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Subject: Title 19 Land Use Procedures — continued public hearing

Staff Contact: Don Measamer, Darcy Swetnam

Approved for Submittal to Council by Action Type
Laurie Gere, Mayor Ordinance No.
X | Don Measamer, PCED Director Code Revision?
X | Darcy Swetnam, City Attorney Resolution No.
Contract
X Public Hearing
Staff Report
X Discussion

Summary Statement: The advertised public hearing regarding this topic was continued to
this evening (November 30, 2016). Please use your packet from the November 23, 2016
Planning Commission meeting. Written public comments received to date are linked/attached.

Background:

Previous Council/Committee Action: Planning Commission discussed the proposal at its October
12, November 9, and November 23, 2016 meetings.

Competing Viewpoints Considered: Public comment received to date has been incorporated into
the draft where appropriate; the public hearing has been continued to this evening.

Recommended Motion: None.

Alternative Actions: N/A

Attachments (listed in order presented):

Public Comments received as of 11/27/16
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November 9, 2016

Good Evening Commissioners,
My name is Marilyn Wells Derig. | reside at 1302 K Avenue here in Anacortes.
I have two concerns that | wish to bring to your attention.

For the first concern, | call your attention to the matrix, version 11/2/2016. Under Type 1
Administrative Ministerial Actions, no notice is required of the administrator. That means that
for a Boundary Line Adjustment (BLA) approval, no neighborhood notice is given. So neighbors
are unaware of developments that utilize this method of application, and cannot raise concerns in
a timely manner, even if it dramatically affects their neighborhood. See recent BLA’s on
properties on 12" and D and on West 10™ to see the extent of these boundary line adjustments.
These are not adjusting lines between two agreeable neighbors. No notice was given to
neighbors. | suggest that BLA’s need to be handled through a mechanism that requires notice.

My other concern relates to standing. Currently any “aggrieved” person who submits a written
comment or speaks at a Planning Commission meeting may appeal. The suggestion is to replace
that process. Please see 19.10.210. I quote:

Appeals.
A. Standing. The following parties have standing to appeal final decisions:
1. The Director;
2. The applicant;
3. Any owner of the property subject to the application;
4. Any party of record when all of the following conditions are present:
a. The land use decision has prejudiced or is likely to prejudice that person;
b. That person’s asserted interests are among those that the City was required to
consider when it made the land use decision; and
c. A judgment in favor of that person would substantially eliminate or redress the

prejudice to that person caused or likely to be caused by the land use decision.”

Please note: This is a requirement for bringing an action before the Superior Court.
What if a “local decision maker” incorrectly ruled that you have no “standing?” You
have no remedy in Superior Court because you no longer meet the requirement 4b.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.
Marilyn Wells Derig

mderig@me.com

360-293-3928



























Grage, Libby

From: Gene Derig <gderig@me.com>

Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 8:41 PM

To: Laumbatus, Marty; Mount, Jeff; Doll, Andrea; Cleland-McGrath, Christine; Moffitt, Amber;
Oppel, Curt; McNett, Jeremy

Cc: coa.mayor; Measamer, Don; Grage, Libby; Nelson, Kaitlynn; Stewart, Joann; Cricchio,
Kevin

Subject: Comments for Planning Commission from the meeting 11/9/16

Anacortes Planning Commission
Anacortes, WA

Dear Chairman Laumbattus and Planning Commissioners,
These are my comments for the Planning Commission meeting of 11/9/16.
#1—RE: The expanding powers of a possible Hearing Examiner.

Originally, we were told that the Hearing Examiner position, if adopted, would have
limited responsibilities, only applying to such things as Variances and Special Use permits
for antennas and cell towers. Now we find in the most recent version of the matrix

that preliminary short sub-divisions of 5-9 lots are now included under the jurisdiction

of the Hearing Examiner. Why isthere an expansion of powers at thistime? The

position has not been approved and we haven't even cleaned up our codes yet!!

#2— RE: Question of "Frivolous Appeals’

The last time we attended a Planning Commission meeting the subject was raised of afee
or other charge per appeal to any City body. The Chairman offered that such afee

might be preclude “frivolous appeals’. What isa“frivolous appeal”? Why would it

be deemed in the best interest of the public for citizensto have to “pay -to-play”, as

it were, in order to appeal a Planning Commission decision to City Council as

illustrated in column 3, under PC of the latest matrix?

Thanks for your time.

Gene Derig

1302 K. Avenue/PO Box 341
Anacortes, WA 98221
gderig@me.com
360-293-3928




Tom and Pam Allen
P.O. Box 817
Anacortes, WA 98221

November 21, 2016

To: Anacortes Planning Commission

Re: Draft Title 19 Development Section of the AMC
Dear Chairman Laumbattus and Planning Commissioners,

We would like to submit some of our thoughts on the upcoming Draft Title 19 Development code
rewrite for procedures, policies and code changes.

The economic vitality of Anacortes is very important to all of us for jobs, healthy business investment
and a range of housing affordability for all economic segments of the Anacortes community. As long
time building contractor and business investors in Anacortes we feel that there is currently a negative
environment for housing in Anacortes. Negativity hurts our Anacortes citizens and businesses.
Negativity does not foster economic vitality.

Draft Title 19.10.210 Appeals.

Routine, arbitrary or possibly frivolous appeals have become the norm in the Anacortes land use and
building process and are very disruptive. Appeals are paralyzing to the Planning Department, the
applicant(s), businesses and the community. They increase the price of land and slow housing growth,
which in turn increases housing prices.

The result of the more recent proliferation of appeals has wasted limited municipal and private sector
resources, which leads to an inefficient and uncertain public planning process. This is costly to the
taxpayers and the applicants and leads to uncertain building, investment & economic development
processes. Private land owners work hard with the City of Anacortes Building and Planning Departments
to complete application processes with the reviews set forth in the AMC to receive approvals where
zoning is deemed in conformity with policy. Applicants who respect the process and follow the
administrative lead of the COA staff, should be allowed to develop their property under the AMC.
Importantly, the taxpayers shouldn’t have to bear the entire burden of an out of control appeal process
with no cost to the appellants. The current system allows a repeat small group of people the
opportunity to slow growth and significantly increase development costs.

We applaud the proposed rules for appeals as proposed in the Draft Title 19.10.210.
A. Standing
B. Necessary Parties
C. Permissive Joinder



These proposals are well written under draft AMC Title 19 Appeals 19.10.210. and we are proposing to
include in the new 19.10.210. other tools for appeal options and fees. Options for changing the current
appeals process could include the following:

1)

Restrict who can file an appeal. Historically in communities across the state, including
Anacortes, land use development applications have required mailing notification to landowners
or people who reside within a 300’ radius of the land use project. We believe that same 300’
radius should also be the boundary for appeals. We are recommending restricting who can file a
land use appeal at no cost in Anacortes to include:

- Only citizens who are directly impacted by a Short Plat, Long Plat or other land use
application by living or owning property within a 300’ radius of the applicant
project.

Other appellants, whose goal is to disrupt, stop or slow growth, should not be allowed to appeal
a land use application within the city limits, unless within the 300’ radius. As it stands now,
people who live on the other side of the island from a land use project or even outside of
Anacortes, with no physical or economic investment in the applicant project area can disrupt
businesses and our planning processes. We need to stop these routine and arbitrary appeal
applications by those who are abusing the system only to subvert it. The cost of these appeals is
a burden to the City, taxpayers and the applicant(s) who also have rights.

We also offer a secondary consideration:

Implement a “Sliding Scale” fee for a land use/housing appeal application, just like other City
of Anacortes application fees, to accurately reflect the staffing and processing cost to the City
and to discourage “serial appealers” who create excessive cost to the Anacortes taxpayer. Serial
appealers can be disrespectful to staff and applicants and have a negative economic impact on
applicants, city staff and the Anacortes taxpayers while managing to slow or stop the growth of
workforce and other affordable housing. Fidalgo Island has a population of 22,000 and the
current repeat appealers that set forth to disrupt and subvert the application process represent
3 ten thousandths (.0003%) of our island population.

We propose charging an appropriate fee to process the appeal to the Council with the following
considerations:

- Appeals should be free for people who own or rent property within the 300’ radius
of the application project.

- Additional parties who file appeals on projects within Anacortes should be charged
an appropriate appeals application fee to help mitigate the city staffing and
processing costs to taxpayers. As an example, the first appeal is $1,000. The second
appeal will cost $2,000, the third appeal will cost $3,000, etc.

- Any system that costs the applicant tens of thousands of dollars and appellants
nothing is a system open to abuse by serial appellants.

Use LUPA process to define Appeal Application requirements. We support using the current
draft language that uses the Washington State LUPA filing requirements for 3 conditions to be
met for Appeal Applications. We do not agree with Mr. O’Hearn’s public comment statement at
the 11/9 Planning Commission meeting that a 3" party oversight should be required for vetting

2



the initial appeal application to the City of Anacortes on a land use project. We believe that
adds an extra layer of expense to the taxpayer and that our current Planning Department
administration staff should process these initial appeals.

Requirement of recommended new appeal fees and restrictions are needed as appeals are expensive to
process and hear, and time consuming for city staff and Council with significant time analyzing new
information, compiling the expanding record, and drafting new staff reports and findings pertaining to
an application to Council, resulting in undermining the Council’s capacity to work on the Council’s
priority projects.

- Because of the current nonexistent appeal fee, the cost of the appeal process is
borne by the City’s taxpayers and encourages “serial appealers.”

- Due to the additional staff time, consultant fees, applicant time lost on delays and
spent on answering appeals and council time for the same, appeals can cost the
community tens of thousands of dollars for city costs and land costs that push any
hope of affordable land for housing or business development upward in price.

Determine appeal application standing by bringing certainty, integrity and reliability to the land use
process for applicants and the community to protect public investment in infrastructure as a reasonable
standard for allowing appeals.

Anacortes Goal H-3, Housing Affordability.
- Policy H-3.2. stresses the importance to “...promote the development of affordable
workforce housing to meet local needs...”

Affordable workforce housing starts with the price of the land. Land use appeals cause additional costs
to property owners/applicants by adding time delays, additional costs for municipal staffing,
professional services when peer reviews for consultants are required 2, 3 and 4 times, and legal fees.
These additional costs burdens are added to the cost of the land pushing up housing and business costs.

Anacortes Goal H-6. Monitoring.
States to, “Implement Housing Element goals in a manner that is efficient and transparent.”

The word “efficient” is ignored and only the word “transparent” is being continually abused and
demanded by a small and persistent group of serial appellants. These two words, efficient and
transparent, that are the leading goal in monitoring the implementation of the housing element seem to
be at odds with each other. There needs to be balance. There is nothing efficient about transparency,
nor is there any affordability in transparency. Transparency is time consuming and expensive. Where is
the balance?

19.10.210.1 Decision on Appeal.

As proposed the wording is correct in publishing the Notice of Decision. It is not in the best interests of
the city to supply legal advice or propose or promote lawsuits by providing suggestions to citizens about
what they can or can’t do regarding decisions made by City Council regarding various land use
applications.

19.02.070 No Special Duty Required.




The wording of this proposal for Title 19 is adequate and requires no revision.

Notice of Decision.

The Type 1 to Type 4 are very adequate as proposed for the Title 19 code change with an exception. We
believe the Type 3-HE Hearing Examiner for “Preliminary Short Plat Subdivisions of 5 — 9 Lots” should be
left with the Administrator in Type 2 with 1 - 9 Lots as is currently done in Anacortes.

A simple 1 -9 Lot Short Plat Application doesn’t need or require this additional burden on the city or
they applicant. The Planning Department staff are well qualified.

Table 19.10.031-1.

We feel the Administrator is very well qualified to handle subdivisions up to 9 lots. It’s been that way
for along time. Even Vernon Lauridsen stated that the current land use codes have worked in this town
since 1994. (11/9/16 Planning Commission Meeting on City of Anacortes video @ 17 minutes.)

We don't feel a neighborhood meeting is required for subdivision applications up to 9 lots. The system
has been working. If the neighbors requested it or the applicant requested it, it should be voluntary.

19.10.120 Pre-application neighborhood meeting.

We don’t believe a neighborhood meeting should be required for subdivision applications up to 9 lots.
The current optional neighborhood meeting system has been working and the Planning
Director/Administrator is very capable of dealing with small short plats. If the neighbors requested it or
the applicant requested it, it should be voluntary. These meetings add another layer of cost that drives
up the price of land and the time to market in Anacortes. To summarize, Type | and Il Land Use
Applications along with Short Plats up to 9 Lots should not be required to have a neighborhood meeting
or a Hearing Examiner.

Demanding that neighborhood meetings be required on all types of land use applications is an expensive
overkill and an attempt to force a Community meeting instead of a Neighborhood meeting by the same
disruptive group of serial appellants that want to control all development in Anacortes. There is no
efficiency in this request. Stop the overkill in requiring notices to neighborhood, newspaper notification
and posting meeting notice on site be required for all types of land use applications.

For Type 3 & 4 development applications, city staff can attend these meetings and can act as a
facilitator. They need to be there anyway to answer impact questions.

19.04 Definitions

Definition of “Family”.

The proposed definition allowing unrelated people and/or boarders to live together is already
happening throughout our community. This definition is a good thing as it promotes one type of
affordable housing and makes legal what is already common in our community.
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19.10.310 Permit Revision

The definitions proposed for major and minor revisions are too restrictive and don’t allow enough
flexibility for the city and applicant(s) to work through the application process. As proposed, revisions
would add unnecessary time and cost the applicant(s) more money. We believe ltem 19.10.310 A.1.
should be increased to at least 20%.

An example of why more flexibility is required follows:

The proponents put forth a plan. The Planning Department through DRG requires changes from the
original proposal. Along with those changes an application is made. A lot of time and money is spent to
get to this point. The Planning Commission approves the plat, with changes. We know there will be
appeals. The City Council approves it with more changes. Somewhere along the line there is a point
where the “10% revision” rule (AMC 19.10.310) is exceeded. This is not fair to the applicant to start
over the application process based on 10%.

19.60.055 Home Occupations

The Home Occupations as written for Title 19 are well conceived. We do have a few suggestions:
A. Permit should run with the land.
B. There should be exceptions where a permit is not required.
1) Ananny
2) An elderly caregiver for 1 person
3) A bookkeeper or other benign business that generates no additional noise and no more
traffic than 2 cars per day average.

It is also proper to use of the Definition of Family (AMC 19.04.020) where non-related home occupants
could work together in a business. Examples could be: building websites, engineering, baking, etc.

Thank you for time and your consideration of our comments.

Regards,

Tom and Pam Allen
























Land Use Permit Procedures Code Update Package —Title 19

Comment summary — November 30, 2016

Below is a brief summary of public comments received as of November 28, 2016, document version references, and staff comments and recommendations. Comments have been grouped by theme/
issue. Complete written public comment letters can be viewed here (http://www.cityofanacortes.org/public comments-LU.php) and should be consulted for full details and context.

Issue Comments summary Version V8 Version V10 Comments
reference reference

PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES

Public notice Commenters would like there to be public notice of | 19.10.190 Table In making recommendations for the appropriate review process for different
various proposed Type 1 applications, specifically 19.20.030-1 application types, some of the issues staff considered included: current and past
mentioning boundary line adjustments, accessory (p. 27) permit review procedures and their outcomes; potential for a development to impact
dwelling units, and Level 1 variance applications adjacent properties; the appropriate balance between facilitating citizen involvement

and the cost in time and resources involved in additional procedural requirements (to
City, applicant); and providing for a timely and fair permit process that ensures
predictability.

Staff recommends that refinements be made to the Variance levels in 19.38 and that
a minimum Type 2 review process be provided for any variance request. It is also
recommended that boundary line adjustments (BLA) and accessory dwelling units
(ADU) be processed as Type 1 applications. In order to address concerns regarding
what can be accomplished through a BLA or an ADU proposal, staff recommends that
BLA and ADU criteria and standards be reviewed and amendments considered as part
of the imminent development regulation update process.

Type 4 applications Commenters note that there is no local appeal 19.10.090 Table Since Type 4 permits are City Council decisions, there is no higher local body to which
option for Type 4 permit applications; and it appears 19.20.030-1 to appeal. One way to ensure a local appeal opportunity for more applications would
that a closed record hearing would not be allowed (p. 27) be to move certain application types to Type 3-PC or Type 3-HE review processes.
per the matrix These decisions could then be appealed to City Council.

Per RCW 36.708B, closed record hearings are typically appeal hearings. With no local
appeal, it would be appropriate to have no closed-record hearing.

Short plats 5-9 lots Commenters were concerned about the proposed 19.10.031-1 Table In V10, preliminary short subdivisions have been moved back to a Type 2 review
review process for these applications as a Type 3 19.20.030-1 process.
permit (p. 27)
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Issue Comments summary Version V8 Version V10 Comments
reference reference

Method to request Commenters note that RCW 36.70B.110 requires 19.02.030 Ch. 19.12 Staff recommends that administrative interpretations be added to the Type 2 column

administrative local governments to adopt procedures for (p. 16) in Table 19.20.030-1 and that additional procedural language be added to Title 19

interpretation administrative interpretation of its development (possibly 19.02.030), as needed, to comply with RCW 36.70b.110(11), which states:
regulations; concerned repealed language is not “Each local government planning under RCW 36.70A.040 shall adopt procedures for
adequately replaced administrative interpretation of its development regulations”.

Permit revisions Commenters would like the impacts on the 19.10.310 19.28.310 “Minor revision” criteria were revised in V10: any proposed revision that would
surrounding neighborhood to be considered in (P. 39) increase in the intensity of a use in a way that significantly affects the surrounding
approving a minor revision to a permit area in terms of traffic, noise, hours of operation, parking, or other impacts, would be

processed as a major revision.

Variances Commenter concerned that the Director may vary 19.38 Staff recommends that refinements be made to the Variance levels in 19.38, and to
numeric or dimensional standards by up to 25% with (p. 42) adjust variance review procedures so that any level variance request requires public
no notice (Level 1 Variance) notice.

Hearing Examiner Commenters are concerned that a Hearing Examiner Table As proposed in V10, the Hearing Examiner would only be used for Type 1 and 2
is proposed to be utilized for various land use permit 19.20.030-1 appeals and Type 3 decisions. The HE would only review quasi-judicial matters that
types and appeals, replacing the Board of (p. 27) allow for limited public input regardless of the decision-maker.

Adjustment and City Improvement Board. They feel
that the existing development regulations need to
be cleaned up prior to entrusting decisions to a
hearing examiner, have questions about how that
position would be paid for, and are concerned the
proposal would have the effect of reducing public
input and participation.

APPEALS

Standing to appeal

Some commenters state that the proposed standing
criteria in 19.20.210(A) defeats public participation
in appeals and prefer the existing code provisions
regarding standing, which, in most cases, specify
that any “aggrieved” party may appeal. Other
commenters agree with the proposal to use LUPA
standards in establishing requirements for standing,
and/or limiting who can appeal based on proximity
to a project site

19.20.210(A)
(p. 36)

Standing only comes up in quasi-judicial hearings, which look to courts for guidance
on process. There are three fundamental components of federal constitutional
standing: injury, causation, and redressability. These three components are reflected
in the LUPA statute. City staff has recommended adoption of the LUPA standing
rules, which are supported by federal and state constitutional law.

Filing of appeal

Commenters want appeals to be filed with the City
Clerk instead of the Director

19.20.210(D) &
(E)
(p. 37)

Staff recommends changing language in this section to require filing with the City
Clerk.
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Issue

Method of service

Comments summary

Commenter notes that denial of postmarks to

Version V8
reference

Version V10
reference
19.20.210(E)

Comments

The existing rules in the AMC do not address this issue. Allowing postmarks to

for appeal determine delivery effectively shortens time to file (p. 37) determine service date creates uncertainty. The city would have to wait an uncertain
an appeal. amount of time before processing appeals to ensure mail days are accounted for.
Appeal fee Some commenters want the city to continue to not 19.20.210(D)(2) | There are hard costs associated with an appeal of a decision, including mailing and

charge a fee to submit an appeal; other commenters
propose implementing a “sliding scale” fee.

(p- 37)

publication of notices, copies, etc. Currently, staff is proposing a fee that would be
commensurate with those average hard costs (around $150-5200). A proposal for
changes to land use permit fees will be brought forward to City Council in the coming
months.

External appeals

Some commenters want City to retain language in
the code regarding the availability of judicial appeals
after local appeals have been exhausted. Other
commenters believe the city should not provide
legal advice regarding appeal of a final city decision.

19.20.240
(p. 38)

The Anacortes Municipal Code provides City rules. A party’s right to appeal a local
decision to state court is a matter of state law and staff recommends that it not be
described in the city code.

Permissive joinder

Commenters say that this section could allow the
appeal body to add persons to the appeal without
justification.

19.10.210(C)

19.20.210(C)
(p-37)

In V10, this section was revised to clarify that the body may add a party with standing
to the appeal, after the appeal deadline has passed, upon the request of the party.

Public hearing fee

Commenters want assurance that no fee will be
imposed for a public hearing

19.10.180
(p. 35)

Staff proposes that land use permit application fees be updated to more accurately
reflect the costs involved in processing different types of applications, including those
requiring a public hearing. A project applicant is required to pay this fee when an
application is submitted. Staff also recommends that an appeal fee be established to
cover hard costs involved in processing such actions.

Preparation of
transcripts paid for
by appellant

Commenter says this has the effect of limiting
access to city council

19.10.200(K)

This language has been deleted in V10. The current AMC provisions require that an
appellant pay for the cost of preparing transcripts (17.62.010, 17.04.030); this cost
can be significant.

Swearing in

Commenters would like city staff to be sworn in at
public hearings.

19.10.160

19.20.160(B)

Language was changed in V10 to include city staff in swearing-in requirement.

CODE ENFORCEMENT

Director obligation to
follow and enforce
code

Commenters are concerned that proposed repealed
language in various code sections is not adequately
replaced to ensure enforcement of code

19.02.070(A)

19.10.030(A)

Staff proposes changing 19.10.030(A) to “The director has the duty to administer and
enforce AMC Titles 16, 17, 18 and 19”.

Director obligation to

Commenters are concerned that proposed repealed

Code Enforcement is dealt with in proposed Title 20, also see comment above.

respond to language in various code sections is not adequately

complaints replaced to ensure response to complaints

SUPPLEMENTAL USE CRITERIA

Accessory Dwelling Commenters had various concerns with the 19.44.020, Staff’s intent was to move procedures for these uses, which currently exist

Units, Home proposed supplemental use standards contained in 17.44.040, throughout AMC Chapter 17.10, into Title 19. Additional changes were proposed that
Title 19 for Accessory Dwelling Units, Bed & 19.44.055
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Issue Comments summary Version V8 Version V10 Comments
reference reference
Occupations and Bed | Breakfasts, and Home Occupations, including how were thought to be helpful in meeting the objectives of clarifying language and
and Breakfasts. enforcement would occur, how uses would be addressing confusing processes and terms.
compatible with surrounding neighborhoods, where
they would be allowed, etc. Staff recommends that in order to meet timeframes for adoption of land use
procedures, the discussion tonight focus on procedural issues, rather than use criteria
and standards for the specific use types. If Planning Commission is uncomfortable
with the current proposal, one option could be to retain the existing standards for
Accessory Dwelling Units, Home occupations, and Bed and Breakfasts where they
currently exist in Title 17, while making minor adjustments to reference Title 19
where procedure language occurs. This would ensure that the development
regulations remain as they currently exist, allowing for future review and amendment
to address community and PC concerns as part of the upcoming development
regulations update.
OTHER
Notice of Decision Commenter says this section removes requirement 19.20.210(1) Language was changed in V10 to require distribution of a revised NOD, incorporating
that a notice of decision be given to all involved the decision on appeal.
parties
Definition of Family Some commenters are concerned about the 19.04 19.12.020 The definition of family is not proposed to be changed from where it is defined in

definition of ‘family’ as it relates to allowable
number of family members employed as part of a
home occupation. Some commenters feel the
definition is good to promote affordable housing.

existing Title 17. Staff recommends caution be exercised in making changes to the
definition so that citizens’ fundamental constitutional rights are not violated.

The following are some additional recommended changes have been identified:

PNV RWDNRE

Change the “Pre-application neighborhood meeting” cell under Type 2 Administrative Decisions from “No” to “At discretion of Director”.
19.14 Chapter Title — Delete ...”and uniform”. The city does not adopt any uniform codes.
Repeal 16.08.040 re: Appeals of short plat decisions. Table 19.20.030-1 and 19.20.210 replaces 16.08.040 in outlining appeal procedures.
Repeal 17.44 Planned Unit Developments and Cottage Housing.
Add #8 to 19.20.150(B) re: other info needed to make a decision on an application
In Table 19.20.030-1 — Under Type 1 —revise term “Wireless Co-locations” to a term that is consistent with administratively approved uses in 17.63.030.
In Table 19.20.030-1, add Modifications and exceptions per AMC 16.24 to Type 4 review process column.

Numbering of tables in Sections 19.20.160 & 19.20.180 needs to be fixed.
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