
 

* Public comments: Those who wish to make a public comment for this meeting can do so via video or audio connection. 

Please keep yourself muted until the appropriate time. Phone callers can unmute themselves by dialing *6. 

 

Council agendas are subject to change before or during the council meetings upon motion. All times are approximate. 

 

Anyone with a disability requiring special accommodations should contact the Town Clerk's Office at Town Hall or call 

(206)542-4443 before 1:00 p.m. the Thursday preceding the Council Meeting. For TDD relay service, call (206)587-5500, or 

outside the Seattle area #1-800-833-6388. 
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TOWN OF WOODWAY 
COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 

Meeting held virtually due to the Governor’s Stay-at-Home order 

MONDAY, MAY 3, 2021 

6:00 P.M. 
 

 

6:00 P.M. Call to Order, Flag Salute, & Roll Call 

6:00 P.M. I Approval of Payments – May 3, 2021 Claims, April 2021 Payroll 

6:05 P.M. Public Comments* 

6:10 P.M. II Council Reports 

6:15 P.M. III Mayor’s Report 

6:20 P.M. IV Town Administrator’s Report 

6:25 P.M. V Presentation: Twin Maples Stormwater – John Forba, Town Engineer 

6:45 P.M. VI REET Legislation – HB 1069 

7:00 P.M. VII Retreat Planning 

7:15 P.M.  General Council Discussion – Choice of Subjects 

7:20 P.M. Adjournment 

http://www.townofwoodway.com/townhall/documents/AGENDA.doc
http://www.townofwoodway.com/townhall/documents/AGENDA.doc
http://www.townofwoodway.com/townhall/documents/AGENDA.doc
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TOWN OF WOODWAY 
CLAIMS APPROVAL 

 

 

 
“I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been 

furnished, the services rendered, or the labor performed as described herein and that the claim is a 

just, due, and unpaid obligation against the Town of Woodway, Snohomish County, Washington, 

and that I am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claims.” 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Clerk Treasurer 

 

 

 

The following transactions are approved for 2021 payment: 

 

Claims checks #13393 through 13414 & EFT #599 ......................................................$113,122.52 

 

This 3rd day of May 2021. 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

 

 

 

*The three largest charges on the credit card bill are: 

1. New computer & monitor for front desk: $982.52 

2. Postage: $330.00 

3. PW & PD Fuel: $342.24 

 



 

 

 

TOWN OF WOODWAY 
PAYROLL APPROVAL 

 

 

 
“I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been 

furnished, the services rendered, or the labor performed as described herein and that the claim is a 

just, due, and unpaid obligation against the Town of Woodway, Snohomish County, Washington, 

and that I am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claims.” 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Clerk-Treasurer 

 

 

 

The following April 2021 Payroll transactions, for 6.5 FTE, are approved for 2021 payment: 

 

EFT Transactions #578 through 596................................................................................$56,127.50 

 

 

This 30th day of April 2021 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

____________________________________ 

Councilmember 

 

 

*There was no comp time accrued in April 2021 
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Heidi K. S. Napolitino

From: bkrepick@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2021 9:15 PM
To: Andrew DeDonker; Brian Bogen; Elizabeth Mitchell; Eric Faison; Heidi K. S. Napolitino; 

John Brock; Mike Quinn; Tom Whitson
Cc: Jan Ostlund; John Zevenbergen; Lisa Marquart; Per Odegaard; Robert Allen; Teresa Pape
Subject: Residential development at Point Wells and other hazardous sites - a plan to prevent 

runaway costs and secure taxpayer support 

Mayor Quinn, Council Members, Planning Commission Members, Eric, Heidi  - 
 
Following the recent (April 5, 2021) Snohomish County Council’s decision to affirm the Hearing Examiner’s 
January 29, 2021 decision to deny the BSRE/Point Wells development application (and requests for variances) 
without an Environmental Impact Statement, I have attached below an email I sent last week to Stephanie 
Wright and the Snohomish County Council re my suggestion that they amend their planning guidelines by 
adding a number of developer prerequisites covering State designated hazardous waste sites.  My 
recommendations are aimed at giving the County more planning control and less financial exposure to any 
future development applications for the Point Wells site.     
 
In the past, the Woodway Council has shown concern for having adequate capital reserves to cover the costs 
of unknown financial risks.  If the Council proceeds with its current plan for unilateral annexation of Point Wells, 
and you seek taxpayer approval, then you will need to explain to the taxpayers how you are going to manage 
and control the developer application process and prevent a repeat of the $750,000 unreimbursed cost that the 
County incurred by BSRE’s foot dragging, non-response, failure to pay reimbursement costs, and pursuit of 
petitions and appeals at the County and State level that were non-reimbursable. 
 
The only way that Woodway can protect itself and its taxpayers from an intransigent developer like BSRE and 
prevent a Point Wells development from becoming a ‘money pit’ is to either abandon the unilateral annexation 
strategy or implement a number of developer prerequisites that will control the development process and 
prevent a recurrence of the BSRE/Point Wells disaster.   
 
The current Inter-Local Agreement that Woodway has with Shoreline, and the recent changes the Town has 
made to its Point Wells’ Strategic Plan and Developer Agreement will do nothing to prevent BSRE or any other 
developer from repeating the pattern of abuse, non-reimbursable cost overruns, and time delays from non-
response and legal appeals that were suffered by Snohomish County and its taxpayers over the last 10 years. 
The ILA and the Town’s Developer Agreement need to be substantially amended to ensure control over a 
renegade developer like BSRE and to prevent runaway taxpayer funded non-reimbursable expenses.  
 
If you want to get the support of the Woodway residents to pursue unilateral annexation of Point Wells, I 
strongly urge you to review my recommendations, and enter into discussions with both the City of Shoreline 
and with the Snohomish County Council to adopt these actions before BSRE or another developer submits a 
new application for residential land development at Point Wells.  Time is of the essence as the existing Point 
Wells petroleum products’ distribution terminal is closed and not bringing in any revenue – and a residential 
development alternative has great economic potential.  
 
We all have a unique opportunity to benefit from painful and expensive ‘lessons learned’ by Snohomish County 
Planners.  I have outlined a prudent course of action and I hope you will either move quickly to act on my 
recommendations, or you will back away from the unilateral annexation strategy.  Failing to do one or the other 
will subject Woodway taxpayers to enormous financial risk! 
 
I would like to have this email entered as ‘public comments’ for the next Council and Planning Commission 
meetings.  Thank you for your timely and considered response.  Please keep me and my Woodway neighbors 
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informed of your actions through the meetings of the Council and Planning Commission and updates/postings 
on the Town website.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Bill Krepick 
11402 239th Pl SW 
Woodway, WA  98020  
 

From: Eco, Debbie <Debbie.Eco@snoco.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 9:38 AM 
To: bkrepick@sbcglobal.net 
Cc: Wright, Stephanie <Stephanie.Wright@co.snohomish.wa.us> 
Subject: RE: Point Wells and other hazardous site developments - ideas to improve taxpayer support and County control 
in the future 
Mr. Krepick, 
Thank you for your e-mail.  I have forwarded to the rest of the councilmembers and their aides. 
Have a great sunny day.  Debbie. 
 
Debbie Eco, CMC 
Clerk of the Council 
Snohomish County Council 
425-388-7038 
 
Please be advised:  All e-mail correspondence sent to and from this e-mail address is subject to the State of Washington's Public Records Act (chapter 
42.56 RCW). 
E-mail and data attached to e-mail (including metadata) sent to and from this e-mail address may be monitored and archived, and may be disclosed 
to third parties pursuant to state law. 

 
From: bkrepick@sbcglobal.net <bkrepick@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 9:35 AM 
To: Eco, Debbie <Debbie.Eco@snoco.org>; Wright, Stephanie <Stephanie.Wright@co.snohomish.wa.us> 
Subject: Point Wells and other hazardous site developments - ideas to improve taxpayer support and County control in 
the future 
 

CAUTION : This email originated from outside of this organization. Please exercise caution with links and attachments.  
 
Hello Debbie and Stephanie - 
I applaud the Council for their April 5th decision to uphold the Hearing Examiner’s January 29, 2021 decision to 
deny BSRE’s multiple appeals for its numerous unjustified variance requests and denial of the applications 
without an Environmental Impact Statement.  Please pass along my thanks to all Council members for their 
support for both the Hearing Examiner and for all Snohomish County and King County taxpayers – especially 
the 95%+ residents of Shoreline, Richmond Beach, Woodway, and Edmonds who have been resolutely 
opposed to the scope and scale of the BSRE/Point Wells development for 10+ years, and who were forced to 
underwrite at least $750,000 worth of BSRE’s non-compliance, foot dragging, non-responsiveness, and 
unjustified appeals during the last 5 years.   
 
BSRE’s long standing abuses of the County development process and the County Planning staff are 
outrageous.  BSRE has continually stonewalled the County’s requests for building code and zoning 
compliance.  The developer has ignored taxpayer concern over the scope and scale of BSRE’s 61 acre 
development at Point Wells that would destroy environmental safeguards; violate reasonable traffic standards; 
and ignore landslide safety issues, building height limitations, existing homeowner view rights, and building 
code setbacks. Many thanks to the Council for putting an end to this unwanted and undesirable charade! 
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Now that the BSRE/Point Wells project has been terminated, I would ask the Council to consider amending 
County Planning guidelines and implementing at least seven critical land development prerequisites that would 
allow the County and the taxpayers to better control future abusive land developers like BSRE – especially for 
residential land development projects on hazardous waste sites: 
 

1) No future residential development applications that encompass a known hazardous waste site should 
ever be allowed to be filed until and unless the developer obtains certification of toxic waste cleanup 
from the State Ecology Department.  This would require that the developer have skin in the game and 
that the County and taxpayers be assured that the hazardous waste site can support residential 
development.  Note that the city of Edmonds’ Point Edmonds condo development in the 1990’s was 
delayed for 12 years until the developer and Unocal received clean-up certification from the Department 
of Ecology.  There’s no reason that Point Wells shouldn’t follow this precedent setting process.   

2) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Study for a hazardous waste site should be funded and 
completed by the developer and not the County.  Why should taxpayers have to pay for an EIS when it 
is incumbent on the developer to assure taxpayers that the proposed development will comply with the 
most current Statewide environmental impact standards?  The developer needs to assure the County 
that all relevant environmental impact considerations are mitigated.  

3) According to data that was provided me from the County accounting and planning staff, BSRE has cost 
the County and taxpayers over $750,000 in unreimbursed expenses for engineering and legal review to 
support the BSRE/Point Wells’ land development application and the numerous legal reviews and 
appeals associated with it.  The County should revise and expand its reimbursement guidelines and 
penalties for non-compliance to ensure future developers reimburse the County for Planning support 
AND for Legal support for both the application review process AND for any lawsuits and appeals.  It is 
outrageous that the County and its taxpayers have had to pay out-of-pocket more than $750,000 in 
County staff salaries and third party professional fees to respond to technical and legal issues raised by 
this derelict developer!  It should never happen again with this developer or any future developer! 

4) The County should amend its development and building codes to ensure that during the development 
application review period, the most current State mandated landslide safety guidelines are followed, 
and not allow outdated landslide safety standards to be vested at the time the application is first filed.  

5) The County should implement a mandatory arbitration clause so any future deep-pocket developers will 
not be able to bleed the County and its taxpayers dry by pursuing lengthy and expensive lawsuits and 
appeals with various Court jurisdictions.  Mandatory arbitration is the only way to ensure that 
developers cannot outspend the County and its taxpayers in abusing the planning and development 
guidelines. 

6) The County should implement a maximum building height limitation of 6 floors (75 feet?) for any new 
buildings that are built within 1/ 2 mile of Puget Sound.  I believe that there are no buildings north of 
downtown Seattle along Puget Sound that are more than 6 stories high.  Why should this existing 
limitation not be codified to protect the environment, the shoreline, and the view rights of residents?  

7) The County Council should discuss these hazardous waste site development ideas with Shoreline, 
Edmonds, and Woodway – and work to develop a new Inter-local Agreement between these towns and 
cities that would codify new hazardous waste site development regulations and protect taxpayers in the 
future. 

 
Given the litany of developer application abuses and extraordinary taxpayer cost that the failed BSRE/Point 
Wells development caused, I believe that the Council has ample economic and legal justification and ample 
taxpayer support to implement a battery of developer prerequisites for hazardous waste sites (and other 
complex developer projects) that will support environmentally friendly, safe, attractive, and taxpayer supported 
development applications.   
 
Thanks in advance for considering.  I would appreciate receiving any feedback re whether the Council thinks 
any of my ideas are worth pursuing, and if so, what the process and timeline might be for action.  If the Council 
rejects my ideas, I would appreciate hearing the reasons behind not wanting to improve and better control the 
Planning process for future hazardous waste site development applications.  
 
Sincerely, 
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Bill Krepick  
11402 239th Pl SW 
Woodway, WA  98020 
650-964-7099 
 



Stormwater 
Infrastructure in 
Woodway
Twin Maples Neighborhood



Project Background
• Flooding was present throughout the neighborhood but worst in SE corner-239th Pl 

SW and 110th Pl W intersection

• A study was performed in late 2000’s that produced alternatives for alleviating 
flooding

• An approach using bioretention cells was found to be the preferred alternative and 
accepted by council.

• In 2014 multiple bioretention cells were installed after prioritizing the locations.

• In 2018 the Town contracted to install two more bioretention cells due to failure of 
catch basins at the corner of 239th Pl SW and 111th Pl W.

• Olympic View W&S District was contacted to relocate a water main in conflict with the 
east cell.  The district created a water main upgrade project in the area then 
approached the Town about including the Town’s stormwater project in the water 
main upgrade project which will result in cost savings for the Town.

4/29/2021 Add a footer



Bioretention Cells Installed In 2014
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Proposed Bioretention Cells
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Stormwater Infrastructure Comparison
Per Department of Ecology Stormwater Design Standards

Bioretention

• Alleviates Flooding

• Cleans Dirty Runoff*

• Does Not Require Pretreatment

* Provides “Enhanced Treatment” 
reducing heavy metals from runoff  
detrimental to aquatic life

Infiltration Facilities

• Alleviates Flooding

• Does Not Clean Dirty Runoff

• Requires Pretreatment

4/29/2021 Add a footer



Conclusions
• It is PACE’s opinion that bioretention cells are superior to infiltration facilities 

for a street side application such as Twin Maples.

• By coupling this project with Olympic View W&S District’s water main project 
the costs will be reduced.  If we were to redesign this project now these cost 
savings would not be achievable.

• Maintenance of bioretention cells is important to assuring functionality of the 
system.  While the PW department may be short staffed, maintenance of 
these facilities needs to be a priority.

4/29/2021 Add a footer



MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Town Council 

FROM:  Eric Faison, Town Administrator 

SUBJECT:  HB 1069 – REET Flexibility 

DATE:  29 April 2021 

CC:  Mike Quinn, Mayor 

Background  

Cities are authorized by State law to impose an excise tax on the sale of real property. The tax may not exceed 

0.5% of the sale price. This 0.5% is broken down into two halves – commonly known as REET 1 and REET 2. The 

two versions of REET have slightly different restrictions, but both versions are generally restricted to capital 

project expenditures. “Capital projects” is relatively narrowly defined, but for our purposes include streets, 

sidewalks, park land acquisition (REET 1) and park maintenance (REET 2). 

The Town has slightly over $1 million in its Capital Projects Fund (REET). 

HB 1069 

In this year’s legislative session, the House and Senate passed a bill that, among other things, temporarily 

provides more flexibility on the use of REET. The bill, HB 1069, states: 

After the effective date of this section through December 31, 2023, a city or county may use the 

greater of $100,000 or 35 percent of available funds under this section for the operation of, 

maintenance of, and service support for, existing capital projects, including the provision of 

services to residents of affordable housing or shelter units.  

While the bill has not yet been signed by the Governor, we fully expect him to do so.  

The chart below approximates how much the Town could spend on Public Works’ maintenance and operations 

of the Town’s streets and parks, while including the following assumptions: 

1. Continued REET revenue growth of $120,000 a year consistent with our financial forecast; 

2. Continued contributions of $60,000 a year towards our Town Hall debt payment; and 

3. Completion of $310,000 in planned road overlay projects in 2022 and 2023. 

  

Transfer to 

Operating Budget
REET Balance

2021 350,000                706,000                

2022 247,100                264,000                

2023 100,000                169,000                

Total 697,100                



The following chart shows a revised forecasted Operating Budget and REET balance based on such 

expenditures.  

 

Conclusion 

The net effect of this change would be to shift the date when the Town’s unallocated ending fund balance 

(reserves) falls below $1 million outward by three years – from 2025 to 2028. We would be able to do so while 

continuing our currently planned capital expenditures. Specific allocations within the Operating Budget will 

require additional analysis. 

` 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Projected Operating Budget Balance 1,536,851   1,426,007   1,331,327   1,144,036   987,271      757,886      509,305      177,975      (182,461)     (632,562)     

Revised Operating Budget Balance 1,536,851   1,776,007   1,929,777   1,842,496   1,685,741   1,456,366   1,207,796   876,476      516,050      65,961         

Projected REET Balance 1,001,443   876,443      861,443      866,443      926,443      986,443      1,046,443   1,106,443   1,166,443   1,226,443   

Revised REET Balance 1,001,443   706,443      264,343      169,343      229,343      289,343      349,343      409,343      469,343      529,343      
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