
  

Agenda 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING NO. 6-2014 
Richland City Hall - 505 Swift Boulevard - Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, June 25, 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 May 28, 2014 Meeting Minutes 
 
Public Comments 
 
Public Hearing Explanation 
 

 
New Business – Public Hearings 

 
1.  APPLICANT: AMERICAN TOWER CORP. (SUP2014-101)*  

Request: APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION 
OF A 100 FOOT TALL WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY WITH 
ASSOCIATED GROUND EQUIPMENT 

Location: 2373 JERICHO ROAD 
 

2. APPLICANT: NOR AM INVESTMENTS, LLC (BSP2014-100)* 
Request: APPROVAL OF A BINDING SITE PLAN TO DIVIDE 73.5 ACRES INTO 40 

COMMERCIAL LOTS, TOGETHER WITH PRIVATE ROADWAYS AND 
COMMON PARKING AREAS. 

Location: WITHIN THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH MASTER PLANNED 
COMMUNITY, SOUTH OF AVA WAY AND EAST OF DALLAS ROAD   

 
3. APPLICANT: CITY OF RICHLAND (Z2014-101) 

Request: ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS – REVISIONS TO SECTIONS 23.38.070, 
23.18.040, 23.38.020, 24.04.030 AND 24.12.010 OF THE RICHLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING REQUIREMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH 
FENCING, ASSESSORY BUILDING AND HOUSE SETBACKS, SUBDIVISION 
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND SIZE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
REQUIRED COMMERCIAL LANDSCAPING TREES. 

Location: CITYWIDE   
 
 *Quasi-Judicial Hearing 

Planning Commission Workshop Meeting, Wednesday, July 9, 2014 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting – Wednesday, July 23, 2014 

THIS MEETING IS BROADCAST LIVE ON CITYVIEW CHANNEL 192 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


 Communications 

 Commission/Staff/Liaison Comments 

 Adjournment 

Planning Commission Workshop Meeting, Wednesday, July 9, 2014 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting – Wednesday, July 23, 2014 

THIS MEETING IS BROADCAST LIVE ON CITYVIEW CHANNEL 192 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
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MINUTES 
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING No. 5-2014 
Richland City Hall – 550 Swift Boulevard – Council Chamber 
WEDNESDAY, May 28, 2014 
7:00 PM 

 
 
 
Call to Order: 
 
Chairman Utz called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM 
 
Attendance:  
 

Present:  Commissioners Berkowitz, Boring, Clark, Jones, Madsen, Wallner, Wise, 
Vice-Chair Moser and Chairman Utz. Also present were City Council Liaison Phil 
Lemley, Public Works Director Pete Rogalsky, Transportation and Development 
Manager Jeff Peters, Development Services Manager Rick Simon, Senior Planner 
Aaron Lambert and Recorder Pam Bykonen. 
 
Approval of Agenda: 
Chairman Utz presented the May 28, 2014 meeting agenda for approval. 
 

The agenda was approved as written. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
Chairman Utz presented the meeting minutes of the April 23, 2014 regular meeting for 
approval. 
 

A motion was made by Commissioner Boring and seconded by Commissioner 
Madsen to approve the meeting minutes of the April 23, 2014 regular meeting as 
written. 
 

Commissioner Berkowitz requested clarification in the minutes to reflect her absence. 
 

Commissioner Jones requested the inclusion of a point of order made during Mr. 
Woodward’s comments. 
 

Vice-Chair Moser suggested the inclusion of Ken Harper’s comments in regard to the 
point of order. 
 

A motion to amend the minutes was made by Commissioner Jones and seconded 
by Commissioner Madsen to include the above items. 
 

AMENDMENT CARRIED 9-0. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 9-0.  
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Public Comment 

Chairman Utz asked for public comment on any item not on the agenda. He pointed out 
that any comments on the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) should occur 
during this portion of the meeting. 
 
A question was raised about the presence of a Council member during the public 
comment period due to the potential of comments related to the ongoing Clearwater 
Creek closed record hearing. After some discussion, it was determined that separating 
the Clearwater Creek issues from the Transportation Improvement Program would be 
extremely difficult. Council Liaison Lemley decided to remain in the meeting. 
 
Dave Bond, Kennewick School District Superintendent, 3509 West 38th Avenue, 
Kennewick: Thanked the Planning Commission, shared his background and explained 
that the rapidly growing Kennewick School District needs to build elementary schools 
where access is available and growth is expected. Their planning has been based, in 
part, on published transportation planning documents and the Rachel Road extension 
would support potential bus routes and traffic generated by the proposed school. 
Without sufficient access to Leslie road in the Clearwater Creek area, a new school 
would not be built, new grass fields would not be maintained by their district and kids 
would be bussed farther away from their neighborhood.  
 
Robert Benedetti, 400 Broadmoor Street: Asked the following questions:  1) Why 
weren’t the Kennewick School District and the City of Kennewick concerns and 
restrictions, letters dated May 14th-16th on the Clearwater Creek Plat/Rachel Road 
extension, not presented at the City Council meeting on May 20th?  2) When was it first 
known by Hayden Homes and/or City staff that there were concerns and restrictions on 
the Clearwater Creek Plat and the Rachel Road extension?  3) Why, after months of 
public documentation on the concerns about the Rachel Road extension by Tapteal 
Greenway, the Tri-City Herald and Richland citizens, did the City of Kennewick and the 
Kennewick School District write their letters on May 14th and 16th? Did anyone in 
Hayden Homes or the City of Richland staff contact the City of Kennewick and the 
Kennewick School District regarding the need for the letters before April 14th? 
 
The following people spoke against the Rachel Road extension in the Transportation 
Improvement Plan: 
Jim Deatherage, 8907 West 6th Avenue, Kennewick 
Nancy Doran, 1516 Johnston Avenue 
Scott Woodward, 480 Columbia Park Trail 
Therese Howe, 2777 Rue Court 
Darren Merrill, 2909 Kentbrook for Heidi Eden, 134 Rachel Road 
Dirk Peterson, 2107 Rainier Avenue 
Karen Sowers, 227 Sitka Court 
Laura Caslin, 8720 West Falls Avenue, Kennewick 
Laurie Ness, 2253 Davison Avenue 
Bobbie Bull, 1928 Meadows Drive North 
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Kathy Dechter, 113 Bebb Court 
Paula Butterworth, 97004 East Clover Road, Kennewick 
Tom McClelland, 39507 East Ridgecrest Drive 
James Noyce, 9419 Vincenzo Drive, Pasco 
Chuck Wojnowski, 223 Lasiandra Court 
David Orcutt, 2632 Eastwood Avenue 
Mike Lilga, 317 Fuller Street 
Pamela Woodward, 480 Columbia Park Trail 
Alexandra Amonette, 1939 Marshall Avenue 
Brad Evans, 3605 South Bermuda Road 
Dorthea Ferris-Narum, 224 High Meadows Street 
David Harvey, 1931 Harris Avenue 
Patrick Paulson, 2253 Davison Avenue 
Arthur Klym, 10411 South 952 PR SE, Kennewick 
 
The following people spoke in support of the Rachel Road extension in the 
Transportation Improvement Plan: 
Jeff Losey, Home Builders Association of Tri-Cities, 10001 West Clearwater 
Avenue, Kennewick 
Renee´ Brooks, Home Builders Association of Tri-Cities, 1201 West 14th Avenue, 
Kennewick 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Public Hearing Explanation:  Ms. Bykonen explained the public hearing notice and 
appeal process and asked Commissioners to identify any conflicts of interest, ex-parte 
contact or any other appearance of fairness issues. 
 
New Business 
 

1. APPLICANT: CITY OF RICHLAND (M2014-101) 
AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY OF RICHLAND TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 2015-2020.  

 
Mr. Rogalsky explained the state-wide Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program 
which is primarily used for financial planning between several levels of government and 
as a high level planning tool and not as a construction commitment. He discussed 
connectivity issues for motorized and non-motorized traffic, safety and quality of life. Mr. 
Rogalsky reviewed the following priority levels within the Transportation Improvement 
Program: Highest Priority, fully or partially funded, including the Duportail/Stevens 
Corridor; Second Priority, without funding, but identified as priorities in the City’s 
Strategic Plan, including Swift Boulevard and Columbia Park Trail; Third Level Priority, 
emerging needs that are unfunded, including arterial collector streets in South Richland 
and non-motorized connectivity projects. 
 



 

______________________________________________________________________ 
Planning Commission Meeting No. 5-2014                                       Page 4                                                        May 28, 2014 

 
 

Mr. Rogalsky spoke optimistically about location flexibility for the Rachel Road 
extension and commented that school districts base their expansion plans on the City’s 
traffic/connectivity plan and that additional work was required before the location of 
Rachel Road would be finalized. Using the document camera, he showed a map of the 
Collector/Arterial System and further described the background, topographical 
challenges and design features of that system. Mr. Rogalsky pointed out that when the 
Amon Creek Preserve was developed and funded, all parties were aware of the City’s 
plan, including financial participation that was in part a means of securing the roadway 
feature through the preserve area. He reported the benefits of connectivity as protecting 
the quality of life for residents and fulfilling the City’s commitment to provide adequate 
infrastructure for community growth.  
 
Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Moser inquired if the connector street between Queensgate Drive and 
Market Road would alleviate congestion from Badger Mountain South. Mr. Rogalsky 
confirmed that it would. Commissioner Moser discussed a segment of Rachel Road, 
located in the county, with driveways emptying directly onto it and wondered if those 
homeowners would be notified regarding the impact of an arterial collector street. Mr. 
Rogalsky confirmed that it was in the county and existed prior to the City’s plan.  
 
Commissioner Moser asked if the letter, mentioned by Mr. Benedetti, was received 
and wondered why it was not addressed by City Council. Mr. Rogalsky reported that 
the City Council received the letter. Commissioner Moser requested that the proposed 
neighborhood areas be pointed out on the displayed map; Mr. Rogalsky did so. 
 
Referring to page 18 of the Transportation Improvement Program, Commissioner 
Berkowitz requested a status of the Logston Boulevard extension and if it still was 
needed with the Robertson Road extension. Mr. Rogalsky reported that a contract was 
recently awarded for the Robertson Road extension so the Logston Road extension 
could probably be removed from the Transportation Improvement Program. He reported 
that the Logston Road extension had been redefined and did not use the corridor that 
would have gone through a wetland. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz liked the idea of a Queensgate pedestrian and bike path and 
asked if it would have any impact on wetlands. Mr. Rogalsky reported that the project 
was funded, but not designed and, like all such projects, would undergo an 
environmental review. Commissioner Berkowitz requested that the path avoid the 
wetlands and if the Commission could see the review when available. Mr. Rogalsky 
stated that the review would be published and reviewed through the public notice 
process. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz asked if Jubilee Street was on the Transportation 
Improvement Program last year and requested information on project impacts to 
Lawless Park. Mr. Rogalsky stated that Jubilee Street had not been on the 
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Transportation Improvement Program and informed all that each project would undergo 
the normal design review process, public process and review. 
 
Commissioner Wise discussed Transportation Improvement Program revisions made 
in an effort to reduce the carbon footprint and asked for a general status. Mr. Rogalsky 
had seen no state or federal requirements to change the Transportation Improvement 
Program process, but those elements were embedded in their planning efforts. 
Commissioner Wise suggested a yearlong ‘time out’ on road building in order to study 
other cities and interact with community groups. Mr. Rogalsky welcomed the 
suggestion and stated that it was a matter of prioritizing budgets and goals. 
 
Commissioner Boring inquired if it was possible to create the extension in a way that 
would avoid the wetlands area. Mr. Rogalsky responded that they could, the 
organization had been and were currently working to preserve the wetlands portion of 
the preserve and may find the opportunity to elevate the roadway and provide paths 
beneath it. 
 
Commissioner Boring reminded everyone that the Kennewick School District was 
there serving Richland students. She also reminded everyone that there have been 
other situations where the City worked hard to save wetlands in other areas of the city. 
Commissioner Boring does not want the preserve impacted, but there needed to be a 
balance including weighing the benefits of having homes near schools. 
 
Commissioner Madsen requested what the exact boundary of the preserve, how it 
related to Leslie Road and suggested creating a connection at Reata Road rather than 
Rachel Road. He expressed his belief that the parties involved ought to be able to find a 
workable solution for all. 
 
Commissioner Clark requested clarification on collector streets and anticipated traffic. 
Mr. Rogalsky discussed the design details of an urban collector street as 36 feet of 
pavement with concrete sidewalks on both sides and the rural design of 32 feet of 
pavement with shoulders and a separate asphalt pedestrian path. Unique or challenging 
sites allowed for creative design. He reported that arterials were designed for 10,000 or 
more trips per day and 5,000 or more trips per day on collector streets. 
 
Commissioner Clark asked if removing the Rachel Road project from the 
Transportation Improvement Program, as in a time out, would impact its funding or 
priority. Mr. Rogalsky did not believe it made a lot of sense to fund a study of a project 
that was no longer in the Transportation Improvement Program, but was open to the 
suggestion made by Commissioner Wise. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz noted that any road in that general area would have an 
impact on the preserve and expressed concern over the connections in the Hayden 
Homes’ plat proposal. Mr. Rogalsky reminded all that plat conditions include a study 
that provides some flexibility to the alignment within the plat. He stated that there was 
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nothing in the Transportation Improvement Program that secures a right of way or 
enforces a design and encouraged her to review the plat design documents which 
address that concern. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz expressed her surprise that the Kennewick School District 
was not aware of the previous years’ recommendation by the Planning Commission to 
drop the Rachel Road extension from the Transportation Improvement Program and 
associated controversy. She spoke to an earlier statement that Public Works would 
avoid an arterial in an existing neighborhood and suggested that, while it wasn’t a built 
environment, it was a dedicated environment with a preserve. Commissioner 
Berkowitz also expressed her concern for affecting the peace and quiet of the preserve 
by adding roads and stated that she believes the issue comes down to a judgment of 
value. Mr. Rogalsky stated that there must be some miscommunication because 
Rachel Road was not the primary Badger Mountain South access point, but it did not 
make sense to assume that no one out of 5,000 new homes would use that road. 
 
Commissioner Moser commented on her concern, beginning in 2005, that although 
the Planning Commission recommended the removal of the Rachel Road extension last 
year, the City Council was the final decision maker and voted to keep the project in the 
plan. She also noted the passion of community members and the commitment to finding 
a common solution for this issue. Commissioner Moser spoke about context sensitive 
design which involves working with groups of people to find an acceptable alternative 
and suggested that as the urban boundary expands there would be an elevated need to 
work more closely with community partners.  
 
Commission Moser also shared her concern that the voice of the advisory role of the 
Planning Commission would soon be lost due to a plan to institute a hearings examiner. 
She stated that thoughtful consideration that incorporated the voice of the public may be 
lost if that happened. 
 
Commission Moser commented that there was no proven need for the extension and 
suggested there was still time to plan. She was elated to hear staff say they were willing 
to work to a better solution. Commission Moser stated that it still seemed 
incomprehensible to build a road through a natural open space, but there was probably 
a way. She hoped the Kennewick School District and Benton County were prepared to 
assist with funding. She asked the Kennewick School District why they would put in a 
big grassy field where there was a wonderful opportunity to use the preserve as an 
educational tool, suggesting they think outside the box. Commissioner Moser entitled 
the decision as a ‘destiny shaper’ that would affect residents for years to come. 
 
Commissioner Madsen shared his impression that City staff was very interested in and 
cares about this issue and still wants to see the boundaries of the preserve to gain a 
better visual of the proposal. He desired clarity of the rationale behind dropping Rachel 
Road off the Transportation Improvement Program and reminded all that the Tapteal 
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Greenway Association and the City Council signed an agreement that included a road 
through the preserve. 
 
Mr. Rogalsky saw no value in removing Rachel Road from the Transportation 
Improvement Program because that would also remove it from the visibility of funding 
agencies. He suggested that it remain for funding purposes while a best possible 
solution is determined. 
 
Chairman Utz reminded all that the Transportation Improvement Program is a planning 
document rather than a ‘doing’ document. He thanked all in attendance and suggested 
spending time and resources as needed to explore options that take all parties into 
account, including a no build option. 
 
Commissioner Wise thanked the Kennewick School District and suggested that they 
may find a better school site. He also voiced concern that low-level frequency noise 
from the train tracks will have a negative impact on the school. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Madsen and seconded by Commissioner 
Jones to concur with the findings and conclusions set forth in the staff report 
(M2014-101) and forward a recommendation to City Council to approve the 2015-
2020 Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program.  
 
Discuss: 
 
First Amending Motion: 
Commissioner Clark proposed and Commissioner Berkowitz seconded an 
amendment to the motion to delete the Rachel Road collector from the TIP and 
direct staff to initiate a public process to seek an acceptable option for the right 
of way prior to putting it back into the TIP.  
 
Discuss the motion: 
 
Discussion ensued on the verbiage of the amendment. 
 
Commissioner Moser asked if there were a funding source to work with citizen groups 
if removed from the Transportation Improvement Program. Mr. Rogalsky stated that 
there was no budget for the proposal, but Council could direct staff if desired. 
 
Commissioner Jones discussed the risk of removing a project from the Transportation 
Improvement Program and stated that budget cycles, deadlines and a study process of 
the available project options were included within the Transportation Improvement 
Program. Mr. Rogalsky informed all that when a public road is built, there is an analysis 
process on a varied scale, but the obvious level of public interest would suggest the 
appropriateness of a broader based study. 
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Commissioner Wise recommended a ‘freeze’ rather than removal of the project and an 
enhanced study involving all of the interest groups.  
 
Commissioner Moser believed their recommendation to Council should include a 
citizens’ advisory committee so the voice of the community is not lost. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz recommended a study be done within the year. 
 
Commissioner Jones reminded all that because the City budget was very tight, it 
wasn’t likely that the study would be completed within a year. 
 
Chairman Utz agreed with Commissioner Jones and suggested the recommendation 
be worded in line with the process rather than a timeframe. 
 
Commissioner Clark wanted to ensure that the recommendation to City Council 
includes the concerns and recommendations of the public. 
 
Commissioner Berkowitz reminded all that the Tapteal Greenway continues to put 
resources into the preserve and that it could be a lost investment. 
 
Chairman Utz clarified his position that while he was neither for nor against the road at 
this point in time, there had not been sufficient studies to make a final decision. 
 
THE FIRST AMENDING MOTION FAILED 1-8.  
Commissioners Boring, Clark, Jones, Madsen, Wallner, Wise, Vice-Chair Moser 
and Chairman Utz voted against. 
 
Second Amending Motion:  
Commissioner Moser proposed and Commissioner Berkowitz seconded an 
amendment to the motion to recommend that Council instruct staff to initiate a 
broad based study process to determine the best option available for the right-of-
way location. Such study shall: 

 Include context sensitive design 

 Include a “no build” option 

 Include a citizens advisory committee that would consist of stakeholders 
from all various interests 

 The study should receive a high priority for funding 

 No work on Rachel Road will be initiated until the study has been 
completed. 
 

THE SECOND AMENDING MOTION CARRIED 8-1.  
Commissioner Jones voted against. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED 9-0. 
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Chairman Utz thanked all for their time, effort and energy. 
 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Boring and seconded by Vice-Chair Moser 
to move Item Number 2 under New Business – Public Hearings, City of Richland 
Z2014-101 to the next meeting in June. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE. 
 
 
Communications: 
 
Mr. Simon 

 Reminded the Commissioners that there would be a City Tour at 6PM on June 
18th rather than the usual workshop.  

 
Commissioner Berkowitz 

 Requested a work plan schedule for the remainder of 2014. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
The May 28, 2014 Richland Planning Commission Regular Meeting 5-2014 was 
adjourned at 11:00 PM. The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission will be 
held on June 25, 2014. 
 
PREPARED BY:  Penny Howard, Recorder, Planning and Development   
 
 
REVIEWED BY:  __________________________________________ 
    Rick Simon, Secretary 
    Richland Planning Commission 



 

 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 

TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION PREPARED BY:  AARON LAMBERT  
FILE NO.:  SUP2014-101 MEETING DATE:  JUNE 25, 2014 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
APPLICANT:   THE AMERICAN TOWER CORPORATION, LLC.  
 
REQUEST: AUTHORIZATION TO CONSTRUCT A 100-FOOT TALL 

MONOPOLE WITH ASSOCIATED GROUND EQUIPMENT.  
 
LOCATION: 2373 Jericho Road. 
 
REASON FOR REQUEST 
 
The Applicant is requesting to construct a 100-foot tall wireless communications facility 
(monopole) with associated ground supporting equipment to be housed in the existing mini-
storage building. The site is zoned C-3, General Business. Monopoles are a permitted use up to 
80 feet in this zone. The Applicant is requesting a 20-foot increase in height over the height 
permitted outright by the current zoning.  
 
Monopoles over 80 feet and not to exceed 150 feet in height require the approval of a special use 
permit in the C-3 zoning district and are subject to the criteria found in RMC 23.62.070, see 
citation in Exhibit 1, Supplemental Report.  
 
The application states that there is a significant gap in the wireless 4G LTE 700 coverage in the 
vicinity of the proposed facility along the Interstate 182 corridor.   
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Staff has completed their review of the application for special use permit approval (SUP2014-101) 
and subject to the recommended conditions of approval submits that: 

 
1. The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject site as Commercial. 
 
2. Monopoles over 80-feet in height are permitted in the C-3 zoning district subject to the 

issuance of a special use permit per RMC Section 23.62.060(B). Monopoles below 80 feet 
in height are a permitted use requiring no special use permit approval. 

 
3. The Planning Commission is empowered to consider the request for special use permit 

pursuant to RMC Section 23.46.025(A)(6), see Exhibit 6. 
 

 STAFF REPORT  
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4. RMC Chapter 23.46 sets forth the procedural and legal provisions for review of requests 
for special use permits.  

 
5. Beyond the general provisions for granting of special use permits found in RMC Chapter 

23.46, RMC Section 23.62.070 sets forth additional criteria to be considered in review of 
special use permit requests for monopole support structures proposed for location in the 
C-3 zoning district, see Exhibit 1 citations=. 

 
6. The proposed monopole support structure is designed to support additional antennas for 

other wireless providers.  The antennae on the top of the tower are proposed to be used 
by AT&T with the tower owned by the Applicant, The American Tower Corporation. 

 
7. The supporting equipment and generator will be housed in the existing mini-storage 

building with the tower to protrude through the roof of said structure, see Exhibit 7F.  
 

8. The tower height, as proposed meets the criteria for granting of a special use permit as set 
forth in RMC Section 23.62.070 and RMC Chapter 23.46. 

 
9. As required by State law and City Code, the applicant has submitted a State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) environmental checklist prepared April 17, 2014. 
 
10. The City reviewed the submitted checklist and considered the proposal in light of the 

submitted information and determined that as conditioned, approval of the request to 
construct the monopole would not have significant adverse environmental impacts. 

 
11. On June 9, 2014, the City issued a Determination of Non-Significance for the proposal. 

 
12. Following the submittal of the application the Applicant provided a letter from the Federal 

Aviation Administration which approved the proposed tower without any required marking 
or lighting such as a beacon or strobe light.  

 
13. Based on the above findings and conclusions, approval of the request for a special use 

permit would be in the best interest of the community of Richland.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission concur with the findings and conclusions set 
forth in Staff Report (SUP2014-101) and approve the request for special use permit to allow for 
construction of a 100-foot tall monopole wireless communications support structure in a C-3 
zoning district subject to the following conditions:  

1. Construction pursuant to the special use permit shall be completed within 2 years of the 
date of issuance of the special use permit notice of decision. 



PLANNING COMMISSION, 6-25-14 
AMERICAN TOWER, LLC. (SUP2014-101) 

STAFF REPORT, PAGE 3 
 
 

 
2. Construction shall be as shown on the development plans, see Exhibit 7F. 

 
3. The proposed support structure if painted shall be a light neutral color.  If the structure will 

not be painted the galvanized steel silver color is permitted. 
 

4. Future antennas are permitted as shown on the development plans. 
 

5. Signage shall be limited to safety signs or those mandated by other government entities.  
No other signs are permitted on the telecommunications facility. 

 
6. No advertising is permitted at the telecommunications facility, not including that for the 

mini-storage site or future commercial uses unrelated to the telecommunications facility. 
 

7. Future antenna or dish installation shall be in accordance with the development plans.  
Alterations to which include different shapes or sizes of antennae or dishes shall be 
reviewed by the Planning Department for general consistency with the special use permit. 
 

8. The development must provide for sound mitigation of the generator(s) and other noise 
generating devices if during the operation of the tower, noise levels above forty-five (45) dBa 
as measured from the nearest property line are identified as being created by the facilities 
operation.   

  
EXHIBITS 
 
1 - Supplemental Report 
2 - Vicinity Map 
3 - Notice of Application 
4 - SEPA Checklist 
5 - SEPA Determination of Non-Significance 
6 -  RMC 23.46 Special Use Permits 
7 - Application with Sub-Attachments 

A. Narrative / Application 
B. NEPA NHPA Review  
C. RF Justification 
D. MPE/FCC Compliance Letter 
E. Search Ring 
F. Site Plan (Development Plans) 
G. Photo Simulations 
H. FAA Clearance Letter 
I. Generator Data Sheets 

8 -  Public Comments 
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EXHIBIT (1) 



                                                   EXHIBIT 1 
         (SUP2014-101) 

 
 SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

The site is currently fully developed with mini-storage buildings that were constructed while the 
property was in unincorporated Benton County.  The property was a part of a 51 acre 
annexation approved by ordinance 24-12 on August 26, 2012. The site is served by City water, 
power and sewer.    

 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 
The proposal is to develop a 100-foot tall steel monopole telecommunications tower on the site.  
As the site is fully developed the pole is proposed to protrude from the roof of building on the west 
portion of the site, see Exhibit 7F.  The associated equipment for the tower including a backup 
generator will be housed within the storage building at the base of the tower.  Portions of the 
building will be disassembled to accommodate the construction of the tower and rebuilt once the 
tower is erected.   
 
Initially the tower will be constructed with antennas within the top 10-feet that will be utilized by 
AT&T.  As provided for in the municipal code, the tower will be designed to accommodate future 
antenna arrays and dishes (colocation) to serve other wireless carriers and adapt to changing 
technologies. The wireless industry refers to this as colocation and it in intended to lead to fewer 
towers in the community. The proposal is described in greater detail in the application narrative  
development plans, see Exhibits 7A and 7F.  

 
SPECIFIC CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
RMC Section 23.22.030 (Commercial Use Districts Permitted Land Uses Chart) permits 
monopoles with a reference to RMC Section 23.62.060 which governs the review of monopoles 
based on the height and zoning district.  Monopoles under 80-feet are outright permitted in the C-
3 district and only require a building permit. Monopoles between 80 and 150-feet in height in the 
C-3 General Business zoning district are subject to issuance of a special use permit by the 
Planning Commission. In addition to the general special use provisions found in RMC Chapter 
23.46 and the general monopole development standards found in RMC Section 23.62.050, RMC 
Section 23.62.070 lists specific criteria to be considered by the Planning Commission in their 
review of requests for special use permit:  
 
23.62.070 Special Use Permit Criteria for Monopoles and Lattice Towers 
Requests for Special Use Permits shall be considered in accordance with the provisions of Richland 
Municipal Code Chapter 23.46. In addition to the provisions of Chapter 23.46, the following specific 
criteria shall be met before a special use permit can be granted. 
A. Visual Impact: 
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1.  Antennas may not extend more than fifteen (15) feet above their supporting structure, 

monopole, lattice tower, building or other structure. 
  

Staff Response: As proposed the antennas do not extend above the height of the pole.  
A 4-foot lightning grounding rod fixture will extend 4-feet above the pole.  The Federal 
Aviation Administration conducted an aeronautical study and concluded that the 
monopole does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air 
navigation and marking and lighting devices are not necessary for aviation safety, see 
Exhibit 7H.  

 
2.  Site location and development shall preserve the pre-existing character of the surrounding 

buildings and land uses and zone district to the extent consistent with the function of the 
communications equipment. Wireless communications towers shall be integrated through 
location and design to blend in with the existing characteristics of the site to the extent practical. 
Existing on-site vegetation shall be preserved or improved, and disturbance of the existing 
topography shall be minimized, unless such disturbance would result in less visual impact of the 
site to them surrounding area. 

  
Staff Response: The functionality of the property will not change excluding the loss of 
1,200 SF of rental area for mini-storage.  No vegetation will be disturbed.  The site is 
fully developed with gravel access roads between the five buildings The proposal will not 
preserve the pre-existing character of the surrounding land use but rather represents a 
new use being introduced to this area.  To the extent possible given the height of the 
tower the proposal attempts to integrate into the site.  

 
3.  Accessory equipment facilities used to house or contain wireless communications equipment 

should be located within buildings when possible. When they cannot be located in buildings, 
equipment shelters or cabinets shall be screened and landscaped. 

  
Staff Response: The equipment will be located in a portion of a rental storage building. 

 
4.  All monopoles and lattice type facilities shall be screened with trees, shrubs and landscaping 

planted in sufficient depth to form an effective and actual sight barrier within five (5) years. Said 
landscaping shall have a minimum mature height of eight (8) feet. 
 

Staff Response: This not applicable as no ground equipment will be external of the mini-
storage building.  As designed the building will have wall mounted HVAC units and a 
single generator located inside the building with an exhaust vent on the south wall. The 
appearance of the mechanical equipment is consistent with commercial/industrial 
development  

 
B.  Noise: No equipment shall be operated so as to produce noise in levels above forty-five (45) dBa as 

measured from the nearest property line on which the attached wireless communications facility is 
located. 

 
Staff Response: The facility will have a generator located in the carriers lease space and 
future generators in the three additional leased areas.  The generators will have an 



PLANNING COMMISSION, 6-25-14 
AMERICAN TOWER, LLC. (SUP2014-101) 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT, PAGE 3 
 
 

 
exhaust vent to the exterior.  The Applicant will need to demonstrate compliance with 
this requirement if the generator(s) violate the dBa threshold. 

 
C.  Availability of Suitable Existing Towers or Other Structures: Applications for a special use 

permit shall reasonably demonstrate that alternatives such as lower structures that are permitted 
without special use permit or other existing support structures are not capable of accommodating 
the applicant’s needs. Evidence and information shall be submitted to establish the following: 
1. Permitted shorter support structures are not of sufficient height to meet the applicant’s 

engineering requirements. 
2.  No existing support structures are located within the geographic area required to meet the 

applicant’s engineering requirements. 
3.  Existing support structures do not have sufficient structural strength to support the proposed 

antenna and related equipment. 
4. The applicant’s antenna would cause electromagnetic interference with antenna on the existing 

support structures, or the antenna on the existing support structures would cause interference 
with the applicant’s proposed antenna. 

5. The fees, costs, or contractual provisions required in order to share or adapt an existing support 
structure for sharing are unreasonable. Costs exceeding new tower development are presumed 
to be unreasonable. 

6. The applicant demonstrates that there are other limiting factors that render existing towers and 
structures unsuitable. 
 

Staff Response: The Applicant has submitted a narrative and Radio Frequency (RF) 
Justification report which outline the needs of the carrier and justifies the request in 
accordance with above RMC 23.62.070(C) as well as the regulations found in the 
Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 which limits the regulatory barriers the City can 
place upon the establishment of telecommunications facilities.  The narrative and RF 
report are found in Exhibit 7A and 7C. 

 
SITE DATA 
 
Physical features: The site is located within a developed mini-storage site.  The grade rises 
slightly from Jericho Road into the access control secured property.  The interior of the 2.27 acre 
property is graded flat with gravel covering all surfaces not covered by the 5 storage buildings.  

 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE 
 
 NORTHEAST: AG-Agriculture zoning property developed with a single-family home. 
 NORTH:      C-2 Retail Business zoning developed with outdoor and mini-storage. 
 NORTHWEST:   R-1-12 Single Family Residential zoning developed with a church. 
 
 SOUTH:  C-1 Neighborhood Retail Business zoned property, undeveloped.  

Further south of that is PPF zoned land parallel to Keene Road and 
developed with a public pathway. 

 
 EAST:   C-3 General Business zoning developed with a single-family home. 
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 WEST:   C-1 Neighborhood Retail Business zoned property, undeveloped. 

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Wireless communication support structures up to 80-feet in height are outright permitted uses in 
the (C-3) General Business zoning district.   
 
Issuance of a Special Use Permit is necessary to construct telecommunications facilities over 80 
and up to 150 feet in this zone. 
 
The Applicant has demonstrated that service coverage for their Client is not adequate in this area 
of the City of Richland and that a 100-foot tall telecommunications monopole would achieve their 
desired levels of service in accordance with City of Richland and FCC regulatory authority. 
 
The proposal screens the supporting equipment as it will be inside a mini-storage building and 
matching the rest of the buildings on site. 
 
The visual change to the skyline is an impact that cannot be fully mitigated with any wireless 
facility.  Providing a taller tower will provide opportunity for co-location of additional carriers and 
may result in fewer proposals to construct additional facilities in this coverage are. 
 
The facility is designed to support additional antennae and wireless carriers as required by the 
RMC.  Constructing a facility at 100-feet  
 
The applicant has provided information addressing the criteria set forth RMC Section 23.62.070, 
which Planning Staff concurs with. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The request as conditioned would comply with the criteria for approving a special use permit in 
the C-3 General Business zoning district. The proposed monopole structure and associated 
equipment shelter include elements designed to mitigate visual and noise impacts to the 
surrounding uses.  Approval of the request would meet an apparent need as demonstrated by the 
Applicant that will allow multiple wireless communication companies to offer improved wireless 
communication services to their customers in the surrounding area. 
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CITY OF RICHLAND 
 NOTICE OF APPLICATION 
 AND PUBLIC HEARING (SUP2014-101) 
 
Notice is hereby given that The American Tower Corporation has submitted a Special 
Use Permit application for a proposed 100-foot tall monopole communications structure 
at 2373 Jericho Road.  The site is currently developed as a mini-storage facility and the 
tower is proposed to be constructed in one of the storage buildings and protrude 
through the roof.  The Applicant is American Tower Corporation and the site is zoned (C-
3) General Business.   
 
The Richland Planning Commission, on Wednesday, June 25, 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, June 24, 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, June 20, 
2014 
 
The proposed application will be reviewed in accordance with the regulations in RMC Title 
23.46 Special Use Permits. Appeal procedures of decisions related to the above 
referenced application are set forth in RMC Chapter 23.46.070. 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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Chapter 23.46 
SPECIAL USE PERMITS 

Sections: 

23.46.010 Purpose. 

23.46.020 Applications. 

23.46.025 Hearing body. 

23.46.030 Notice of hearing. 

23.46.040 Hearings – Findings – Conditions. 

23.46.050 Notification of action. 

23.46.060 Commission or board action. 

23.46.070 Appeals. 

23.46.075 Modification of special use permits. 

23.46.080 Resubmission of application. 

23.46.090 Change of property ownership. 

23.46.100 Existing conditional uses. 

23.46.110 Rights conferred. 

23.46.010 Purpose. 

The purpose of a special use permit is to provide opportunities to accommodate certain uses, which, by nature of use, 

intensity, or general impact on an area, cannot be considered as a use of right within a zoning district. Where special 

conditions and regulations can be complied with, and such use is authorized as a special use within the zoning district 

for which application is made, such uses may be found to be permissible. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.020 Applications. 

Any request for a special use permit shall not be considered by the hearing body unless and until a completed 

application for a special use permit is submitted indicating the section of this code under which the special use is 

sought, and further stating the grounds upon which it is requested. Such application shall be accomplished by the 

following: 

A. A title insurance company report showing ownership of record of the property involved, an accurate legal description 

of the property involved, and a list of the names and addresses of all owners of record of property within a radius of 300 

feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject property, or within the distance specified within the appropriate section of 

this chapter relating to the special use being proposed. In addition, the report shall be accompanied by an accurate key 



map showing the property involved and delineating the property within 300 feet or other specified distance of the subject 

property. Each parcel falling wholly or partly within the specified distance shall be numbered to correspond with the 

ownership report; 

B. A plot plan showing the following: 

1. Boundaries and dimensions of property; 

2. Location and width of boundary streets; 

3. Size and location of existing or proposed buildings, structures or activities on the site; 

4. Roadways, walkways, off-street parking, loading facilities and emergency vehicle access; 

5. Fencing, screening or buffering with reference to location, type, dimension and character; 

6. Required setbacks, yards and other open spaces; and 

7. Easements, rights-of-way, etc.; 

In addition, architect’s sketches showing elevations of proposed buildings or structures, complete plans, and any other 

information needed by the commission or board may also be required; 

C. Written assurance from all applicable federal, state or local regulatory agencies indicating that the applicant has 

complied with at least one of the following requirements: 

1. Made initial contact with those agencies having jurisdiction over the proposed project; 

2. Applied for the necessary permits and/or licenses from those agencies having jurisdiction over the 

proposed project; 

3. Received the necessary permits and/or licenses from those agencies having jurisdiction over the 

proposed project; 

D. State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist as required; 

E. Standard fee as set forth in RMC 19.80.020. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.025 Hearing body. 



A. The planning commission shall be the hearing body to conduct the review of special use permit applications for the 

following uses: 

1. Outdoor commercial recreation in the AG – agricultural and I-M – medium industrial districts; 

2. Dormitories, fraternities, sororities, hotels and motels and residential development in the B-RP – 

business research park district; 

3. Businesses with drive-through window service in the C-1 neighborhood retail and WF – waterfront 

districts; 

4. Landscaping material sales and plant nurseries in the AG – agricultural district; 

5. Manufactured home parks in the R-2 – medium-density residential and R-3 – multifamily residential 

districts; 

6. Monopoles and lattice towers in the PPF – parks and public facilities, B-C – business commerce, CBD 

– central business district, C-2 – retail business, C-3 – general business, B-RP – business research 

park, I-M – medium industrial and M-2 – heavy manufacturing districts; 

7. Recreational vehicle campgrounds and recreational vehicle parks in the AG – agricultural and C-3 – 

general business districts; 

8. Sit down restaurants in the C/R-T – commercial/residential transition district; 

9. Parking lots in the NOS – natural open space district; 

10. Single retail businesses operating within a building space in excess of 15,000 square feet in area in 

the C-1 – neighborhood retail business district; 

11. Telemarketing services in the B-RP – business research park district; 

12. Automobile repair minor, automobile repair specialty shop, automobile service station, auto parts 

sales, car wash-automatic or self service, vehicle leasing/renting, vehicle sales and restaurant/drive-

through in the CBD – central business district. 

B. The board of adjustment shall be the hearing body to conduct the review of special use permit applications for the 

following uses: 



1. Animal shelters, commercial kennels and animal clinics in the AG – agricultural, C-2 – central 

business, C-3 – general business, and I-M – medium industrial districts; 

2. Automobile wrecking and the storage or sale of junk, unlicensed autos or salvage materials in the M-2 

– heavy manufacturing district; 

3. Bed and breakfast facilities in the single-family residential (R-1-12, R-1-10, R-2), SAG – suburban 

agricultural and AG – agricultural districts; 

4. Day care centers in the residential (R-1-12, R-1-10, R-2, R-3), SAG – suburban agricultural, AG – 

agricultural, I-M – medium industrial and B-RP – business research park districts; 

5. The excavating, processing, removal of topsoils, sand, gravel, rock or similar deposits in the AG – 

agricultural, I-M – medium industrial and M-2 – heavy manufacturing districts; 

6. Public stables and riding academies in the FP – floodplain, AG – agricultural and C-3 – general 

business districts; and 

7. Towing and vehicle impound lots in the C-3 – general business district. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; Ord. 07-

06; Ord. 23-11 § 1.02; Ord. 32-11 § 16]. 

23.46.030 Notice of hearing. 

Written notice of public hearings consistent with the requirements of Chapter 19.40 RMC shall be addressed through 

the United States mail to the owner of the property of which the special use is sought and to the owners of record of all 

properties within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject property, pursuant to the title insurance 

company report required by RMC 23.46.020, or within the distance specified within the appropriate section of Chapter 

23.42 RMC relating to the special use being proposed. Such notice of hearing shall also be published at least once in 

the official newspaper of the city. Both published and mailed notices shall be given at least 10 days in advance of the 

public hearing. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.040 Hearings – Findings – Conditions. 

The hearing body shall conduct an open record public hearing on an application for special use permit as required by 

RMC Title 19 for a Type III permit application. 

A. Any person may appear at the public hearing in person, or by agent or attorney. 



B. The hearing body shall make a finding that it is empowered under the section of this code described in the 

application to consider the application for the special use permit. 

C. The hearing body shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an application for a special use permit based on 

findings of fact with respect to the following criteria: 

1. The size and dimensions of the site provide adequate area for the proposed use; 

2. The physical conditions of the site, including size, shape, topography, and drainage, are suitable for 

the proposed development; 

3. All required public facilities necessary to serve the project have adequate capacity to serve the 

proposed project; 

4. The applicable requirements of this zoning regulation (RMC Title 23), the city comprehensive plan, the 

city sensitive area regulations (RMC Title 20), the city shoreline management regulations (RMC Title 26) 

and the city sign regulations (RMC Title 27) have been met; and 

5. Identified impacts on adjacent properties, surrounding uses and public facilities have been adequately 

mitigated. 

D. The hearing body may impose conditions on the approval of a special use permit in addition to or above and beyond 

those required elsewhere in this title, which are found necessary to ensure the use is compatible with the public interest. 

These conditions may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Limiting the hours, days, place and/or manner of operation; 

2. Requiring design features which minimize environmental impacts such as noise, vibration, air 

pollution, glare, odor and/or dust; 

3. Requiring additional setback areas, lot area and/or lot depth or width; 

4. Limiting the building height, size or lot coverage, and/or location on the site; 

5. Designating the size, number, location and/or design or vehicle access points; 

6. Requiring street right-of-way dedication and/or street improvement; 



7. Requiring additional landscaping, berms and/or screening of the proposed use and/or its parking or 

loading areas and designating the required size, height, type and/or location of fencing and landscaping 

materials; 

8. Limiting the number, size, location, height and/or lighting of signs. 

E. Violation of any conditions, requirements, and safeguards, when made a part of the terms under which the special 

use permit is granted, shall be deemed a violation of this code and punishable under RMC 23.70.270. 

F. The hearing body may prescribe a time limit within which the action for which the special use permit is required shall 

be begun and/or completed. Failure to begin and/or complete such action within the time limit set shall void the special 

use permit. The time limits may be extended by the hearing body for good cause shown. In the event that no specific 

time limit to begin or complete a special use permit is identified, then the special use permit shall remain valid for a 

period of two years from the date that the permit was issued. The hearing body may authorize issuance of a special use 

permit for a specified probationary period of time, at the termination of which the applicant must resubmit a new 

application in accordance with the provisions of RMC 23.46.020. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.050 Notification of action. 

A. A written notice of action shall be addressed through the United States mail to the applicant within three days after 

any action by the hearing body on a special use permit application. 

B. If the special use permit application is approved, the notice shall contain findings of fact, a list of conditions of 

approval, if any, that must be complied with prior to special use permit issuance, and a list of requirements which have 

been made conditions of special use permit approval and which must be complied with after special permit issuance. 

C. If the special use permit is tabled, the notice shall contain a list of requirements or information that must be complied 

with or provided prior to further consideration by the hearing body. 

D. If the special use permit application is denied, the notice shall contain findings of fact that were the basis for the 

denial. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.060 Commission or board action. 

A decision on a special use permit by the planning commission or board of adjustment shall be by the affirmative vote of 

not less than a majority of the quorum of the commission or board. The approval shall be a recorded motion which shall 

incorporate findings of fact and refer expressly to the ordinance, or sections thereof, upon which the commission’s or 

board’s actions are based. Approval of a special use permit application shall authorize the administrative official to issue 



a special use permit. Conditions may be attached to authorization by the commission or board that must be complied 

with prior to the issuance of the permit. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.070 Appeals. 

Any decision by the hearing body shall be final unless written notice of appeal to the city council, together with such 

fees as are required by RMC 19.80.020, is filed with the city clerk within 10 days from the date of the order, 

requirement, decision or determination by the hearing body. Such appeal shall be consistent with the requirements set 

forth in Chapter 19.70 RMC for appeal of decisions on Type II permit applications. The city council shall review the 

official record of the special use permit application, including the notice of appeal, and shall consider testimony pertinent 

to the official record. If new evidence is received that is not part of the official record, the city council shall not use the 

new evidence as a basis of reversing a decision, but instead shall remand the application to the hearing body for 

reconsideration. The city council may, so long as such action is in conformity with the terms of this code, reverse or 

affirm, wholly or in part, or may modify the order, requirement, decision or determination appealed from, and may make 

such order, requirement, decision or determination as the city council deems appropriate. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.075 Modification of special use permits. 

A. Major changes to a previously approved special use permit shall be considered as a new application as set forth in 

RMC 23.46.020. Major changes include the following: 

1. An increase in the approved floor area of 10 percent or more for any nonresidential building; 

2. An increase in the density of a residential project of 10 percent or more; 

3. A reduction of 10 percent or more of the open space area, or required landscaping areas; 

4. A reduction of an approved setback of 20 percent or more; 

5. A change in the amount of off-street parking of 10 percent or more; or 

6. A change in any operational condition specified in the original conditions of approval of the special use 

permit that the administrative official deems to result in a possible adverse impact to adjacent properties. 

B. Any modification to a previously approved special use permit that does not meet the definition of a major modification 

shall be considered a minor modification. Minor modifications shall be approved, approved with conditions or denied by 

the administrative official based on the finding that the proposed development complies with all applicable requirements 

of this title. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02; amended during 2011 recodification]. 



23.46.080 Resubmission of application. 

A. Except as provided in subsection (B) of this section, any application for issuance of a special use permit which has 

been disapproved by the hearing body and/or city council shall not be resubmitted to the hearing body for a period of 

two years from the date of disapproval. 

B. The hearing body may waive the two-year waiting period for a previously disapproved application when it can be 

reasonably demonstrated that conditions in the area of the request have substantially changed since disapproval, or 

that the nature of the application has changed sufficiently to remedy the reasons for disapproval. In either case, it shall 

be the burden of the applicant to show such change. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.090 Change of property ownership. 

A. The validity of any special use permit shall be contingent upon exercise of the special use, as granted, and the 

special use permit shall run with the property regardless of a change in ownership of the property. 

B. The hearing body may require, as a condition of approval for granting of the special use, that the special use permit 

be recorded with the Benton County auditor’s office as a special covenant which shall run with the property regardless 

of a change in ownership of the property. 

C. Any change in the special use for which the original permit was issued which is determined to be substantial by the 

administrative official shall void the original permit and necessitate the submission of a new application. [Ord. 28-05 § 

1.02]. 

23.46.100 Existing conditional uses. 

A. Any conditional use lawfully existing prior to December 6, 1976, and/or prior to the effective date of the mandatory 

ordinance codified in this title shall be considered an existing nonconforming special use, subject to the provisions and 

requirements of Chapter 23.66 RMC, and further subject to the conditions of issuance of the permit issued for such use. 

B. Any such nonconforming special use considered to be terminated by virtue of the requirements specified in Chapter 

23.66 RMC shall require the issuance of a special use permit in order to be continued. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

23.46.110 Rights conferred. 

Granting of a special use permit confers upon the property only such use or uses specifically enumerated in the 

approved special use permit, and subject to any and all conditions, requirements and safeguards established in the 

approved permit. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION FOR  
A NEW WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 

Submitted to the City of Richland 
April 17, 2014 

 
 

1.  GENERAL INFORMATION          
 
Applicant/Lessor: The American Tower Corporation 

Corporate Headquarters 
116 Huntington Ave., 11th Fl. 
Boston, MA 02116 

Lessee/Operator: New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC 
19801 SW 72nd Avenue 
Tualatin, OR 97062 

Representative:  Western Land Consulting, LLC  
Meg Demand, Site Acquisition Consultant 
S. 2607 SE Blvd., B-214 
Spokane, WA 99223 
Email:  mdemand@prolandllc.com  
Phone: (509) 710-3606 

Owner Information: JLW Asset Management LLC 
395 Sell Lane 
Richland, WA 99352 

Project Address: 2373 Jericho Road 
Richland, Washington 

Map & Tax Lot:  12298202000  

Comp. Plan Classification:  Commercial 

Zoning Classification: General Business (C-3) 

Site Name: KP0464 Queensgate 

 

Meg Demand, Western Land Consulting, is submitting this application on behalf of American Tower 
Corporation, the Applicant (“ATC”), New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, the operator of proposed wireless 
antennas and associated ground equipment (“AT&T”); and the underlying property owner, JLW Asset 
Management LLC, a Washington limited liability company. 
 

  

mailto:mdemand@prolandllc.com
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2.  INTRODUCTION           

In order to fill a significant gap in 4G LTE 700 coverage experienced by its customers along Interstate 182 
in Richland, Washington, ATC and AT&T propose a new wireless communication facility (WCF) at 2373 
Jericho Road.  This property is zoned C-3 (General Business).  American Tower is a company that builds 
towers and leases to space to carriers like AT&T and Verizon.  Their goal is to build structurally sound 
towers that can house multiple carriers to comply with most zoning requirements for collocation 
standards.    

The proposed new facility meets AT&T’s coverage objectives (providing outdoor, in-vehicle, and in-
building coverage) within a geographic area not presently served by AT&T’s existing network.  See 
Exhibit 4 (RF Justification). 

This proposal meets all of the City of Richland’s criteria for siting a new wireless communication facility, 
including height and setbacks.  AT&T respectfully requests that the City of Richland approve the Special 
Use Permit for a new WCF as proposed. 
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3.  PROPOSAL            

3.1  Project Overview 

AT&T proposes a new WCF at 2373 Jericho Court in Richland.  The proposed WCF at this site will fill a 
significant gap in AT&T’s 4G LTE 700 coverage.   

The proposed WCF comprises a 100’ monopole, an equipment shelter, and a back-up generator.  The 
property is developed with a ministorage facility.  ATC will lease a 30’ x 40’ space at this facility and 
renovate an existing structure to house the foundation and necessary footings for the monopole, as well 
as the equipment shelter and generator.  The existing roof will be replaced with a roof that allows the 
monopole to protrude through to its full 100-foot height.  (The tower penetration will be flashed and 
sealed for protection from outside and overhead elements.)  The monopole is designed to 
accommodate AT&T’s 12-panel antenna and at least 2 additional wireless providers.  See Exhibit 8 (Site 
Plan). 

The subject parcel is zoned C-3 (General Business).  Under Richland Municipal Code, Section 23.262.060, 
WCF’s up to 150’ in height are allowed in C-3 zones with a Special Use Permit. 

3.2  System Information 

AT&T is upgrading and expanding its wireless communications network along I-182 and Hwy 12 to better 
serve Richland, Washington, including the installation of the latest 4G LTE technology at the site.  Upon 
completion of this update, AT&T will operate a state-of-the-art digital, seamless network of wireless 
communications facilities throughout the proposed coverage area as part of its nationwide wireless 
communications network.  

The need for service in this particular geographic area is determined by market demand, coverage 
requirements for a specific geographic area, and the need to provide continuous coverage from one site 
to another in a particular geographic region.   

Once the need for additional coverage in a particular area has been established, AT&T’s radio frequency 
(“RF”) engineers perform an RF engineering study to determine the approximate site location and 
antenna height that is required to provide service in the desired coverage area.  AT&T’s RF engineers 
identify an area that is called a “search ring,” where a site may be located in order to provide service in 
the desired coverage area.  The RF engineer takes the following objectives into consideration when 
identifying the search ring: 

1. Coverage.  The antenna site must be located in an area where the radio frequency 
broadcasts will provide adequate coverage within the significant gap in coverage.  The 
RF engineer must take into consideration the coverage objectives for the site as well as 
the terrain in and around the area to be covered.  Since radio frequency broadcasts 
travel in a straight line and diminish as they travel further away from the antennas, it is 
generally best to place an antenna site near the center of the desired coverage area.  
However, in certain cases, the search ring may be located away from the center of the 
desired coverage area due to the existing coverage, the surrounding terrain, or other 
features which might affect the radio frequency broadcasts like buildings or sources of 
electrical interference. 
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2. Clutter.  AT&T’s antennas must “clear the clutter” in the area.  The radio frequencies 
used in AT&T’s systems are adversely affected by trees, buildings, and other natural and 
man-made obstacles.  AT&T’s radio frequencies do not penetrate mountains, hills, rocks 
or metal, and its radio frequencies are diminished by trees, brick and wood walls, and 
other structures.  Therefore, AT&T’s antennas must be installed above or close to the 
“clutter” in order to provide high quality communications services in the desired 
coverage areas.  In addition, if the local code requires us to accommodate additional 
carriers on the structure, the structure must be even higher in order to allow the other 
carriers’ antennas to clear the clutter as well. 

3. Call Handoff.  The antenna site must be located in an area where the radio broadcasts 
from this site will allow seamless call handoff with adjacent sites.  “Call handoff” is a 
feature of a wireless communications system which allows an ongoing telephone 
conversation to continue uninterrupted as the user travels from the coverage area of 
one antenna site into the coverage area of an adjacent antenna site.  This requires 
coverage overlap for a sufficient distance and/or period of time to support the 
mechanism of the handoff 

4. Quality of Service.  Users of wireless communications services want to use their 
services where they live, work, commute and play, including when they are indoors.  
AT&T’s coverage objectives include the ability to provide indoor coverage in areas 
where there are residences, businesses and indoor recreational facilities. 

5. Radio Frequencies used by System.  The designs of wireless communications systems 
will vary greatly based upon the radio frequencies that are used by the carrier. If the 
carrier uses radio frequencies that are in the 850 MHz to 950 MHz range, the radio 
signals will travel further and will penetrate buildings better than the radio frequencies 
in the 1900 MHz band. As a result, the wireless communications systems that use the 
lower radio frequencies will need fewer sites than the wireless communications systems 
that use the higher radio frequencies.   

6. Land Use Classifications.  AT&T’s ability to construct a cell site on any particular 
property is affected by Washington State law and the City of Richland’s policies and 
regulations.   

AT&T’s coverage propagation software systems use these and other factors (type of antenna; antenna 
tilt, etc.) to predict the coverage that will be provided by the proposed site.  The search ring used to 
identify the site of the proposed WCF is provided at Exhibit 7 (Search Ring). 

This proposed project would allow AT&T to provide wireless communications service in the significant 
gap in coverage in this area, and allow for uninterrupted wireless service with fewer dropped calls, 
improved call quality, and improved access to additional wireless services that the public now demands. 
This includes emergency 911 calls throughout the Richland area. 
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3.3  Applicable Law 

Federal, state and local laws will apply to this application. 

Federal law, primarily found in the Telecommunications Act, acknowledges a local jurisdiction’s zoning 
authority over proposed wireless facilities but limits the exercise of that authority in certain ways.  
Under the Telecommunications Act, the City of Richland is prohibited from considering the 
environmental effects (including health effects) of the proposed site if the site will operate in 
compliance with federal regulations.  47 U.S.C. Section 332(c)(7)(B)(iv).  AT&T has included with this 
application a statement from its radio frequency engineers demonstrating that the proposed facility will 
operate in accordance with the Federal Communications Commission’s RF emissions regulations.  See 
Exhibit 5 (MPE/FCC Emission Compliance Letter).  Thus, this issue is preempted under federal law and 
any testimony or documents introduced relating to the environmental or health effects of the proposed 
site should be disregarded in this proceeding. 

The Telecommunications Act also requires local jurisdictions to act upon applications for wireless 
communications sites within a “reasonable” period of time.  The Federal Communications Commission 
(“FCC”) has issued a “Shot Clock” rule to establish a deadline for the issuance of land use permits for 
wireless facilities.  According to the FCC, a reasonable period of time for local government to act on 
wireless applications is 90 days for a co-location application and 150 days for all other applications.  This 
time period includes all application notice and appeal periods.  Therefore, under federal law, the 
reasonable time period for the City of Richland’s review of this application is 150 days. 

In Washington, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) provides a way to identify possible 

environmental impacts that may result from governmental decisions, including the issuance of permits 

for private projects and construction.  Permits for new wireless communication facilities may be subject 

to SEPA review.  The SEPA checklist, as provided by the City of Richland, is included in this application 

package. 

The City of Richland requires that new wireless communication facilities adhere to Richland Municipal 

Code (RMC) Chapter 23.62Wireless Communications Facilities.  The proposed facility is also subject to 

the criteria for Special Use Permits under RMC Chapter 23.46.  The applicable sections of these chapters 

are addressed in detail below. 

4. APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS        

AT&T’s proposal complies with all requirements of the City of Richland Municipal Code (RMC).  These 
requirements are addressed in the order laid out below. 

For Wireless Communications Facilities: 

RMC Chapter 23.62Wireless Communications Facilities 

In General: 

RMC Chapter 23.46Special Use Permits 

Code Sections that are inapplicable to the proposed project or that do not prompt an applicant response 

have been excluded from the analysis below. 
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RMC 23.62 
WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 

 
23.62.040 Development standards for macrofacilities. 

A. Macrofacilities are permitted in all zones except suburban agricultural (SAG), single-family 
residential – 12,000 (R-1-12), single-family residential – 10,000 (R-1-10), medium-density residential 
(R-2) and medium-density residential small lot (R-2S) zones. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed project is a macrofacility within a C-3 zone, and is thus permitted subject to 
the other requirements of the RMC.  

B. [This subsection has been excluded because it addresses macrofacilities supported by existing 
buildings.  This scenario does not apply to the proposed project.]   

C. The shelter or cabinet, if necessary, used to house radio electronics equipment shall be concealed, 
camouflaged or underground. 

RESPONSE:  The equipment shelter for the proposed WCF will be housed inside an existing building.  See 
Exhibit 8 (Site Plan). 

D. Macrofacilities shall comply with the height limitations specified for all zones except as follows: 
Omnidirectional antennas may exceed the height limitation by 15 feet, panel antennas may exceed 
the height limitation if affixed to the side of an existing building and architecturally blends in with the 
building. Structures which are nonconforming with respect to height may be used for omnidirectional 
antennas, providing they do not exceed 15 feet above the existing structure. Placement of an antenna 
on a nonconforming structure shall not be considered to be an expansion of the nonconforming 
structure. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed monopole is 100’, and is thus permitted subject to issuance of a special use 
permit. (See also RMC 23.62.060.B.) 

 
23.62.050 Development standards for monopoles and lattice towers. 

A. All monopoles and lattice towers exceeding 60 feet in height shall be designed to accommodate 
two or more wireless communications facilities. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed 100’ WCF is designed for at least 2 wireless additional carriers.  See Exhibit 8 
(Site Plan). 

B. Macrofacilities are the largest wireless communications facilities allowed on a monopole or lattice 
tower. Antennas not exceeding 15 feet in height which extend above the wireless communications 
support structure shall not be calculated as part of the height of the wireless communications support 
structure. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed WCF is allowed as a macrofacility on a monopole.  The antennas do not extend 
above the top of the monopole.  See Exhibit 8 (Site Plan). 
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C. On monopoles, antennas and antenna arrays together with any associated antenna mount shall be 
designed utilizing the narrowest dimensions possible, and in no instance shall they extend further, as 
measured horizontally, from the centerline of the monopole than a distance of 15 feet. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed antennas will not extend beyond 15’ from the centerline of the monopole.  See 
Exhibit 8, (page A3 Site Plan). 

D. [This subsection excluded because it addresses only lattice towers.  The proposed project is a 
monopole.] 

E. [This subsection excluded because it addresses co-location.  The proposed project is for a new 
monopole.] 

F. The shelter or cabinet, if necessary, used to house radio electronics equipment and the associated 
cabling connecting the equipment or cabinet to the monopole or lattice tower shall be concealed, 
camouflaged or underground. 

RESPONSE:  The equipment shelter for the proposed WCF will be housed inside an existing building.  See 
Exhibit 8 (Site Plan). 

G. When a monopole or lattice tower is adjacent to a suburban agricultural (SAG) single-family 
residential – 12,000 (R-1-12), single-family residential – 10,000 (R-1-10), medium-density residential 
(R-2), medium-density residential small lot (R-2S) or multiple-family residential (R-3) zoning district, 
the wireless communications support structure must be set back a distance equal to twice the height 
of the wireless communications support structure from the nearest 
residential lot line. 

RESPONSE:  The property is not adjacent to any SAG or residentially zoned 
lots. (The Property is surrounded by C-3 and Neighborhood Business zones.) 
Thus, the structure is in compliance with these setback requirements. 
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H. All monopoles and lattice towers shall be lighted and painted, if necessary, in accordance with 
Federal Aviation Administration regulations. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

RESPONSE:  Please see Exhibit 9 (FAA Clearance) for lighting and painting requirements.  These will be 
complied with during construction.   

23.62.060 Permitted zones for monopoles and lattice towers. 

A. [This subsection does not apply because it addresses monopoles up to 80 feet.  The proposed 
structure is a 100-foot monopole.]  

B. Monopoles between 80 feet and 150 feet in height are considered a permitted use in the business 
research park (B-RP), medium industrial (I-M), and heavy manufacturing (M-2) zoning districts. 
Monopoles between 80 feet and 150 feet in height may be permitted in the parks and public facilities 
(PPF), general business (C-3) and business commerce (B-C) zoning districts subject to issuance of a 
special use permit as set forth in RMC 23.62.070. 

RESPONSE:  The proposed monopole is 100’, and is thus permitted subject to issuance of a special use 
permit. 

C. [This subsection does not apply because it addresses monopoles over 150 feet.  The proposed 
structure is a 100-foot monopole.] 

D. [This subsection does not apply because it addresses lattice towers.  The proposed structure is a 
monopole.] 

E. [This subsection does not apply because it addresses lattice towers.  The proposed structure is a 
monopole.] 

 
23.62.070 Special use permit criteria for monopoles and lattice towers. 

Requests for special use permits shall be considered in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 23.46 RMC. In addition to the provisions of Chapter 23.46 RMC, the following specific criteria 
shall be met before a special use permit can be granted. 

A. Visual Impact. 

1. Antennas may not extend more than 15 feet above their supporting structure, monopole, 
lattice tower, building or other structure. 

RESPONSE:  The antennas on the proposed monopole will not extend vertically beyond the highest point 
of the supporting structure.  See Exhibit 8 (Site Plan). 

2. Site location and development shall preserve the pre-existing character of the surrounding 
buildings and land uses and zone district to the extent consistent with the function of the 
communications equipment. Wireless communications towers shall be integrated through 
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location and design to blend in with the existing characteristics of the site to the extent practical. 
Existing on-site vegetation shall be preserved or improved, and disturbance of the existing 
topography shall be minimized, unless such disturbance would result in less visual impact of the 
site to the surrounding area. 

RESPONSE:  The site is within existing commercial ministorage facility that is zoned C-3.  The walls of the 
ministorage facility will stay in place to conceal footings, the generator and related equipment.  The area 
is in a ministorage with no current vegetation, therefore no vegetation will be disturbed.   

3. Accessory equipment facilities used to house or contain wireless communications equipment 
should be located within buildings when possible. When they cannot be located in buildings, 
equipment shelters or cabinets shall be screened and landscaped. 

RESPONSE:  The accessory equipment is located behind the walls of a ministorage unit. 

4. All monopoles and lattice type facilities shall be screened with trees, shrubs and landscaping 
planted in sufficient depth to form an effective and actual sight barrier within five years. Said 
landscaping shall have a minimum mature height of eight feet. 

RESPONSE:  The existing ministorage structure exceeds 8 feet in height and will serve as permanent 
screen for the based of the monopole. 

B. Noise. No equipment shall be operated so as to produce noise in levels above 45 dBa as measured 
from the nearest property line on which the attached wireless communications facility is located. 

RESPONSE:  A generator will be used for back-up purposes only and will run for short periods of time 
during periodic testing.  The average measured sound levels are 71.7 dBA at close proximity, but the 
generator will be housed inside a building and it is unlikely that the generator will be audible from 
neighboring properties.  Please see Exhibit 10 (Generator Data Sheet) for information.  The Applicant 
will produce a noise study if a noise study is identified as a condition of this application.   

C. Availability of Suitable Existing Towers or Other Structures. Applications for a special use permit 
shall reasonably demonstrate that alternatives such as lower structures that are permitted without 
special use permit or other existing support structures are not capable of accommodating the 
applicant’s needs. Evidence and information shall be submitted to establish the following: 

1. Permitted shorter support structures are not of sufficient height to meet the applicant’s 
engineering requirements. 

2. No existing support structures are located within the geographic area required to meet the 
applicant’s engineering requirements. 

3. Existing support structures do not have sufficient structural strength to support the proposed 
antenna and related equipment. 

4. The applicant’s antenna would cause electromagnetic interference with antennas on the 
existing support structures, or the antenna on the existing support structures would cause 
interference with the applicant’s proposed antenna. 
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5. The fees, costs, or contractual provisions required in order to share or adapt an existing support 
structure for sharing are unreasonable. Costs exceeding new tower development are presumed to 
be unreasonable. 

6. The applicant demonstrates that there are other limiting factors that render existing towers and 
structures unsuitable. [Ord. 28-05 § 1.02]. 

RESPONSE:  There are no existing support towers within 0.5 miles of the proposed new support 
tower.  See Exhibit 4 (RF Justification) and Exhibit 7 (Search Ring Map).  See also the supporting 
analysis using the FCC’s Antenna Structure Registration website, which states that there are no 
existing structures within 0.8 kilometers (0.5 miles) of the proposed site: 

 

http://wireless2.fcc.gov/UlsApp/AsrSearch/asrRegistrationSearch.jsp 
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RMC 23.46 
SPECIAL USE PERMITS 

[This chapter explains the process by which applications for special use permits are considered in the City 
of Richland.  AT&T has submitted the Special Use Permit Application and the required supporting 
documentation pursuant to RMC 23.46.020.  The following analysis of RMC 23.46.040.C supplements 
that application.]  

23.46.040  HearingsFindingsConclusions 

***** 

C. The hearing body shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an application for a special use 
permit based on findings of fact with respect to the following criteria: 

1. The size and dimensions of the site provide adequate area for the proposed use; 

RESPONSE:  Please see Exhibit 8 (Site Plan) for the size and dimensions of the site.  This will provide 
adequate area for the proposed use of a Wireless Communications Tower.   

2. The physical conditions of the site, including size, shape, topography, and drainage, are suitable 
for the proposed development; 

RESPONSE: Size, shape, topography and drainage were all considered in the design of this project.  Please 
see Exhibit 8 (Site Plan) for each of these considerations.   

3. All required public facilities necessary to serve the project have adequate capacity to serve the 
proposed project; 

RESPONSE:  The facility will be able to serve AT&T (lessee of the space) as well as future carriers to 
collocate at a later time.   

4. The applicable requirements of this zoning regulation (RMC Title 23), the city comprehensive 
plan, the city sensitive area regulations (RMC Title 20), the city shoreline management regulations 
(RMC Title 26) and the city sign regulations (RMC Title 27) have been met; and 

RESPONSE:  

RMC Title 23 - This application is compliant to all criteria of RMC Title 23.  Previous responses in this 
narrative address each portion of the code.   

City Comp Plan - The City of Richland's Comprehensive plan states in Section 8 Telecommunications - 
Cellular Telephone Service - Level of Service that continued coordination between the City and the 
purveyors will help ensure the maintenance of adequate level of service.  The purpose of this project is to 
maintain the level of service and also provide future room for growth with other carriers.  Please note in 
Exhibit 8 (Site Plan) the proposed areas for future carriers.   
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RMC Title 20 - This area of the code notes Life Safety.  Applicable requirements are not specific to 
Wireless Communication Facilities, however, fire and emergency standards are considered in this 
projects design.  There is adequate room for emergency vehicle to access the property.   

RMC Title 26 Shoreline Management - This section does not apply since the project location is not near 
wetlands or water bodies and will not obstruct the enjoyment or City's goals of these resources. 

RMC Title 27 Signs - There are no specific regulations for signs on Wireless Communication Towers in this 
portion of the code.  No signage is proposed other than a small identification plate indicating the ASR 
registration number and the wireless provider at the location.  No advertisement will be allowed on this 
tower.   

5. Identified impacts on adjacent properties, surrounding uses and public facilities have been 
adequately mitigated. 

RESPONSE:  The noise impact has been mitigated with housing the generator in a building to decrease 
the sound.   

5.  CONCLUSION            

ATC's proposed 100-foot monopole and related facilities meet all requirements of the City of Richland’s 
land use ordinances, and AT&T respectfully requests that the City of Richland approve AT&T’s proposal 
as designed, subject only to the City of Richland’s standard conditions of approval. 
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EXHIBIT (7) 

 
Attachment B 



 

 
 

PARTNER ENGINEERING & SCIENCE, INC.  
 

June 6, 2014 
 
Bill King, Deputy City Manager 
PO Box 190, MS 02 
975 George Washington Way 
Richland WA 99352 
(509) 942-7583 
(509) 942-7379 Fax 
 
Via Email to: bking@ci.richland.wa.us 
 
Subject:   American Towers LLC- Tower Site 282270 / Queensgate WA 

2373 Jericho Road, Richland, Benton County, WA (Parcel No. 122982020003013) 
Latitude: N 46° 14’ 58.67” Longitude: W 119° 18’ 19.7” 
 

Dear Mr. King, 
 
American Towers LLC has retained Partner Engineering & Science, Inc. to conduct a review of a proposed 
telecommunications facility for compliance with the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) Nationwide 
Programmatic Agreement for Review under the National Historic Preservation Act (47 CFR Part I, dated January 4, 
2005). 
 
American Towers LLC is proposing to construct a new communications tower facility at 2373 Jericho Road, 
Richland, Benton County, WA (Parcel No. 122982020003013). The proposed facility will support a new 
telecommunications tower compound, consisting of a 106-foot monopole within a 40-foot by 30-foot lease area, and 
a 5-foot wide utility easement concurrent with the access road commencing from Jericho Road.  Electrical power 
and telco service utilities will be routed within the proposed easement to the site from existing sources.   
 
Please accept this letter as a formal request for your concurrence of no impact to known eligible or potentially 
eligible historic properties for the proposed American Towers LLC telecommunications project.  This letter is being 
submitted in compliance with FCC regulations to determine if the proposed project will impact any historic places 
and/or archaeologically sensitive sites.   
 
Enclosed please find copies of the current project figures for your review.  On behalf of American Towers LLC, I 
would appreciate your comments on this proposed telecommunications facility project in a letter, fax or email 
directed to my attention. 
 
 
Brent Johnson 

 
Project Manager

 
PARTNER ENGINEERING AND SCIENCE, INC. 
524 Malloy Court, Corona, CA, 92879 
T: 951-335-8320 | F: 951-254-9931 | C:  951-733-5265 
bjohnson@partneresi.com  

mailto:bking@ci.richland.wa.us
mailto:bjohnson@partneresi.com
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  AT

&T is proposing a new
 site, K

P
0464 near Q

ueensgate D
r and K

eene R
d.  This is an AT

&T service area that has w
eak signal 

coverage as illustrated in Exhibit  A
.  Exhibit A

 identifies  the proposed site (red star) and surrounding adjacent sites (blue 
triangles). A

s can be seen, there is a large 4G
 LTE

 700 coverage gap in all areas not shaded in green.  W
hile the target 

coverage area has voice grade service today, it does not have adequate 4G
 LTE

 voice and data service w
ithin the 700 M

H
z 

frequency band. A
s AT

&T’s technology im
proves and expands from

 2G
 and 3G

 to 4G
 LTE

, the com
pany is com

m
itted to 

m
eeting all w

ireless com
m

unication needs of its custom
ers by delivering faster data speeds and m

ore reliable and expansive 
voice and data connections, w

hether its custom
ers are in buildings, in vehicles, or outdoors.  AT

&T’s addition of new
 technology 

w
ill also reduce the num

ber of dropped calls and otherw
ise address its custom

ers’ reported service issues in the area. Finally, 
the 2G

/3G
 generation of w

ireless service w
ill becom

e obsolete in the near future and no longer serve the area.  A
t that tim

e, the 
proposed facility w

ill be necessary to provide 4G
 coverage.  

 The gap w
as determ

ined as a result of analyzing a com
bination of custom

er com
plaints, service requests, and from

 R
F 

engineering design analysis. The planned service coverage im
provem

ent is m
ostly for the surrounding residential com

m
unities.  

This site w
ill also im

prove road coverage along portions of K
eene R

d from
 K

ennedy R
d to S

hockley R
d and along H

w
y 182 

corridor from
 east Q

ueensgate D
r to w

est of K
eene R

d. 
 Exhibit B

 show
s the locations of recorded service issues reported by AT

&T custom
ers during the period of January 2013 to 

D
ecem

ber 2013. The Legend notes the specific type of issues that w
ere reported and show

s precisely w
here AT&

T custom
ers 

have reported problem
s.  This data further illustrates the LTE

 700 coverage gap and show
s the need for enhanced service in 

the area. 
 Exhibit C

 show
s the projected coverage from

 the proposed candidate w
ith an antenna tip height of 100 feet. This is the height 

w
here an AT

&T w
ireless device can be reliably used to m

ake and receive telephone calls and use data service in the presence 
of varying signals.  
 The proposed antenna tip height is the m

inim
um

 necessary to fill the LTE
 700 coverage gap relative to nearby com

plem
entary 

w
ireless facilities. A

s show
n in Exhibit D

, locating the antennas below
 100 feet w

ill reduce the effectiveness of the new
 site and 

w
ill m

ake the proposed facility inadequate, potentially requiring additional sites.  
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Attachment D 



 

 

 

DATE:  March 21, 2014 

TO:       The City of Richland Planning Department 

RE:        Proposed Radio Site: KP0464; 2373 Jericho Road, Richland, WA 

 

Dear Planner,   

The proposed facility noted above will transmit at frequencies in the range of 734 to 892 

MHz and 1,930 to 2,145 MHz as licensed by the Federal Communications Commission 

with ERP’s less than 1,000 watts. 

The worst case general population exposure limit per the FCC Public Standards OET 

Bulletin 65 occurs at 734 MHz and is 0.4893 mW/cm
2
.  The worst case for the 1,500 to 

100,000 MHz band is 1.0 mW/ cm
2
. 

The power density calculations for each sector of the proposed facility (typically will be 

within 1 to 10% of the FCC limit) will be well below the maximum FCC exposure 

levels. The proposed facility will not cause other co-located facilities to exceed FCC 

exposure standards and is categorically proven as safe, according to Federal Guidelines. 

The Power Density values will be in compliance and the antennas will not cause any 

habitable area of a structure to exceed the Federal Communication Commission’s worst 

case limits for human exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic fields. 

The proposed facility should not interfere with other communications facilities. Our sites 

are monitored 24/7 by a national operations center to insure all is operating normally.  In 

addition, we have local technicians who make routine visits to cell sites to make repairs 

when needed.   

I certify that this information is true to the best of my knowledge. 

Regards, 

  

Ken Seymour, FCC License Number PG-13-16349 

Engineering Manager AT&T Mobility 



 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT (7) 

 
Attachment E 



SITE NAME:

SITE ID:

PTN: 3801646887 FA CODE: 11579341 

Candidates

Site Type Latitude Longitude Elevation (ft) Rad. Center (ft)

Rawland 46.252665 -119.315144 541 80 feet

Rawland 46.252952 -119.312893 535 80 feet

Rawland 46.250979 -119.305306 518 100 feet

Configuration

Antenna Type 10/140/270

Antenna Configuration UMTS/LTE

Feeder Cable Count 4 Coax and 1 Fiber per sector : 12 coax total 700/850/1900

Antenna Line Equipment 2

Site Objectives and Comments

General Candidate Location

Search ring Radius (miles)

City County State

West Richland Benton WA Ronaldo Baltazar

Approved Date

Vicki Littlefield 3/26/2013

Date

UMTS/LTE site id

WAKPU0464/WAL00464

Manager Approved

03/25/13

Comments

RF Engineer

Crown or ATC candidates?

Coverage Objective

Suburban

> -76 dBm

0.45

Azimuths

Technologies4 Antennas per sector : 12 antennas total

8' panel

This site is located near the 

intersection of Keene Rd and I-182

Frequencies

Site Emergency Class

Coverage Level

This site will enhance indoor coverage in the 

new Commercial areas as well as the 

residential neighborhood around Queensgate 

and Keene rd 

Search Ring

Oregon Market

2 TMA's and 2 RRHs per Sector

KP0464

Queensgate 

Intersection

Keeene Rd and I-182

back of Home Depot and I-182

Jericho Ct and Jericho Rd

HannahMichaelis
Rectangle
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Mail Processing Center
Federal Aviation Administration
Southwest Regional Office
Obstruction Evaluation Group
2601 Meacham Boulevard
Fort Worth, TX 76193

Aeronautical Study No.
2014-ANM-522-OE

Page 1 of 3

Issued Date: 05/13/2014

Regulatory Compliance FAA FCC
American Tower, LLC
10 Presidentail Way
Woburn, MA 01801

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Antenna Tower 282270 - Queensgate WA
Location: Richland, WA
Latitude: 46-14-58.67N NAD 83
Longitude: 119-18-19.70W
Heights: 521 feet site elevation (SE)

106 feet above ground level (AGL)
627 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

This determination expires on 11/13/2015 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.
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NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

A copy of this determination will be forwarded to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) because the
structure is subject to their licensing authority.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (310) 725-6591. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2014-ANM-522-OE.

Signature Control No: 209519195-217880435 ( DNE )
Tameria Burch
Technician

Attachment(s)
Frequency Data

cc: FCC
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Frequency Data for ASN 2014-ANM-522-OE

LOW
FREQUENCY

HIGH
FREQUENCY

FREQUENCY
UNIT ERP

ERP
UNIT

698 806 MHz 1000 W
806 824 MHz 500 W
824 849 MHz 500 W
851 866 MHz 500 W
869 894 MHz 500 W
896 901 MHz 500 W
901 902 MHz 7 W
930 931 MHz 3500 W
931 932 MHz 3500 W
932 932.5 MHz 17 dBW
935 940 MHz 1000 W
940 941 MHz 3500 W
1850 1910 MHz 1640 W
1930 1990 MHz 1640 W
2305 2310 MHz 2000 W
2345 2360 MHz 2000 W
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Lambert, Aaron

From: DONALD  CHERYL VOLKMAN <dandcvolkman@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2014 9:57 PM
To: Lambert, Aaron
Subject: FW: Notice of application and public hearing SUP2014-101

 
 
 
 
Aaron Lambert: 

We did not receive the City of Richland notice regarding the application made by American 
Tower Corporation for a Special Use Permit Application for a 100 foot tall monopole 
communications structure at 2373 Jericho Road even though we live directly across the 
street.  We received the notice from one of our neighbors as well as an e‐mail from our Country 
Ridge Homeowners Association Board of Directors.  I am appalled that the City did not notify 
ALL of the affected homeowners. 
  
We live on Saddle Way directly across Keene road from where the tower is proposed.  It is our 
opinion that a 100 foot tower is totally inappropriate for this location, and should be located 
elsewhere.  We have excellent city views from our property and this tower will be an ugly 
eyesore for all residents of Country Ridge, upper Country Ridge and the townhouses just West 
of Jericho. 
  
Other concerns with a communications tower include: 

 unsightly 100 ft tower with appurtenances attached for various communication efforts 
 electromagnetic fields and other health concerns with communication towers close to 

residences 
 Strobe lighting for night time. This is completely unacceptable for sleeping with a huge 

flashing strobe directly outside bedrooms 
 decreasing property value due to diminished desirability resulting from the unsightly 

tower 

  
At least the current storage facility does not distract the eye from city views.  A 100 foot tower 
is another matter in that it distracts the eye from the view which is one of the advantages of 
living in the Country Ridge community ‐ excellent city and panoramic views.  I encourage you 
and the staff to reject this special application and encourage the applicant to find a different 
location for its tower where it does not adversely affect the local community. 
  
Please take our concerns seriously and reject this application for the current proposed tower 
location. 
  
Regards, 



2

  
Donald and Cheryl Volkman 
2612 Saddle Way Richland 
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Lambert, Aaron

From: david ashley <davidjamesashley@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 12:01 PM
To: Lambert, Aaron
Cc: mdmremp@charter.net; reece hamm
Subject: Notice of application and public hearing SUP2014-101

Aaron Lambert: 
  
I have received the city of Richland notice regarding the application made by American Tower Corporation for 
a Special Use Permit Application for a 100 foot tall monopole communications structure at 2373 Jericho Road.
  
We live on Saddle way directly across Keene road from where the tower is proposed.  It is our opinion that a 
100 foot tower is totally inappropriate for this location, and if deemed necessary should be located 
elsewhere.  We have excellent city views from our property and this tower will be an ugly eyesore for all 
residents of Country Ridge. 
  
Other concerns with a communications tower include: 

  electromagnetic fields and other health concerns with communication towers close to residences 
 Strobe lighting for night time. This is completely unacceptable for sleeping with a huge flashing strobe 

directly outside bedrooms 

  
At least the current storage facility does not block city views from Country Ridge. A 100 foot tower is another 
matter and takes away from us one of the advantages of living in the Country Ridge community ‐ excellent city 
views.  I encourage you and the staff to reject this special application and encourage the applicant to find a 
different location for its tower where it does not adversely affect the local community. 
  
Please take my concerns seriously and reject this application for the current proposed tower location. 
  
Regards 
  
David Ashley  
2450 Saddle Way Richland 
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Lambert, Aaron

From: Max Freshley <mbfreshley@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Lambert, Aaron
Cc: Bob Rosselli
Subject: TOWER

Arron Lambert: 
  
Pertaining to the proposed placement of the 100ft. cell tower, what a STUPID IDEA.  Go find some other 
location that isn't so obtrusive.  What kind of a response did someone think that they would get from those of 
who live in Country Ridge? 
  
Max Freshley  



STAFF REPORT 
 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION PREPARED BY: RICK SIMON 
FILE NO.: BSP2014-100 MEETING DATE: JUNE 25, 2014 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
APPLICANT: NOR AM INVESTMENTS, LLC 
 
REQUEST: VENETO VILLAGGIO BINDING SITE PLAN TO DIVIDE 73.5 ACRES 

INTO 40 COMMERCIAL LOTS, TOGETHER WITH PRIVATE 
ROADWAYS AND COMMON PARKING AREAS.  

 
LOCATION: WITHIN THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH MASTER PLANNED 

COMMUNITY, SOUTH OF AVA WAY AND EAST OF DALLAS ROAD. 
 
REASON FOR REQUEST: 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a binding site plan to allow for development of a 
40 lot commercial development as part of the Badger Mountain South Master Planned 
Community. 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Staff has completed its review of the request for approval of the Veneto Villaggio binding 
site plan and, subject to the conditions set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee 
Report dated June 19, 2014 submits: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The Richland Comprehensive Land Use Plan for this area is the Badger Mountain 

South Subarea plan and the site is a portion of the Badger Mountain South Master 
Planned Community. The plan designates the site for specialty retail and mixed 
commercial land uses. 

 
2. The proposed binding site plan includes a variety of lot sizes in a commercial mixed 

use area that includes retail land uses, wineries, multi-family residential uses, 
vineyards and an outdoor amphitheater. 

 
Conclusion of Law: 
1. The proposed binding site plan is consistent with and would provide for 

development of the subject property in conformance with the types of land 
uses envisioned in the land use element of the adopted comprehensive plan. 

 
Findings of Fact: 



PLANNING COMMISSION, STAFF REPORT, 6-25-14 
BSP2014-100   

PAGE 2   
 

3. The site is subject to both the provisions of the Land Use and Development 
Regulations (LUDR) 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 binding site plan, 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. Chapter 24.12 of the RMC sets forth standards for review of binding site plans that 

call for the City to consider the appropriateness and location of driveway access to 
public thoroughfares, interior circulation corridors and area circulation patterns; 
conformance with planned or existing utilities and storm drainage and the general 
compatibility with planned and existing land uses in the surrounding area. 

 
7. The proposed binding site plan provides for the creation of a system of streets, and 

private roadways, common parking areas, includes provisions for the extension of 
domestic and irrigation water, sanitary sewer and electrical power and provides for 
a system of pedestrian trails.    
 

8. The proposed improvements to serve the binding site plan 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. City staff has reviewed the project and have recommended specific conditions of 

approval as set forth in the Technical Advisory Committee report, dated June 19, 
2014. 

 
Conclusions of Law: 
4. As conditioned the proposed binding site plan makes appropriate provisions for 

access and utility line extensions, is consistent with area circulation patterns 
and is generally compatible with planned and existing uses in the area.  
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Findings of Fact: 
10. The City has adopted a Planned Action Ordinance for the Badger Mountain South 

community. 
 
11. 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.  

 
12. On June 19, 2014, City staff issued a letter of consistency, finding that the proposal 

is in fact consistent with the mitigation measures contained in the Master 
Agreement. 

 
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 

binding site plan of Veneto Villaggio is warranted because the project 
conforms to the City’s adopted Badger Mountain South Master Plan, the 
applicable Land Use and Development Regulations and the Master 
Agreement provisions; is consistent with the requirements of the City’s 
binding site plan 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 (BSP2014-100) and approve the binding site plan of Veneto 
Villaggio subject to the conditions of approval set forth in the Technical Advisory 
Committee Report dated June 19, 2014. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A - Supplemental Information  
B -  Technical Advisory Committee Report 
C – Vicinity Map 
D –Copy of Public Notice 
E - Application Form 
F – Master Agreement Consistency Recommendation 
G– Master Agreement Consistency Determination 
H– Planned Action Consistency Determination 
I –Binding Site Plan Maps 
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 ATTACHMENT A 
 (BSP2014-100) 
                                                                    
 SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 
 
Nor Am Investment LLC has filed an application for a binding site plan to divide 73.5 
acres into 40 commercial lots that would be served by a system of private roads and 
common parking areas. The plan is for mixed commercial uses including retail 
commercial uses, wineries, a vineyard (proposed for Lot 20) an outdoor amphitheater 
(proposed for Lot 35) and multi-family residential uses fronting on Ava Way (Lots 5-14).  
 
Access to the area included in the binding site plan would be provided from Ava Way 
from 5 private roadways and 4 driveways accessing parking areas. A private access 
drive is also proposed to extend into the site from Dallas Road. The site would also be 
accessed from the south, via two private roadways into the future Badger Mountain 
Parkway. The Parkway is intended to be a major arterial street that will extend through 
the entire project site from east-west. 
 
Water and irrigation water to serve the site would be extended from Ava Way. Sewer 
lines would be extended from the existing pump station located to the west of Dallas 
Road and along Road A into the interior of the project site.  
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES 
 
North: The property is bounded on the north by Ava Way. Across Ava 

Way is the residential plat of West Vinyards. These properties are 
designed as BMS – Neighborhood General and BMS – 
Neighborhood Collector.  

 
East & South: Abutting properties are all a part of the Badger Mountain South 

Master Planned Community and so are subject to the alternative 
Land Use and Development Regulations that the City has adopted 
for this master planned community. None of these abutting 
properties have been developed yet and are still under agricultural 
use.   

 
West:  Dallas Road is located west of and adjacent to the site. Properties 

west of Dallas Road are undeveloped and are designated as BMS 
– Destination Retail. 

    
Physical Features: The site has recently been graded in anticipation of future 
commercial development. Lot 3 of the binding site plan application is the site of the 
Country Mercantile Store, which has just begun construction.  
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Comprehensive Plan:  The comprehensive plan that is in place for this project is the 
Badger Mountain South Subarea Plan. It designates the site as Specialty Retail and 
Commercial Mixed Use.  
 
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.  
  
 
Badger Mt. South Land Use & Development Regualtions (LUDR) 
The LUDR divides Badger Mountain South into a number of districts. The proposed 
binding site plan is located within two of these districts: 
 
 BMS-Special District Specialty Retail – The Specialty Retail Special District is 
intended to support the growing interst in local and regional agricultural products, in 
particular the local wine industry. 
 
 BMS-CMU – The Commercial Mixed use Special District is a local destination for 
employment, shopping, dining, entertainment and recreation. 
  
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.  
 
   
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 
June 19, 2014. A copy is attached.   
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ANALYSIS 
 
Binding site plans are an alternative method of land division provided for in state law 
that are reserved for commercial and industrial properties. The binding site process 
allows for maximum flexibility for the subdivider to create parcels. In a final plat, lot lines 
are delineated and cannot be modified without going through cumbersome lot line 
adjustments or plat alterations. The binding site plan process provides a method of land 
division in which the actual dimensions of a parcel are not determined until the time of 
sale, when a survey of the lot is completed and recorded. Thus a binding site plan can 
allow a developer to market properties with the ability to sell the exact acreage needed 
for a specific commercial user. A binding site plan then is less about the exact 
configuration of lots and is more focused on the street pattern and utility layout. 
 
The other primary difference between a standard subdivision and a binding site plan is 
that rather than building all the required infrastructure needed to support the 
development, as is the case with a subdivision, a binding site plan allows for the 
deferred installation of infrastructure. The binding site plan identifies how access roads 
and utilities would be extended to the lot, but the actual installation of those 
improvements can be deferred until the construction of a building on a particular lot, 
again providing the developer with a great deal of flexibility. 
 
This binding site plan represents the first commercial land division within the Badger 
Mountain South Master Planned Community. The LUDR calls for the specialty retail and 
mixed commercial development throughout the site. The binding site plan is consistent 
with the LUDR. As development of the binding site plan occurs, the following specific 
LUDR provisions will have to be met on a lot by lot basis: 
 

• The standards contained in Section 4C and 4D relating to installation of 
sidewalks , plazas and pedestrian amenities, signage, service areas, building 
heights, landscaping, exterior lighting, parking, design standards and 
sustainability standards; 

• The standards contained in Section 5E relating to plaza/town squares, 5H relaing 
to greenbelts (along Ava Way), and 5L relating to urban trails (along Badger 
Mountain Parkway); 

• The standards contained in Section 6 relating to edge type treatments along Ava 
Way and Badger Mountain Parkway; 

• Section 8 relating to building design standards; 
• Section 11 relating to landscaping; 
• Section 12 relating to sustainability standards for both residential and non-

residential buildings; 
• Section 13 relating to fencing, signage, site furnishings and common parking 

standards.  
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Also, as development of Veneto Villaggio occurs, traffic mitigation measures will be 
required in accordance with the environmental mitigation conditions identified in the 
master agreement between the City of Richland and Nor Am Investment.   
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed plat layout is in compliance with the uses envisioned for the property in 
the City’s adopted Badger Mountain South Subarea Plan and its Land Use and 
Development Regulations. Subject to the conditions set forth in the Technical Advisory 
Committee Report, the proposed binding site plan is consistent with the specific 
regulations set forth to govern the development of this master planned community. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 (BSP2014-100) 
    
RICHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT (BSP2014-100) 
JUNE 19, 2014 
 
APPLICANT:   NOR AM INVESTMENTS, LLC 
 
REQUEST:   VENETO VILLAGGIO BINDING SITE PLAN TO DIVIDE 73.5 

ACRES INTO 40 COMMERCIAL LOTS, TOGETHER WITH 
PRIVATE ROADWAYS AND COMMON PARKING AREAS. 

 
LOCATION:   WITHIN THE BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH MASTER 

PLANNED COMMUNITY, SOUTH OF AVA WAY AND EAST 
OF DALLAS ROAD 

 
ENGINEER:   AHBL ENGINEERING 
 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Technical Advisory Committee conducted a review of the request and recommends 
that if the binding site plan is approved, such approval be subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
 
1. The connection of Private Road “A” onto Dallas Road may not be allowed and its 

approval is subject to review.  This intersection was not part of the original LUDR 
design.  Its proximity to Ava Way and the number of turning movements on 
Dallas Road are some of the factors that will need to be reviewed prior to 
approval of Road “A”. 
 

2. As development of the binding site plan occurs, the following specific LUDR 
provisions will have to be met on a lot by lot basis: 

a. The standards contained in Section 4C and 4D relating to installation of 
sidewalks , plazas and pedestrian amenities, signage, service areas, 
building heights, landscaping, exterior lighting, parking, design standards 
and sustainability standards; 

b. The standards contained in Section 5E relating to plaza/town squares, 5H 
relating to greenbelts (along Ava Way), and 5L relating to urban trails 
(along Badger Mountain Parkway); 

c. The standards contained in Section 6 relating to edge type treatments 
along Ava Way and Badger Mountain Parkway; 

d. Section 8 relating to building design standards; 
e. Section 11 relating to landscaping; 



f. Section 12 relating to sustainability standards for both residential and non-
residential buildings; 

g. Section 13 relating to fencing, signage, site furnishings and common 
parking standards.  
 

3. The street names and addresses shall be finalized at time record surveys are 
completed prior to lot sale. Street naming and addressing shall be in 
conformance to RMC Chapter 12.01. The following note shall be placed on the 
record survey documents “Address numbers [noted in brackets] are subject 
to change by the City of Richland at time of building permit issuance.” 
 

4. The applicant shall comply with all mitigation conditions identified in Exhibit B to 
the Master Agreement Environmental Mitigations Conditions. 
 

5. Binding site plan approval is subject to compliance with the conditions of 
approval set forth in the attached memorandum from the Civil and Utility 
Engineering Division dated June 18, 2014. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
CITY OF RICHLAND 
CIVIL AND UTILITY ENGINEERING 
DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS 
 
DATE:   June 18, 2013   
 
TO:   RICK SIMON, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER  
   AARON LAMBERT, SENIOR PLANNER  
 
PLAT REVIEW BY: JASON REATHAFORD, ENGINEERING TECH 4 
    
PROJECT NAME: VENETO VILLAGIO BINDING SITE PLAT (BSP2014-100) 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: AVA WAY, BADGER MOUNTAIN SOUTH  
 
The Civil and Utility Engineering Division has reviewed the Binding Site Plan received in this office on May 27, 
2014 for the above referenced property and has the following conditions. 
 
General Conditions: 
 
1. A copy of these conditions shall be recorded along with the proposed binding site plan.  All line types 

shall be clearly identified and all proposed utilities and symbols clearly labeled.  Given that the 
internal, proposed “property lines” are not officially created by this document, it may help to show the 
future property lines with a different line weight or line type to help delineate them from the actual 
property lines that surround the property. 

 
2. The binding site plan and the master utility plan sheets shall all be recorded together on the same 

size mylar sheets, in accordance with Richland Municipal Code. 
 

3. The perimeter boundary of the BSP needs to be clearly delineated on Sheet ”C1.00”.  The boundary 
is not clear on the review copy. 

 
4. The contour lines need to be clearly labeled with elevation numbers on sheets 7 & 8. 

 
5. General note #1 on the BSP shall be revised to state “The attached master utility plans are 

preliminary and have been approved by the City of Richland as a guideline for future utility & road 
installation.  The location and size of future utilities and roads may change as construction occurs, 
please contact the City of Richland Public Works Dep’t for more information.” 
 

6. A note shall be placed on the BSP stating:  “This record of survey for a binding site plan is a 
conceptual plan for future property division.  This record of survey creates no lots, blocks, roads or 
easements.  Future divisions of blocks or lots that meet the requirements of said binding site plan 
shall be approved by the City of Richland.  Prior to the sale of any parcel within the boundaries of 
the Binding Site Plan, a record survey must be provided with the property corners set, and the 
record of survey filed with the County Auditor.  The record survey shall show property lines with 
accurate bearing, dimensions, and relationship to overall binding site plan boundaries and 
adjoining street Right of Ways.  The record survey shall be submitted for review and approval by 
the City of Richland Binding Site Plan Administrator.  Future easements and access roads serving 
said binding site plan shall be recorded by a separate document.” 

 
7. All future final plans for public utility improvements shall be submitted on a 24” x 36” format and in 

electronic format consistent with the City’s standard CAD software.  Addendums are not allowed, all 
information shall be supplied in 24 x 36 format.  When the construction is substantially complete a 
paper set of “record drawings” shall be prepared by a licensed surveyor and include all changes and 
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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.  

 
8. Public utility infrastructure located on private property will require recording of a City standard form 

easement prior to acceptance of the infrastructure and/or 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 occupancy. 

 
9. 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) shall be submitted along with the final submittal. 

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

of-way or easement.  Contact the Public Works Engineering Division at 942-7500 to schedule a 
pre-construction conference. 

 
11. 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’. 
 
12. All plan sheets involving construction of public infrastructure shall have the stamp of a current 

Washington State licensed professional engineer. 
 
13. 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/  
 
14. 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. 
 
Design Standards: 
 
15. Public improvement design shall follow the following general format: 

A. 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. 

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

C. Watermains larger than 8-inches in diameter shall be ductile iron. 
D. Watermains installed outside of City Right of Way shall be ductile iron and may need 

restrained joints. 
E. All watermains outside areas zoned R1 shall be ductile iron. 
F. Fire hydrant location shall be reviewed and approved by the City Fire Marshal. 
G. Valves and manholes installed on private property shall be placed so as to avoid parked 

cars whenever feasible. 
H. In accordance with Municipal Code, all utilities shall be extended to the adjacent property 

(properties) at the time of construction.  
I. A composite utility plan shall be included in the submitted plan set, if the project is phased. 
J. A detailed grading plan shall be included in the submitted plan set. 
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K. 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. 

L. 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. 

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

N. 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. 

O. 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.). 

P. 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. 

 
16. As per City of Richland municipal code, all utilities installed by future development within this binding 

site plan shall be stubbed to adjoining properties. 
 
17. If the project will be built in phases the applicant shall submit a master plan for the sanitary sewer, 

domestic water, storm drainage, electrical, 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. 

 
18. 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. 
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Traffic & Streets: 
 
19. Off-site public streets may need to be extended to support development of the proposed properties 

within the Binding Site Plan.  The limits of these extensions can vary greatly from property to 
property.  The potential purchaser of any of the proposed lots within this BSP is strongly urged to 
contact the City of Richland for additional information.  

 
20. The proposed private access roads within this development shall be constructed to accommodate 

fire trucks and solid waste collection vehicles and account for their turning radii. 
 
Domestic Water: 
 
21. 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 requirement and City standards 
may require looping of the watermain from off-site locations.  

 
22. The fire hydrant layout shall be approved by the City Fire Marshal.  
 
Storm Water: 
 
23. 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. 

 
24. 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. 
 

25. Any private on-site 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.  Calculations shall be 
stamped by a registered professional Civil Engineer.  Prior to discharging any storm drainage waters 
from paved surfaces into drainage ditches, groundwater or a public system, an oil/water separator 
must be installed.  The applicant’s design shall provide runoff protection to downstream property 
owners.  

 
26. If any existing storm drainage or ground water seepage empties 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. 

 
BSP Recording Requirements: 
 
27. Any public access and utility easements, such as water, sewer, electrical etc., must be provided prior 

to final acceptance by the City.  As development proceeds, easements must be dedicated by 
appropriate instrument. 
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28. A copy of the approved Master Utility Plan for this project shall be recorded along with the Binding 
Site Plan.  All line types shall be clearly identified and all proposed utilities and symbols clearly 
labeled. 

 
29. The recorded Binding Site Plan shall include notes identifying all common parking/access areas, 

and acknowledging the ownership and maintenance responsibility of said areas.  
 
30. All landscaped areas within the binding site plan that are in the public Right of Way shall be 

completed and maintained by the site owners. 
 
31. 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 (BSP2014-100) 
 
Notice is hereby given that VSI Development LLC has submitted a Binding Site Plan 
application known as Veneto Villaggio for the 73.5 acre undeveloped site located east of 
Dallas Road and south of AVA Way in the Badger Mountain South Master Planned 
Community.  The project will be a horizontally mixed use development developed in 
phases and will consist of 40 lots of various sizes, from 10,329 to 291,774 sq. ft. with 
two proposed tracts.  The project includes areas for vineyards and other open spaces, 
urban trails, offices, commercial and retail uses, winery production facilities, public 
gathering places and related parking. Pursuant to Richland Municipal Code (RMC) Section 
19.30.030 the City of Richland determined the application complete for processing on May 
19, 2014. 
 
The Richland Planning Commission, on Wednesday, June 25, 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, June 24, 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, June 20, 
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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STAFF REPORT 
 
 
TO:  PLANNING COMMISSION    PREPARED BY:  AARON LAMBERT 
FILE NO.: Z2014-101            MEETING DATE:  JUNE 25, 2014 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
APPLICANT: CITY OF RICHLAND (Z2014-101) 

 
REQUEST: ZONING AND SUBDVISION CODE TEXT AMENDMENTS – 

REVISIONS TO SECTIONS 23.38.070, 23.18.040, 23.38.020, 
23.54.140, 24.04.030 AND 24.12.010 OF THE RICHLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING REQUIREMENTS 
ASSOCIATED WITH FENCING, ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND 
HOUSE SETBACKS, SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 
REQUIREMENTS, REESTABLISHING PREVIOUSLY PLATTED 
LOTS AND SIZE REQUIREMENTS FOR LANDSCAPING TREES 
FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT. 

 
LOCATION:  CITY-WIDE 
 
REASON FOR REQUEST 
 
City staff has developed amendments to setbacks for fences and homes on corner lots, 
setbacks from alley/private access easements as well as setbacks for accessory 
buildings to the principal dwelling. 
   
The purpose of revising corner lot setbacks is to allow more flexibility in the siting of the 
homes and the option to have a larger portion of their yard screened behind fences up 
to 6 feet in height.  Currently the house and fence setbacks are the same for both street 
frontages and are generally 20 feet from the property line.  The amendments include 
diagrams to visually describe the setback allowances.  Currently the zoning code 
provides no guidance on setbacks from private alleys and access easements.  The 
general development pattern has been that homes have been built to within 5 to 6 feet 
from the edge of the pavement on private alleys. As the property includes the alley they 
could potentially build right to the edge of the alleyway/drive. Establishing a minimum 6 
foot setback allows for a more open vehicle corridor, a better pedestrian environment 
and would be in keeping with the established development pattern. The fencing 
requirements are found in RMC 23.38.070 while the setbacks required for homes is 
found in RMC 23.18.040. 
 
The 6 foot separation (setback) from accessory buildings to the home is a requirement 
that stemmed from the Uniform Building Code which is no longer in use at the City.  
Staff is proposing to eliminate this requirement and follow the International Building 
Code adopted in 2003, (and subsequent amendments) which allows accessory 
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structures to be immediately adjacent to the home depending on the size, type of 
construction, openings in the buildings and materials stored in the structure.  This would 
allow more flexibility to the residents when siting there structures.  See section 
23.38.020 for the reference.  
 
Staff is proposing to amend the submittal requirements for subdivision application maps 
by referencing the application form for the submittal requirements.  This allows flexibility 
to reduce the number of hard copies from 32 to a lesser number and also request digital 
formats for ease of distribution to City departments and external agencies, see RMC 
24.12.010.  
 
Also related to subdivision is the proposal to allow development on previously 
consolidated lots if they are returned to the size to which they were originally platted.  
Current code requires all new lots to be of the minimum lot size.  In Central Richland for 
example some lots were consolidated but as developed could be divided back to two 
lots to the same dimensions of the original plat.  The lots could only be reestablished if 
the current setbacks requirements were met for existing structures.  New development 
on the lot would be required to meet current development standards. 
 
Allowing for the reestablishment of previously platted lots would allow the potential for 
infill development where possible and still maintain the character of the neighborhood. 
This is not an uncommon practice with other jurisdictions, even those with narrow lots at 
times only 20 feet wide platted at the turn of the 20th century when homes were much 
smaller and areas of towns and cities platted by speculative developers. Note that 
current setbacks would still be applied to any new construction. 
 
Finally, a caliper size requirement is proposed for required landscaping trees to ensure 
trees of adequate size are installed with new commercial development. Recently trees 
have been planted that while meeting the letter of the code, had small caliper trunks and 
the trees are unlikely to mature to a desirable size as well as match the adjacent 
development.  RMC 23.54.140 outlines the requirements for trees in commercial 
parking facilities. 
 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Staff has completed its review of the proposed zoning code amendments to clarify the 
use and storage of recreational vehicles (Z2014-101) and submits that: 
 
1. The City’s existing setback requirements for fences and homes on corner lots 

provides little flexibility and results in much of the yard being dedicated to yard 
area along the street frontages. 
 

2. Strict setback requirements for both frontages typically results in flat building 
elevations along the flanking (non-address) street frontage so that the most 
square footage can be gained from the reduced building footprint. 
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3. Residents and Developers have expressed a desire for setbacks that allow 
flexibility in the siting of homes which can lead to variety in the design of housing.  
There is also a desire to utilize more of the flanking street frontage side yards 
and have that area screened with fencing. 
 

4. Establishing a requirement for setbacks from private alleys and access 
easements will provide needed guidance for siting homes.  The proposed 
dimension will not unduly restrict development and it will insure that a minimum 
corridor is preserved for pedestrians, vehicles and EMS services. 
 

5. The need for a separation of accessory buildings from the primary home has 
been superseded by the adoption of the International Building Code in 2003.  

 
6. The proposed setback amendments allow for greater flexibility while still 

respecting the character and appearance of the community as well as safe 
visibility at intersections. 

 
7. The requirements for subdivision application materials currently found in RMC 

24.12.020 “Preliminary Plat – Application for approval” is more appropriately 
found on the application form. The proposed amendment allows Staff to update 
the requirements when necessary without requiring an amendment to the 
municipal code.  
 

8. The reestablishment of previously platted lots that were consolidated with a 
developed lot, generally a single family home would allow for additioinal infill and 
density while still respecting the character of the neighborhood and previously 
planned subdivision of land. Development standards for setbacks, lot coverage, 
building heights and all City requirements would be required for future 
development on a reestablished lot. 

 
9. The existing requirements for required street frontage and parking lot trees 

provides no assurance that the trees will have the desired effect of providing a 
visually appealing streetscape and cooling of the parking area.   
 

10. The proposed amendment will insure trees are of a caliper that will result in 
desirable trees but not so large that the trees will have difficulty establishing 
themselves. 
 

11. The City has evaluated the environmental impacts of the proposed code 
amendments, has determined those impacts will not be significant and has 
issued a Determination of Non-Significance in keeping with the requirements of 
SEPA, see exhibit C. 

 
12. Based on the above findings and conclusions, adoption of the proposed 

amendments to the City code would be in the best interest of the community of 
Richland. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission concur with the findings and conclusions 
set forth in Staff Report (Z2014-101) and recommend to the City Council approval of the 
proposed zoning and subdivision code revisions as found in Exhibit 1. 
 
EXHIBITS 
1. Proposed Code Amendments  
2. Notice of Public Hearing 
3. Determination of Non-Significance & Environmental Checklist 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT (1) 



23.38.070 Fences. 

Fences are permitted as follows: 

A. Open Fences (fences constructed of panels/sections with at least 50 percent open spaces such as non-slatted chain 

link, wrought iron, picket or rail fencing). 

1. Six feet high, anywhere on the lot; provided, that they shall be no closer to a street right-of-way than 

the building setback line in the same zone, except as provided for in subsections (E and F) of this 

section. 

2. Four feet high, anywhere on the lot and within adjoining street right-of-way to within one foot behind 

sidewalk or five feet behind back of curb; provided, that they do not form sight obstructions at 

intersections or at curves. 

3. Open fences constructed in conjunction with public playgrounds, public utilities and other public 

installations shall be no closer than 10 feet to the curb line, but such fences may be any height 

necessary for safety and security. 

B. Other Fences. 

1. Six feet high, anywhere on the lot; provided, that they shall be no closer to the street right-of-way than 

the building setback line in the zone, except as provided in subsections (E and F) of this section. 

2. Three feet high, anywhere on the lot and within adjoining street right-of-way to within one foot behind 

sidewalk or five feet behind back of curb; provided, that they do not form sight obstructions at 

intersections, or at curves. 

C. Fence height shall be measured above the highest grade within two feet of the fence line. 

D. Fences and hedges shall be constructed and maintained in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 12.11 

RMC, Intersection Sight Distance. 

E. Fences up to six feet high may be built inside the property line and adjacent to arterial streets on lots having access 

to other streets when provisions for other such fencing are included in approved subdivision plats in accordance with 

RMC 24.08.140 and 24.16.260 or when special approval is granted by the administrative official. When fences are 

constructed under this provision, the following requirements shall apply: 

http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/richland/html/Richland12/Richland1211.html%2312.11
http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/richland/html/Richland24/Richland2408.html%2324.08.140
http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/richland/html/Richland24/Richland2416.html%2324.16.260


1. The adjacent strip of land between the fence and the back of the adjacent sidewalk shall be improved 

by the property owner concurrent with installation of fencing; 

2. The property owner shall provide a treatment plan for the strip of land as part of the building permit 

application process; 

3. The treatment plan shall provide for minimum treatment with grass, decorative rock, wood, bark, or 

any combination of such materials or similar materials in a manner that will minimize disturbance by 

natural elements or pedestrians. Xeriscaping with native plants and other low maintenance landscaping 

materials is encouraged; 

4. Fence installation and treatment of the strip of land shall be completed within six months after a permit 

is obtained; 

5. Trees or shrubs may be planted on or behind the centerline (fence side) of the strip of land and shall 

be continuously maintained in a manner that will not interfere with normal pedestrian and vehicular uses 

on the adjacent sidewalk and street; 

6. No vehicular access is allowed through any such fences except for occasional maintenance purposes; 

7. Where no sidewalk or curb is required on an arterial street or highway, any required landscape 

treatment need not extend further than seven and one-half feet toward the street from the fence; 

provided, however, that the administrative official may waive, wholly or in part, the requirement of 

landscape treatment after finding that special circumstances exist which justify such a waiver. 

F.  For corner lots and lots with triple-street frontages, fencing over four feet in height must be setback 5 feet from the 

property line, excluding the front yard (see diagram below). 



 

FG. Barbed Wire and Electric Fences. The use of barbed wire and electrically charged fences is prohibited except as 

follows: 

  



 

 

23.18.040 Site requirements for residential use districts. 

In the following chart, development standards are listed on the vertical axis. Zoning districts are listed on the horizontal 

axis. If a number appears in the box at the intersection of the column and row, that number represents the dimensional 

standard that applies to that zoning district. 

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

Residential Uses 

Minimum Front Yard Setback3 20 feet 20 feet 20 feet 15 feet/18 feet4 20 feet6,10 

Minimum Side Yard Setback 10 feet 10 feet 6 feet 6 feet5 6,10 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback 25 feet 25 feet 25 feet 20 feet/3 feet7 25 feet6,10 

Minimum Alley/Private Access Easement Setback 6 feet 6 feet 6 feet 6 feet 6 feet 

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

a. In single-family residence districts and in R-2 and R-3 districts where more than 50 percent of the normal or average-size 

lots in a block fronting on one side of the street are developed with existing buildings, other than accessory buildings, with 

front-yard setbacks less than that required for the district, a new single-family or duplex dwelling shall adopt a minimum front 

yard setback dimension which is the average of the setbacks of the buildings on the two adjoining lots, existing prior to July 22, 

1960, but in no case shall this dimension be less than 15 feet nor need it exceed 30 feet. 

b. Residential Districts. In any R district, or any combination therewith, on any corner lot where there is provided a side yard 

along the interior side lot line at least equal in width to the minimum depth of the rear yard required for the district, the main 

building may encroach upon the required rear yard up to a line where the remaining rear yard is no less in depth than the 

minimum width of the side yard required for the district. No accessory buildings may be located in said side yard, except a 

patio shelter enclosed on no more than two sides by walls or other enclosures and in conformity with the other provisions of 

this title. 

c. The flanking frontage or non-address front yard of a corner lot may reduce the front yard setback of said frontage to 15 feet, 

see diagram below.  



 

23.38.020 Accessory buildings in residential zoning districts. 

B. Detached accessory buildings not meeting the main building setbacks are subject to the following requirements: 

3. Detached accessory buildings shall be located no closer than six feet to the main building or any roofed 

attached accessory structure to the main building such as a carport, porch or patio. 

 

SUBDIVISION 

24.04.030 Application of regulations. 

The regulations contained in this title shall apply to the subdivision of any lot, parcel, or tract of land into two or more 

lots or tracts, or other division of land for the purpose of sale or building development, whether immediate or future, 

including the resubdivision or replatting of land or lots. The regulations shall apply in every situation where there is a 

dedication of streets, alleys, easements, or land for public use. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to: 

A. Cemeteries and other burial plots while used for that purpose; 



B. Divisions of land into lots or tracts each of which is one one hundred twenty-eighth of a section of land or larger, or 

five acres or larger if the land is not capable of description as a fraction of a section of land; provided, that for purposes 

of computing the size of any lot under this title which borders on a street or road, the lot size shall be expanded to 

include that area which would be bounded by the centerline of the road or street and the side lot lines of the lot running 

perpendicular to such centerline; 

C. Divisions made by testamentary provisions, or the laws of descent; and 

D. A division made for the purpose of alteration by adjusting boundary lines, between platted or unplatted lots or both, 

which does not create any additional lot, tract, parcel, site, or division nor create any lot, tract, parcel, site, or division 

which contains insufficient area and dimension to meet minimum requirements for width and area for a building site.  

E.  The reestablishment of a previously platted legal lot of record to its original dimensions that does not violate any 

current setback, lot coverage or other development standard excluding minimum lot size requirements. 

 

 

24.12.010 Preliminary plat – Application for approval. 

For the purpose of expediting the preliminary approval of any subdivision, every subdivider shall file with the subdivision 

administrator a preliminary plat application on such forms as may be provided by the city. Each application shall include 

a sufficient number of copies of the preliminary plat map  electronic and hard copies of the map(s) (but in any case, at 

least 32 copies)as specified on the preliminary plat application, a report from form.  

 

23.54.140 Landscaping of parking facilities. 

E. Landscaping Material. Landscaping materials used to achieve the design criteria in conformance with provisions of 

this section shall conform to the following standards: 

1. Trees shall be species having an average mature spread of crown of greater than 15 feet and shall be 

a minimum of five feet to eight feet overall heightsix to eight feet in height and have a diameter at breast 

height (dbh) caliper of at least 1.5 inches immediately after at planting. DBH is measured at 4.5 feet from 

average grade within 6 feet of the tree trunk so as not to include mounding at the tree base. Trees 

having an average mature spread of crown less than 15 feet may be substituted by grouping the same 



so as to create the equivalent of a 15-foot crown spread. Tree species whose roots are known to cause 

damage to public roadways or other public works shall not be planted closer than 12 feet to such public 

works, unless the tree root system is completely contained within a barrier being a minimum of five feet 

deep and five feet wide. 
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City of Richland 
Notice of Public Hearing 

 
Notice is hereby given that the Richland Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
and review of proposed amendments to Sections 23.38.70, 23.18.040, 23.38.020, 23.04.030 
and 24.12.010 of the Richland Municipal Code concerning requirements associated with 
fencing, accessory building and house setbacks, subdivision and application requirements 
and size requirements for required commercial landscaping trees. The proposed 
amendments are on file with the City of Richland and can be viewed at the Development 
Services Office, located at 840 Northgate, Richland. The hearing will be held during the 
Planning Commission’s regular meeting on May 28, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers, 
Richland City Hall, 505 Swift Boulevard, Richland, Washington. For further information, call 
Aaron Lambert at 942-7587. 
 
All interested persons are invited to attend and give testimony at the public hearing.   
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RTcrnand CITY OF RICHLAND
Determination of Non-Significance

File No. EA11-2014

Description of Proposal: Zoning Text Amendments — Revisions to sections 23.38.070,
23.18.040. 23.38.020, 23.54.140, 24.04.030 and 24.12.010 of the Richiand Municipal Code
concerning requirements associated with fencing, accessory building and house setbacks,
subdivision and application requirements and size requirements for required commercial
landscaping trees.

Proponent: City of Richland Development Services Division

Location of Proposal: City-Wide

Lead Agency City of Richland

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable
significant adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is
not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was made after review of a
completed environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.

(X) There is no comment for the DNS.

This DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not
act on this proposal for 14 days from the date below. Comments must be
submitted by N/A.

This DNS is issued after using the optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355.
There is no further comment period on the DNS.

Responsible Official: Rick Simon

PositionlTitle: Development Services Manager

Address: P.O. Box 190, Richland, WA 99352

Date; May 22, 2014

Signature



SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Purpose of checklist:

Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are
significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization or compensatory
mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact statement will be
prepared to further analyze the proposal.

Instructionsfor applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer each
question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an agency specialist
or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or does not apply’ only when you can
explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach or incorporate by
reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions often avoid delays with the
SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on
different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its
environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Instructionsfor Lead Agencies:
Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the
proposal and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source
of information needed to make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the
lead agency is responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents.

Use of checklistfor nonprofect proposals:

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable
parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). Please
completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words “project,” “applicant,” and “property or
site” should be read as “proposal,” “proponent,” and “affected geographic area,” respectively. The lead
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements —that do not
contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal.

A. BACKGROUND

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:
Zoning & Subdivision Titles 23 & 24 Text Amendments.

2. Name of applicant:
City of Richiand

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:

840 Northgate Drive, MS-35, Richland, WA 99352, Attn: Aaron Lambert
4. Date checklist prepared:

5/21/14
5. Agency requesting checklist:

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

AIr 2014



The proposed code amendments are scheduled for a Planning Commission public hearing on May

28, 2014. If recommended for approval, the item will be scheduled for City Council review in June

or July 2014.
7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with
this proposal? If yes, explain.

No

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared,
directly related to this proposal.

The City of Richland prepared and adopted and Environmental Impact Statement for the 1997

adoption of its Comprehensive Plan. These amendments are based off policies from this document.

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

None.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known.
Amendments to Titles 23 & 24 will require adoption of an ordinance by the City Council.

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies may
modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.)

The amendments would revise sections 23.38.070, 23.18.040, 23.38.020, 23.54.140, 24.04.030 and
24.12.010 of the Richland Municipal Code. Under the proposal fences and single family home
setbacks from the right-of-way would be reduced on corner lots. The required 6 foot setback
between detached accessory buildings to the primary home would be eliminated with the
International Building Code remaining to govern this type of separation. The submittal material
requirements for plats specific to the number of maps required and the format will be adjusted.
Finally, minimum caliper size requirements for required commercial landscaping trees are being
established. The proposed amendments are attached.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information fora person to understand the precise location
of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If
a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a
legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should
submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans
submitted with any permit applications related to this checklist.

The proposal would he affective city wide in residential zones for the changes to the setbacks noted
above. The change to subdivision application materials submittal requirements will not affect land
use. Finally, the revision to the tree caliper size requirement is applicable to commercial
development.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

1. Earth

a. General description of the site

Itnr 2(114
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(circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,
other

______________

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?
This is a non-project action. Future projects based on these amendments will be reviewed
against all city codes and requirements in effect at the time of development. The proposed
amendments are not anticipated to affect the development pattern, density, land uses or
general development activity in the City. Rather, the amendments provide greater flexibility
in the siting of homes, fences and accessory buildings while also ensuring commercial
development has parking lot and street frontage trees planted that are of adequate size to
provide an immediate benefit to the City.

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

See I.b above.

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

See 1.b above.

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

See 1.b above.

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

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

See l.b above.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:
See 1.b above.

2. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction..operation, and
maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate
quantities if known.

See I.b above.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so,
generally describe.

See 1.b above.

1kv 2(114
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c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:
See I.b above.

3. Water

a. Surface Water:

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including
year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type
and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.
The Columbia and Valdma rivers flow through the City and wetlands and other waterways
are also present. See 1.b above.

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

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected.
Indicate the source of fill material.
See 1.b above.

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.
See 1.b above.

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.
See 1.b above.

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.
See 1.b above.

b. Ground Water:

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

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

c. Water runoff (including stormwater):

A/a, 20/4
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1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow?
Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.
See 1.b above.

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.
See 1.b above.

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so,
describe.
See 1.b above.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern

impacts, if any:

See Lb above.

4. Plants

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:
deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

____evergreen

tree: fir, cedar, pine, other

_____shrubs____grass____pasture____crop

or grain
Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops.

____

wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other

____water

plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other

____other

types of vegetation

Vegetation varies throughout the City. See I.b above.

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
See 1.b above.

c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
See Lb above.

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

See 1.b above.

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

Noxious weeds and invasive species are found in various locations in the City. See 1.b above.

5. Animals

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

fij4! 21)14
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birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other

________

Many different animals species are found throughout the uplands, wetlands
and watenvays that are within and flow through the City. See 1.b above.

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.
See I.b above.

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.
Migration routes are found in the City. See 1.b above.

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
See 1.b above.

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site.
Invasive animal species are found in various locations in the City. See 1.b above.

6. Energy and natural resources

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

See 1.b above.

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?
If so, generally describe.

See I.b above.

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

See I.b above.

7. Environmental health

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk
of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?
If so, describe.

N/A

1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses.

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development and
design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located within
the project area and in the vicinity.

3) Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the
project’s development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project.

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required.

Ma,’ 3(114
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5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:

b. Noise

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

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

See 1.b above.

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:
Sec Lb above.

6. Land and shoreline use

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

See 1.b above.

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

See 1.b above.

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

See 1.b above.

c. Describe any structures on the site.
See 1.b above.

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?
See 1.b above.

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?
See 1.b above.

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
See 1,b above,

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
See 1.b above.

ijffl!
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i. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify.
Critical areas and shoreline zones are found in various locations in the City. See 1.b above.

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

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
N/A

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

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

See Lb above,

m. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and forest lands of
long-term commercial significance, if any:

See 1.b above.

9. Housing

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, mid
dle, or low-income housing.

See 1.b above.

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

See 1.b above.

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

10. Aesthetics

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

The permitted height of structures will not increase with the proposed amendments.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
Views may change moderately at intersections should a project develop under the reduced setbacks.
See 1.b above.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
None.

M:r 2014
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11. Lightandglare

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly
occur?
No additional light or glare would be created by the proposal than can already be developed
under existing regulations.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?
See 1.b above.

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
N/A

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:
N/A

12. Recreation

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?
Recreational opportunities are found throughout the City. See Lb above.

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.
See 1.b above.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

See 1.b above.

13. Historic and cultural preservation

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years
old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers located on or
near the site? If so, specifically describe.

The Gold Coast District in North Richland is on the National Register of Historic Places. See 1.b

above,

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation?
This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or
areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted
at the site to identify such resources.

See 1.b above.

d. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources on or
near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of archeology and
historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc.

See 1.b above.

ci. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to
resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required.

Attn 2014
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See Lb above.

14. Transportation

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe

proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.

The City is served by neighborhood, local, collector, arterial streets as well as State Routes and

Interstates. See 1.b above.

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally
describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?

The City is served by public transportation. See 1.b above.

c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal
have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate?

See 1.b above.

d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian,
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe
(indicate whether public or private).

Sec 1.b above.

e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe.

Sec Lb above.

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If
known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be
trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation models
were used to make these estimates?

See 1.b above.

g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest
products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe.

See 1.b above.

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:
See 1.b above.

15. Public services

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,
police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.

See 1.b above.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.
See 1.b above.
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16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site:
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system,
other

____________

The City is served by the above noted utilities but not all utilities arc found at all locations. See 1.b

above.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service,
and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might
be needed.

See 1.b above.

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead
agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Signature:

Name of signee Aaron Lambert

Position and Agency/Organization Senior Planner, City of Richland, Development Services

Date Submitted: 5/22/14

I/uI’ 2011
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECT ACTIONS

(IT IS NOT NECESSARY to use this sheet for project actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction
with the list of the elements of the environment.

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general
terms.

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; pro
duction, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

The proposed code amendment is applicable to development that is already allowed in the City
when meeting all required codes and regulations. It will not increase the amount of overall
development therefore no increase in discharges, emissions, release of toxic substances or noise is
anticipated as a result of this action.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
None are proposed.

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?
The proposed code amendment is applicable to development that is already allowed in the City

when meeting all required codes and regulations. It will not lead to an increased impact on plants,

animals, fish or marine life.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:
None are proposed.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
The proposed code amendment is applicable to development that is already allowed in the City

when meeting all required codes and regulations. It will not lead to an increased depletion of energy

or natural resources.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:
None are proposed.

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?

The proposed amendment would not have an increased impact to these areas and future development

will be reviewed against the applicable development regulations in effect at the time of application.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:
None are needed.

hhn 2013
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5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it
would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?

The proposed code amendment is applicable to development that is already allowed in the City

when meeting all required codes and regulations, specifically the shoreline development standards

and critical areas ordinance. The amendments will not lead to an increased impact to the shoreline.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:
None are needed.

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public
services and utilities?

The proposed code amendment is applicable to development that is already allowed in the City

when meeting all required codes and regulations. It will not lead to an increased demand on public

services and utilities.

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:
None are needed.

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or
requirements for the protection of the environment.

The proposed code amendments are not known to conflict with any local, state or federal
laws.

Mar 2013
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