that may cause a survey 
monument to be removed or destroyed shall be responsible for ensuring that the 
original survey point is perpetuated. (WAC 332-120-030(2)). 

C. Survey monuments are those monuments marking local control points, geodetic 
control points, and land boundary survey corners. (WAC 332-120-030(3)). 

 
When a monument must be removed during an activity that might disturb or destroy 
it, a licensed Engineer or Land Surveyor must complete, sign, seal and the file a permit 
with the DNR.  
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It shall be the responsibility of the designing Engineer to identify the affected monuments on 

the project plans and include a construction note directing them to the DNR permit. 
 
 
Traffic & Streets: 
 
17. Reata Road is a Benton County road in this area.  All intersections with Reata Road must 

be reviewed and approved by Benton County. 
 

18. Sidewalks shall be installed along all public Right of Way frontages that building lots do 
not front on during construction of those phases (e.g., storm drainage ponds, parks, etc.). 

 
19. A ten-foot public utility easement along the Reata Road frontage shall be provided on the 

face of the final plat. 
 
20. A note will be shown on the face of the final plat stating that no driveways accessing 

single family lots will be allowed onto Reata Road. 
 
21. All road sections with the designation “collector” shall have restricted driveway access 

from single family lots. 
 

22. All private roads shall be constructed to provide for adequate fire truck & solid waste 
collection truck access & turnaround movements. 
 

23. Typically the City of Richland Fire Department requires 20-feet of clear space between 
parked cars.  Several of the road sections proposed have less than this for a drive aisle 
(16-feet, for example).  The Fire Department shall approve the proposed road cross 
sections prior to submittal of construction plans.   
 

24. The proposed 20-foot rear alley easements shall be private roadways which are for the 
use and benefit of the homeowners that abut said roads, and are to be maintained by 
the adjacent property owners.  The City of Richland accepts no maintenance 
responsibility for the rear alley easements.  
 

25. Homes whose sole access is the proposed “rear alley easement” road section may have to 
place their garbage cans at locations acceptable to City solid waste collection vehicles.  
 

26. All intersections of private roadways or alleys with City streets shall be standard 
commercial driveway drops constructed to City standards. 
 

27. If any parking is restricted, street signs indicating restricted parking shall be installed prior 
to final platting at the developers expense. 
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28. City standard sidewalk shall be installed along the City park frontage (lot 228) at the time 

that the phase that constructs the park is built.  
 
Domestic Water: 
 
29. Domestic water shall be extended to the adjoining properties adjacent to the plat. 

 
30. The developer will be required to demonstrate that all phases are capable of delivering 

adequate fire flows prior to construction plans being accepted for review.  This may 
require looping of the watermain from off-site locations, or oversizing of the main where 
needed.   

 
31. The fire hydrant layout shall be approved by the City Fire Marshal.  
 
32. If any homes within this preliminary plat are required to install residential fire sprinkler 

systems, the sprinkler systems shall be flow-through type in compliance with the City's 
cross connection control program. 

 
Sanitary Sewer: 
 
33. The closest City sanitary sewer available for this development is located in Leslie Road to 

the east, or the City sanitary sewer lift station on Dallas Road, or in the plat of West 
Vineyard 1 to the NW.  It shall be the responsibility of the developer to extend a sewer 
main to this property to serve sanitary sewer at the time of plat construction. 

 
34. A 10-foot wide exclusive sanitary sewer easement shall be provided for any sewer main 

that is outside of the public Right-of-Way.  If any manholes are located outside of the 
public Right-of-Way, maintenance truck access to said structure may be required.  
 

35. Sanitary sewer shall be extended to the adjoining properties adjacent to the plat. 
 
Storm Water: 
 
36. This project may require coverage under the Washington State General NPDES Permit 

for Construction projects.  The Developer shall be responsible for compliance with the 
permit conditions.  The City has adopted revised standards affecting the construction of 
new stormwater facilities in order to comply with conditions of its NPDES General 
Stormwater Permit program.  This project, and each phase thereof, shall comply with 
the requirements of the City’s stormwater program in place at the time each phase is 
engineered.  The project will require detailed erosion control plans. 

 
37. All storm drainage systems shall be designed following the core elements defined in the 

latest edition of the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington. The 
Hydrologic Analysis and Design shall be completed based on the following criteria: 
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Washington, Region 2, Benton County; SCS Type 1A – 24 Hour storm for storm volume.  
The applicant’s design shall provide runoff protection to downstream property owners.  
 

38. The flow-rate of the public storm drainage system shall be designed using the 2-Year, 3-
Hour short duration Eastern Washington storm for pipe and inlet sizing using SCS or 
Santa Barbra method; no modifying or adding time of concentration; no surcharge 
allowed.  Calculations shall be stamped by a registered professional engineer and shall 
include a profile of the system showing the hydraulic grade line. The calculations should 
include a 50-foot wide strip behind each right of way line to represent drainage from 
private property into the City system. Of that area, 50% shall be considered pervious 
and 50% impervious. Calculations shall include a profile for the design showing the 
hydraulic grade line for the system.  Passing the storm downhill to an existing system will 
require a downstream storm system capable of accepting the water without being 
overwhelmed. 

 
39. All construction projects that don’t meet the exemption requirements outlined in 

Richland Municipal Code, Section 16.06 shall comply with the requirements of the 
Washington State Department of Ecology issued Eastern Washington NPDES Phase II 
Municipal Stormwater Permit. All construction activities subject to this title shall be 
required to comply with the standards and requirements set forth in the Stormwater 
Management Manual for Eastern Washington (SWMMEW) and prepare a Stormwater 
Site Plan. In addition a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or submission of 
a completed erosivity waiver certification is required at the time of plan submittal. 
 

40. If any existing storm drainage or ground water seepage drains onto the proposed site, 
said storm drainage shall be considered an existing condition, and it shall be the 
responsibility of the property developer to design a system to contain or treat and release 
the off-site storm drainage. 

 
41. If the storm drain pond slopes are greater than 25% or deeper than 4-feet, then a 6-

foot fence will be required around the perimeter of the pond with a minimum 12-foot 
wide gate for maintenance vehicles. 

 
42. If there are any natural drainage ways across the proposed pre-plat, the engineered 

construction plans shall address it in accordance with Richland Municipal code 
24.16.170 (“Easements-watercourses”).  
 

43. Prior to or concurrent with the submittal of the first phase the developer shall provide a 
Geotechnical report including the percolation rate of the soils in the area of any storm 
retention ponds. The engineer may need to demonstrate that the pond will drain itself 
after a storm event, and not have standing water in it longer than necessary. 
 

44. Stormwater collection pipes shall be extended to the adjoining properties adjacent to the 
plat. 
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45. If the storm drain pond slopes are greater than 25% or deeper than 4-feet, then a 6-
foot fence will be required around the perimeter of the pond with a minimum 12-foot 
wide gate for maintenance vehicles.  A maintenance road from the public Right of Way 
to the bottom of the pond is also needed (2-inches of compacted gravel, minimum).  
The City’s maintenance of the pond in the future will consist of trimming weeds to 
maintain compliance with fire and nuisance codes, and maintaining the pond for 
functionality. 

 
46. The developer shall be responsible for landscaping the storm pond and for its 

maintenance through the one-year infrastructure warranty period.  At a minimum the 
landscaping plan should be consistent with the City’s intended maintenance standard as 
described above.   If the developer wishes for the pond to be landscaped and visually 
appealing, then the homeowners association should be considered for maintenance 
responsibilities.  This will require an irrigation meter and sprinkler system (including a 
power source), and responsibility for maintaining the landscaping. 
 

47. The developer of record shall maintain the public storm drainage system for one year 
from the date of final acceptance by The City of Richland (as determined by the issuance 
of the “Letter of Final Acceptance”).  Said developer shall also thoroughly clean the entire 
system, including structures, pipelines and basins prior to the City warranty inspection, 
conducted 11 months after the Letter of Final Acceptance. 

 
Final Platting / Project Acceptance Requirements: 
 
48. When the construction is substantially complete a paper set of “record drawings” shall 

be prepared by a licensed surveyor and include all changes and deviations.  Please 
reference the Public Works document “RECORD DRAWING REQUIREMENTS & 
PROCEDURES” for a complete description of the record drawing process.  After approval 
by the City of the paper copy, a mylar copy of the record drawings shall be submitted 
along with a CAD copy of them.  The electronic as-built record drawings shall be 
submitted in a AutoCAD format compatible with the City’s standard CAD software.  All 
final punchlist items shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to recording of 
the final plat.  

 
49. Public utility infrastructure located on private property will require recording of a City 

standard form easement prior to acceptance of the infrastructure and release of a 
certificate of occupancy.  The City requires preparation of the easement legal description 
by the developer two weeks prior to the scheduled date of occupancy.  Once received, 
the City will prepare the easement document and provide it to the developer.  The 
developer shall record the easement at the Benton County Assessor and return a 
recorded original document to the City prior to application for final occupancy.   
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50. Any off-site easements or permits necessary for this project shall be obtained and secured 

by the applicant and supplied to the City at the time of plat construction and prior to final 
plat acceptance by the City.   

 
51. Ten-foot wide public utility easements will be required on the final plat along both sides 

of all Right-of-Ways within the proposed plat. 
 
52. The final plat shall include notes identifying all common areas including the private 

streets and tracts and acknowledging the ownership and maintenance responsibility by 
the homeowners association.  A note shall be added to the face of the final plat that 
states: “The private roads are for the use and benefit of the homeowners that abut said 
roads, and are to be maintained by said owners.  The City of Richland accepts no 
maintenance responsibility for said roads”.  

 
53. A note shall be added to the face of the plat that states: “The private drives within this 

plat are fire lanes and parking may be restricted.  Any required no-parking signs shall be 
installed by the developer where applicable.”  Street signs indicating restricted parking 
shall be installed prior to final platting at the developers expense.  The restricted parking 
areas shall be indicated on the final plats. 

 
54. All landscaped areas within the plat that are in the public Right of Way shall be the 

responsibility of the property owners to maintain. 
 
55. A one-foot “No access / screening easement” will be required along the Reata Road and 

all “collector” street Right of Ways. 
 
56. The intended use and ownership of all tracts within the plat shall be noted on the final 

plat. 
 
57. Property with an unpaid L.I.D. assessment towards it must be paid in full or segregated 

per Richland Municipal Code 3.12.095.   
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CITY OF RICHLAND 
 NOTICE OF APPLICATION 
 AND PUBLIC HEARING (S2014-100) 
 
Notice is hereby given that VSI Development LLC, on January 6, 2014, filed an 
application for preliminary plat approval to subdivide 126.8 acres into 281 single family 
residential lots and 14 tracts (Preliminary Plat of South Orchard 1). The property is 
located in the southern portion of the City in the area known as Badger Mountain South 
and borders E. Reata Rd. on the south and the Plat of Reata Ridge the east boundary.  
As a part of the Badger Mountain South master planned community the site has 
residential and civic land use designation. The average lot size of the lots will be 13,834 
square feet. Pursuant to Richland Municipal Code (RMC) Section 19.30.030 the City of 
Richland determined the application complete for processing on January 6, 2014. 
 
The Richland Planning Commission, on Wednesday, February 26, 2014, will conduct a 
public hearing and review of the application at 7:00 p.m. in the Richland City Hall 
Council Chambers, 505 Swift Boulevard. All interested parties are invited to attend and 
present testimony at the public hearing.   
 
Any person desiring to express his views or to be notified of any decisions pertaining to 
this application should notify Aaron Lambert, Senior Planner, 840 Northgate Drive, P.O. 
Box 190, Richland, WA 99352. Comments may also be faxed to (509) 942-7764 or 
emailed to alambert@ci.richland.wa.us . Written comments should be received no later 
than 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, 2014 to be incorporated into the Staff Report.  
Comments received after that date will be entered into the record at the hearing.  
 
Copies of the staff report and recommendation will be available in the Development 
Services Division Office, and at the Richland Public Library beginning Friday, February 
21, 2014. 
 
The proposed application will be reviewed in accordance with the regulations in RMC Title 
19 Development Regulation Administration and Title 24 Plats and Subdivisions. Appeal 
procedures of decisions related to the above referenced application are set forth in RMC 
Chapter 19.70. Contact the Richland Planning Division at the above referenced address 
with questions related to the available appeal process. 

 
___________________________________ 
AARON LAMBERT,  
SENIOR PLANNER  

 

mailto:alambert@ci.richland.wa.us
http://www.ci.richland.wa.us/
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9-3Issue Date:  12-07-10 Badger Mountain South:  A Walkable and Sustainable Community, Richland, WA

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Stoop Frontage Type is appropriate for Districts and Building 
Types that contain higher density housing where the ground fl oor 
residential use is close to the frontage line and raised from the 
street for privacy.  This Frontage includes an exterior stair and 
landing and may be covered.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use - Residential only (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Multi-Family Building Types (8.F-8.M)
b. Single-Family Homes, if appropriate for style (8.N-8.O)

4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Building facade may be setback the depth of 
the entry stair from the sidewalk. Stair may encroach into 
required setback.

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances are raised 2 ft.-5 ft. above 
sidewalk grade.

c. Elements:  The Stoop may include a covered roof, awning, or 
door may be inset within the building front.

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Porch Frontage Type is appropriate for all residential Districts 
and Building Types.  This Frontage includes a covered roof area 
enclosing an outdoor room deep enough for seating.  The Porch 
provides a transition between public and private space and creates 
opportunity for interaction between neighbors.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use - Residential only (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Residential Building Types (8.F-8.O)
4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Building front shall be placed back far enough 
to allow for a Porch and stair, if required. Stair may encroach 
into required setback.

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances may be at or above sidewalk 
grade.

c. Elements:  Porch shall be no less than 6 ft. deep to allow 
for usable seating area. However, the Porch may be reduced 
to a depth of 4.5 ft. to meet house architectural style 
requirements. Upper fl oor decks are permitted above the 
Porch.

1.  DESCRIPTION

The Greenbelt Frontage Type is located per the Regulating Plan 
for Civic Spaces (5.B) primarily along Collector streets and serve 
as a “green connection” and trail network to amenities throughout 
the community. This Frontage Type serves as a buffer from the 
Collector Streets.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
b. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Building Types allowed in District (Section 8)

4.  STANDARDS
a. Placement:  The Greenbelt frontage creates a deep landscaped 

setback from the street.  Buildings fronting on the greenbelt may 
have any of the allowable frontages for the Building Type (i.e. 
Porch, Stoop, etc.)

b. Windows and Doors:  Entrances may be at or above sidewalk 
grade.

c. Elements:  Frontage onto Greenbelt may be undefi ned or defi ned 
by fence or hedge.

d. A 8 ft. min. sidewalk located along the property line will provide 
the public access for adjacent buildings.

e. When a Primary Trail is co-located within a Greenbelt, the Trail 
shall take on the development standards of the Greenbelt and no 
additional sidewalk is required.

f. The Greenbelt shall be a minimum of 28 ft. deep along building 
residential Frontages.

g. See Section 5.H for additional Greenbelt standards.

1.  DESCRIPTION  

The Forecourt Frontage Type is appropriate for either residential or 
commercial Districts and Building Types.  This Frontage includes 
a small court space that is setback while the majority of the 
building is placed at or near the frontage line.  The Forecourt may 
be used as an entry court and shared garden space for residential 
uses, or as additional shopping or restaurant seating areas within 
commercial districts.  This type should be used sparingly along a 
block frontage.

2.  APPLICABLE DISTRICTS

a. Village Mixed-Use (BMS-VMU) (3.B)
b. Neighborhood Collector (BMS-NC) (3.C)
c. Neighborhood General (BMS-NG) (3.D)
d. Neighborhood Edge (BMS-NE) (3.E)

3.  APPLICABLE BUILDING TYPES

a. All Building Types (Section 8)

4.  STANDARDS

a. Placement:  Court space shall front onto a street.  The 
proportions and solar orientation should be carefully 
considered for user comfort.

b. Windows and Doors: Entrances are at sidewalk grade.
c. Elements:  A small wall, hedge or fence shall be placed along 

the frontage line where it is not defi ned by a building; see 
Fencing Standards, section 13.A.

d. Large trees placed in the Forecourt may overhang the 
sidewalks.

Illustrative Photo:  Residential Entry Court

Standards Diagram Section - Greenbelt

9.E  FORECOURT

Illustrative Photo:  Row Houses on Greenbelt

Standards Diagram Section - Greenbelt

9.F  GREENBELT

Illustrative Photo:  Single-Family Front Porches

Standards Diagram Section - Porch

9.G  PORCH

Illustrative Photo:  Row House Stoop Frontages

Standards Diagram Section -Stoop

9.H  STOOP

Amended Date:  2-26-14
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