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Chapter 36.70A RCW (GMA), and the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21 RCW 

(SEPA).  

III.  CHALLENGED ACTION 

 3. The actions challenged in this petition are: 

  a. Portions of Amended Ordinance 12-068, which consists of amendments to 

the Snohomish County Growth Management Act Comprehensive Plan – General Policy Plan 

(GMACP – GPP); amendments to the GMACP – GPP Future Land Use Map; amendments to the 

area-wide zoning map; and amendments to the GMACP – GPP Appendix E (Glossary); and 

  b. Portions of Amended Ordinance 12-069, which consists of amendments to 

Chapter 30.31A of the Snohomish County Code (SCC), and repeals SCC Section 30.34A.085. 

 4. Snohomish County Ordinances 12-068 and 12-069 were passed by the Snohomish 

County Council on October 17, 2012 and signed by the County Executive on October 31, 2012.  

Notice of Enactment of these ordinances was published on November 8, 2012, in the Everett 

Herald.  This Petition for Review is timely filed under and RCW 36.70A.290 and WAC 242-03-

220. 

IV.  STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

5. Did Snohomish County Ordinances 12-068 and 12-069 violate RCW 36.70A.070, 

36.70A.120 and/or 36.70A.040(3), and fail to be guided by 36.70A.020(1), (3), (10) and/or (12), 

where the Ordinances are inconsistent with and fail to implement other aspects of the Snohomish 

County GMACP – GPP by eliminating the maximum size for “Urban Villages” and potentially 

doubling the maximum residential density, while simultaneously removing any requirement for 

proximity to a principal arterial road or mass transit?    

6. Did Snohomish County’s enactment of Ordinances 12-068 and 12-069 fail to 

comply with RCW 36.70A.070, 36.70A.120 and/or 36.70A.040(3), and fail to be guided by 

36.70A.020(1), (3), (10), and/or (12), where the adopted changes to the Urban Village program, 

which among other things eliminate the upper size limit for “Urban Villages,” are inconsistent 










