
CITY OF SHORELINE 
17544 Midvale Avenue North 

Shoreline, Washington 98133-4921 
Phone: 206-546-1700 | Fax: 206-546-1524 | Agenda Line: 546-2190 

 
SPECIAL MEETING NOTICE 

for the 
SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
As required by RCW 42.30, the Open Public Meetings Act, YOU ARE 
HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT TWO SPECIAL MEETINGS OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION WILL OCCUR ON THE FOLOWING 

DATES AND TIMES: 
 

7:00 PM WEDNESDAY, MAY 4TH, 2005 
SHORELINE CONFERENCE CENTER – BOARD ROOM 

18560 1st Ave NE, Shoreline  
 

7:00 PM THURSDAY, MAY 5TH, 2005 
SHORELINE CONFERENCE CENTER – BOARD ROOM 

18560 1st Ave NE, Shoreline  
 

THE PURPOSE OF THESE SPECIAL MEETINGS IS TO CONDUCT 
A PUBLIC HEARING ON THE ECHO LAKE REZONE AND SEPA 

APPEAL, THIS WILL BE A JOINT MEETING WITH THE 
HEARING EXAMINER. 

 
 

Dated this 26th day of April, 2005 
Jessica Simulcik | Planning Commission Clerk 
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AGENDA 

CITY OF SHORELINE JOINT PLANNING COMMISSION  
& HEARING EXAMINER 

SPECIAL MEETING 
 
 

Wednesday, May 4, 2005  Shoreline Conference Center | Board Room 
7:00 p.m. 18560 1st Ave NE 
  
 Estimated Time 
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 p.m. 

2. ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m. 

3. PUBLIC HEARING  7:02 p.m. 
i. Testimony to Planning Commission Regarding Echo Lake Rezone - File #201372 

a. Staff Report 
b. Applicant Testimony  
c. Public Testimony or Comment 

 
 ii. Hearing Examiner Appeal Testimony Regarding Echo Lake SEPA – File #201372  
 
4.  CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING TO MAY 5TH, 2005  
 
5.  ADJOURNMENT  

Due to room availability, meeting must adjourn no later than 10 p.m. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should 
contact the City Clerk’s Office at 546-8919 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For 
up-to-date information on future agendas call 546-2190. 
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AGENDA 

CITY OF SHORELINE JOINT PLANNING COMMISSION  
& HEARING EXAMINER 

SPECIAL MEETING 
 
 

Thursday, May 5, 2005 Shoreline Conference Center | Board Room 
7:00 p.m. 18560 1st Ave NE 
  
 Estimated Time 
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 p.m. 

2. ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m. 

3. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING  7:02 p.m. 
i. Testimony to Planning Commission Regarding Echo Lake Rezone - File #201372 

a. Public Testimony or Comment 
 
 ii. Hearing Examiner Appeal Testimony Regarding Echo Lake SEPA – File #201372  
 
4.  CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING  
 
5.  ADJOURNMENT  

Due to room availability, meeting must adjourn no later than 10 p.m. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should 
contact the City Clerk’s Office at 546-8919 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For 
up-to-date information on future agendas call 546-2190. 
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Combined Hearing Date:  May 4 and 5, 2005 Agenda Item: 3-i 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 

 

AGENDA TITLE:  Type C Action: Rezone Application – Echo Lake 

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development Services 

PRESENTED BY: Tim Stewart, Director 
   Kim Lehmberg, Planner II 
 
 
I.  PROPOSAL 
This application before the Planning Commission is a request to change the zoning 
designation for a site that is split-zoned, and create a contract zone.   
 
Type C Actions are reviewed by the Planning Commission, where an Open Record 
Public Hearing is held and a recommendation for approval or denial is developed.  This 
recommendation is then forwarded to City Council, who is the final decision making 
authority for Type C Actions. 
 
The applicant, Echo Lake Associates, proposes to modify the existing zoning 
designations for an 8.61-acre, split-zoned parcel located on the south shore of Echo 
Lake, at 19250 Aurora Ave. N.  The proposal is to change the zoning of the entire parcel 
to RB-CZ, Regional Business with contract zone, in order to facilitate a cohesive mixed 
use development than would be possible under the current split-zoning of the property 
(2.21 acres of RB and 6.4 acres of R-48, high density residential). 
 
Current Comprehensive Plan designations for the parcel are as follows:  the western 
portion of the site (approximately 1.85 acres) is designated as MU, Mixed Use, the 
eastern portion (approximately 6.1 acres) is designated as HDR, High Density 
Residential.  There is a 50-foot wide strip (approximately 34,773 square feet) along the 
northern border from Aurora to the inter-urban trail that is designated POS, Public Open 
Space.  
 
Note that this rezone request cannot be approved unless and until the Comprehensive 
Plan land use map is changed to a designation that supports the Regional Business 
zone.  A High Density Residential designation does not support a Regional Business 
zoning designation.  At the April 21, 2005 meeting, the Planning Commission voted to 
recommend approval of changing that portion of the Comprehensive Plan map 
designated High Density Residential to Mixed Use, which would support the requested 
change. 
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A vicinity map showing current Comprehensive Plan designations is attached as 
Attachment A.  A vicinity map showing existing zoning for the project site and adjacent 
properties is located in Attachment B. 
 
The zoning change is to be associated with a particular development scheme as 
proposed by the applicant, with certain site-specific conditions.  Therefore it will be a 
“contract rezone” that ties the approval of the rezone to the development plan, and the 
actual zoning designation would be RB-CZ, Regional Business Contract Zone.  The RB 
zoning district allows the most flexibility in terms of permitted uses and design.  The 
development plan under consideration as part of this rezone is a mixed use 
development, combining residential and non-residential uses.  The proposed uses 
include retail/trade, offices, housing (possibly low to moderate-income senior housing 
apartments), market-rate housing (condominium units), possibly a YMCA, and open 
space associated with the buffer around the lake.  
 
The contract zone gives the City and the applicant some level of assurance of the 
expected characteristics of the proposed development while allowing a more detailed, 
“project-level” environmental review than is normally associated with a rezone (or “non-
project action”).   The restrictions under the contract are proposed due to the nature of 
the site, its size and proximity to Echo Lake. 
 
The proposed contract rezone would limit the intensity of the development to 182,000 
square feet of commercial uses and 350 housing units in four separate buildings, with 
parking structures underneath the buildings.  A wetland buffer of 115 feet will be 
established adjacent to the lake to become permanent open space.  Total building 
coverage would be approximately 188,000 square feet.   Under the current zoning, up to 
240,000 square feet of commercial space and 357 housing units would be allowed.   An 
illustrative site map and site section are provided in Attachment C. 
 
The following table is provided to reflect the differences in development standards for R-
48 residential development (allowed by the current zoning) and RB commercial and 
mixed use development.  As the table shows, there is not a significant difference in 
development standards between the R-48 zoning and the RB zoning that is proposed.   
 
Standard R-48 RB – Mixed Use  
Front Yard Setback 10’ 10’  
Side yard Setback    
(non-residential zones) 5’ 0’ 
  
Rear yard Setback 5’    
(non-residential zones) 5’ 0’  
 
Side and Rear Setback 
(from R-4 and R-6) 5’ 20’ 
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Standard R-48 RB – Mixed Use 
Side and Rear Setback 5’ 15’ 
(from R-8 through R-48) 
  
Base Height 35’ * 65’ 
 (40’ w/ pitched roof) 
 
Max Impervious Surface 90% 90% 
 
*  Exception #8 to Table 20.50.020(1):  For development on R-48 lots abutting R-4, R-6, 
and R-8 zoned lots the maximum height allowed is 35 feet.  The height of these lots 
may be increased to a maximum of 50 feet with the approval of a conditional use permit 
or to a maximum of 60 feet with the approval of a special use permit. 
 
Note that allowable impervious surface is essentially the same for both zoning districts, 
although in the RB district the limitation is 95% for developments that are strictly 
residential (not mixed use, as proposed).  Normally, all areas of the site except 
submerged lands are included in the calculations for impervious surface.  If this project 
were to include the wetland buffer as pervious surface in the calculations, the total 
amount of impervious surface would be approximately 85% for the project.  However, in 
keeping with the intent of the code and to encourage more landscaping and pervious 
(softscape) areas throughout the development, staff has proposed a condition that 100 
feet of the pervious wetland buffer not be counted in the impervious surface 
calculations. 
 
 
II.  FINDINGS 
 
1.  SITE 
The subject site is generally located at the southern end of Echo Lake, currently 
occupied by the Holiday Resort trailer park, an abandoned restaurant, a gas 
station/minimart, and a used car dealership.  There are approximately 100 living units 
which have been described as affordable units, which amounts to approximately 15 
units per acre.  The main access to the site slopes down from Aurora approximately 
15% from the former restaurant and the car dealership toward the trailer park.  Near the 
eastern boundary where the property abuts the inter-urban trail there is an abrupt 10 – 
20 foot grade change up to the trail.  There are about 75 significant trees on site. 
 
2. NEIGHBORHOOD 
The project site is located in the Echo Lake Neighborhood.  Access to the property is 
gained from Aurora Ave. N (State Highway) and N. 192nd Street (a residential street).  
To the north of the RB-zoned portion of the site is high density development and zoning. 
There is a small strip of lakeside single-family development abutting the far northeastern 
corner of the property which is zoned R-6, Residential, 6 units per acre.  Along the 
eastern border of the site runs the inter-urban trail, and beyond that is single-family 
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development and zoning.  The Metro Transit Center is a short distance up the trail to the 
north.  To the west is commercial development along Aurora; across Aurora is the Metro 
Park and Ride facility.  The parcel to the southwest of the site is commercially 
developed and is zoned I, Industrial.  To the southeast is single-family development with 
low to medium density zoning. 
 
3.  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 
The application process for this project began on August 20, 2004 when the first of two 
pre-application meetings was held with the applicant and city staff.  The applicant then 
held three neighborhood meetings; the last one being on December 8, 2004.  The 
formal application was submitted to the City on December 30, 2004.  The application 
was determined complete on January 14, 2005.  A public notice of application and 
public hearing was posted at the site, advertisements were placed in the Seattle Times 
and Shoreline Enterprise, and notices were mailed to property owners within 500 feet of 
the sites on January 20, 2005.  This notice solicited public comments on the proposal 
and preliminary SEPA Threshold Determination.  Fourteen letters and one phone call 
were received during the public comment period.  Many additional letters have been 
received since the close of the comment period.  Copies of the comment letters are 
being provided to the Planning Commission under separate cover as Attachment D.  
(Because the Planning Commission has already received the majority of the comment 
letters in their April 14th packet, this packet will only include those letters that have been 
received since that packet went out.)  Letters may be viewed at the Planning & 
Development Services Department; copies are available upon request.  
 
Issues commented upon included adequacy of infrastructure, the Echo Lake and 
wetland environment, a piped watercourse under the project site, displacement of low-
income housing units, historic preservation, traffic impacts, privacy issues and vermin 
abatement.  This report attempts to address these issues.  Many comments were 
received regarding the City Hall acquisition procedure and design.  These comments 
are not addressed in this report, and Echo Lake is no longer a prospective City Hall site. 
 
The Planning Commission held a workshop that introduced the proposal on February 3, 
2005.  Some questions were raised at that workshop to which the applicant has 
provided a response (Attachment E).   
 
A Notice of Public Hearing with SEPA Threshold Determination was mailed to the 
property owners within 500 feet of the project site, as well as the parties of record, on 
February 9, 2005.  An electronic copy of this notice was sent on February 10, 2005 to 
those parties of record who provided only their e-mail addresses.  The site was posted 
and the notice was published in the Seattle Times and Shoreline Enterprise.   A 
corrected notice was sent February 15th.  The original notice contained an error 
regarding the appeal information.   
 
The SEPA Threshold Determination was appealed on March 2, 2005.  The appeal is 
being heard by the Hearing Examiner at the joint public hearing with the Planning 
Commission for the project.  The applicant’s proposal for a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment was heard at a separate public hearing on April 14, 2005. 
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The original application for this action was for both a Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
and concurrent re-zone.  Since the appeal, the two actions were separated.  The SEPA 
Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance was subsequently amended to reflect the 
change in the application.  See Attachment F for the memo to the file and amended 
Notice of Public Hearing with SEPA Threshold Determination. 
 
4. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
City staff has reviewed the environmental checklist and reports submitted with the 
application, including a traffic report, wetland survey, historical report and geotechnical 
report.  Staff has also received input from citizens and other agencies regarding the site 
environment.  
 
Echo Lake/Wetland. The term "waters of the state" refers to WAC 173-201A Water 
Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington.  WAC 173-201A-010 
(2) states " Surface waters of the state include lakes, rivers, ponds, streams, inland 
waters, saltwaters, wetlands, and all other surface waters and water courses within the 
jurisdiction of the state of Washington".  All surface waters are protected by narrative 
criteria, designated uses, and an antidegradation policy.  Echo Lake is classified as 
Salmon and Trout Spawning, Core Rearing, and Migration (WAC 173-201A-200) and is 
designated use for recreation is Extraordinary Primary Contact Recreation (WAC 173-
201A-200 (2)(b)).   
 
Echo Lake is classified and regulated as a Type II wetland under City codes (SMC 
20.80), as the City has no “lake” category codified.  Echo Lake is a headwaters to 
McAleer Creek, which is a salmonid-bearing stream; thus the quality of its water is very 
important.  The site currently has no water quality devices, site run-off flows directly into 
the lake without treatment. There is a grassy buffer around most of the south side of the 
lake, with some buildings and mobile units within 20 to 30 feet of the water. 
 
The current Development Code requires a maximum buffer of 100 feet for Type II 
wetlands.  Limited uses are allowed in the buffer, such as passive recreation (e.g. 
viewing platforms, pervious trails) under SMC 20.80.330.F.    
 
Wildlife. There are a number of animal species that are found on-site and supported by 
the lake.  Many species of birds are found there, including waterfowl (ducks, 
cormorants, heron), hawks, osprey, eagle and numerous songbirds.  Also in the lake 
are frogs and turtles.  The lake is regularly stocked with trout that provide food for the 
birds as well as recreational value.  Raccoons and opossums are often seen. 
 
Geotechnical and Soils.   A soils and geotechnical report was prepared for the site by 
Pacrim Geotechnical, Inc.  Natural groundwater table was not encountered at the time 
of their explorations.  In Test Pit 2 at the location near Echo Lake, seepage was 
observed at four feet below grade. In Test Pit 8, seepage was observed at seven feet 
below grade.  The seepage conditions observed in these test pits were interpreted by 
the geotechnical engineer as local groundwater perched atop of native Glacial Till, and 
are not likely continuous.  Site soils consist of fill and dense native Glacial Till and 
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Advanced Outwash. The report contains recommendations for foundation construction 
and notes that the site is appropriate for supporting development as long as 
geotechnical recommendations are followed.   
 
Phase I & II Environmental Assessments were conducted on the site in 2002 when it 
was sold to its current owner.  Some contaminated soils were found, mainly in 
association with the gas station and car dealership.   As of this time, half of the 
contamination has been cleaned up; the remainder will be cleaned-up along with the 
decommissioning of the trailer park or with the respective new projects as they are 
developed.   
 
The reports are available upon request. 
 
Traffic, Infrastructure, Parking and Utilities.  A traffic impact analysis was conducted for 
the proposed development (Perteet, Decmber 30, 2004). The study focused on 
comparing the expected traffic impacts of the proposal with the expected impacts of 
what would be allowed under the current zoning.  The comparison in this report 
projected impacts to the year 2010.   It found no significant differences are to be 
expected between what would currently be allowed on site as compared to the 
proposed project.   
 
An amendment to the study was prepared by Perteet (March 10, 2005).  This report 
projects impacts to the year 2015, and indicates that intersection improvements will be 
required if the site is built out to the maximum proposed.  The level of improvements will 
be determined at the time of site development, based on the build-out of the project.   If 
the project is built out as proposed, a turn lane will be required on N. 192nd St. 
 
While the studies use City Hall as a proposed use for the trip generation calculations, 
the trip generation numbers for a government office are the same or higher than for a 
general office use.  Therefore, these numbers are transferable for analysis of the 
current project impacts.  However, if the use of that amount of space attributed to City 
Hall (comparable to office use), changes to retail for example, additional study would be 
required.  Attachment G contains a comparison of trip generation numbers and Level 
of Service analysis from the March 10, 2005 study. 
 
The main access to the site areas will be off of N. 192nd St.   In addition, there will be 
two driveways off of Aurora Ave. N.  It is expected that one of these driveways will be 
right turn only in and out.  Exact configuration of the traffic and circulation patterns will 
be analyzed in further detail at the time of site development.  Frontage improvements 
will also be required for this project at the time of site development, both along Aurora 
Ave. N. and N. 192nd Street.  These improvements will include sidewalk, curb and gutter 
and amenity zone. 
 
Parking analysis indicates that for the proposed build-out, the proposed number of 
parking spaces appears to be adequate.  For residential apartments, the required 
number of parking spaces averages out to 1.625 per unit.  Multiply this by 350 equals 
569 spaces.  For most commercial uses, one space is required for every 300 square 
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feet of floor area.   The proposed 182,000 square feet of commercial space, divided by 
300 equals 606 spaces.  The total in this analysis is 1176 spaces.  The proposal is to 
provide 1,125 spaces, which is 51 fewer spaces than in this analysis.  Section 
20.50.400 of the Development code allows up to a 20% reduction of required parking 
with coordinated design and shared access to consolidated parking areas linked by 
pedestrian walkways.  It also allows the parking requirement for primarily nighttime uses 
to be served by primarily daytime uses.  The Director may approve up to a 50% 
reduction of required spaces for uses that are in proximity to transit, or that can show 
that parking demand can be adequately met through a shared parking agreement.  
Since this is a mixed use development that is in close proximity to two major transit 
facilities, it can be argued that a reduction in the parking requirement would be 
approved. 
 
Adequate utilities, infrastructure and transit exist in the area.  Notice of this application 
was sent to all utilities serving the area and no comments were received.  Additionally, 
water and sewer availability certificates were submitted as part of the application 
requirements.  These certificates indicate adequate capacity for the proposal.  
Additional water (fire flow) and sewer certificates are required for individual building 
permits. 
 
Drainage and Piped Watercourse.  A 30-inch corrugated piped conveyance runs along 
the west property line of the site, in the Aurora Ave. N. right-of-way at a depth of 
between 10 feet at the south end to near 20 feet towards the north end.  The depth is 
needed because it is running counter to the natural topography.  The pipe turns to the 
east at the northwest corner of the site, following the north property line of the site, then 
flows into Echo Lake.  A 1958 map that depicted an 18" culvert under Aurora Avenue 
and those along 192nd indicate the historic presence of water at these points.  Road 
builders and road engineers placed culverts at known places of water to protect the 
road bed and prevent ponding of water adjacent to roads.  Size of culverts gives only a 
relative indication of amount of water.  The sizes used at Aurora and 192nd were 18" 
diameter.  Road culverts typically were placed at natural points, i.e. stream channel, or 
somewhat on convenience of down-stream impacts, i.e. not towards a house but select 
forested undeveloped tract of land.  The 1958 map depicts 3-surface inlets (2 12" pipes 
and 1 18" pipe) with one 18" outlet pipe.  This indicates that the inflows were not great, 
as the outlet pipe would have been larger than 18".  The current Metro park-n-ride was 
a bog that drained towards Echo Lake via N. 192nd St.  It then flowed in a 12" pipe 
under the mobile home park and into Echo Lake.   
 
When Aurora was built and the land developed it may or may not have had channelized 
(stream) flow into Echo Lake at the SW corner.  It is not known if there was a clearly 
defined channel, how large a channel might have existed or flow quantities.  Current 
topography does not indicate a defined channel.   
 
The smaller catch basin system on site is an older system that collects site drainage.  
The southern portion flows south and connects with the bigger pipe, which then flows 
north.  The northern section of the smaller pipe flows north and connects directly to the 
lake.  The City’s Stream and Wetland Inventory shows only one conveyance, dubbed 
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EL2.  It appears to show the large conveyance turning east at about the midpoint 
between the south and north ends of the large pipe, then going through the property 
and along to the lake.  There are in fact currently two systems, the larger one that runs 
south to north in the right-of-way before turning east onto private property at the north 
property line of the project site, and the smaller catch basin system on site.  Piping 
installed prior to1973 (adoption of federal Clean Water Act), would be considered part of 
the stormwater conveyance system, and not a stream. 
 
Currently, surface water from the site flows into Echo Lake.  It is neither treated nor 
detained.  Redevelopment of the site will require that surface water from new pollution-
generating surfaces be treated for water quality before discharge, and the remainder of 
the drainage be detained.  At the time of redevelopment, the City will require a drainage 
easement for that portion of the large pipe that is on private property. 
 
Historic Home. The site contains an historic house. The Weiman House, built in 1924 in 
the colonial revival style, is not on the state or national registry of historic landmarks, nor 
is it considered to be eligible for registry.  In 1947, the property was sold to C.B. 
McNaughton who built resort cabins on the acreage.  The cabins were removed in the 
early 1960s when the McNaughtons started the Holiday Resort and Trailer Park, which 
still occupies the surrounding six acres.  Construction of this trailer park, including the 
siting of trailers immediately adjacent to the building, has altered the historic lakeside 
setting of the house.  Further, there have been moderate to extensive changes to the 
physical appearance of the house, including the floor plan, windows and original 
cladding.  Attachment H contains an historical report on the house.  Tracy Tallman, a 
community member, has done some additional research on the history of Echo Lake 
and submitted her findings, which may be found in Attachment D, “The History of Echo 
Lake and the significance of the Weimann House.” 
 
It is expected that this house will be removed for the proposed development.  In 
January, staff contacted the King County Historic Preservation Officer regarding this 
project, who had reported back to staff that because of the recent history of the house, 
and extensive alterations to it and the site, no mitigation was recommended.  Since this 
initial contact, the County Officer has been in touch with members of the public 
regarding the possibility of a landmark designation for the house.  He then contacted 
staff on March 22, and said that the Weiman house isn't an outstanding candidate for 
landmark designation but has potential.   On April 4, 2005, he presented the following 
recommendations for the disposition of the house: 
 

“My recommendation in brief is to encourage the project proponent to find a 
means of incorporating the house into the plan for the site, preferably in its 
current location and with some green area around it (and ideally an open view to 
and from the lake).  Moving it on site to a better location would be preferable to 
demolition.  If demolition is the only feasible alternative, the property and its 
history should be documented (current and historic photos, additional research, 
etc.) and the project proponent should advertise the house for moving and 
contribute the cost of demolition and disposal to whomever moves the building.” 
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Housing.  The site is currently underdeveloped (15 units per acre) to the current zoning 
standards, which between the R-48 zoning and the RB zoning, would allow 
approximately 357 units.  The R-48 zoning allows 48 units per acre, while Regional 
Business zoning allows unlimited density (as long as other requirements of the Code 
are met, such as parking).  This contract zone proposes to limit the density to 350 units.  
Thus the rezone will not result in a significant loss of potential land for housing. 
The development would result in a loss of 101 units; a proposed condition is to require 
that 40% of the new units to be low to middle-income affordable units, with the 
remainder being market-rate units. 
 
Tree Removal.  There are a number of significant trees located on the subject site.  The 
SMC requires retention of at least 20% of the significant trees (SMC 20.50.350(B)(1)), 
with certain exceptions.  The site design for a typical development proposal would also 
be required to meet the requirements of 20.50.350(D)(1-9) which stipulates that trees be 
protected within vegetated islands and stands rather than as individual, isolated trees 
scattered throughout the site.  Re-planting would be required under 20.50.360. Because 
the urban densities and design of this proposal promotes the economic value of 
development consistent with the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan, and this value must be 
balanced with other competing values, staff is recommending that the contract rezone 
exclude the development standards for clearing activities (SMC 20.50.350) from areas 
of the site outside of the wetland buffer. This means, in effect, that the tree protection 
requirement would only apply within the wetland buffer and the other trees on the site 
would not be protected.  To offset the impact of loss of trees for habitat, a proposed 
condition is to have an approved habitat restoration plan be implemented within the 
wetland buffer prior to Certificate of Occupancy for any of the buildings on the site. 
 
Aesthics and Land Use.  The RB zoning district has a building height limit of 65 feet, 
while the R-48 zone has a 35-foot base height limit that can be increased to 60 feet 
under certain circumstances (see page 3, table, with footnote).  This may have some 
impact on the single-family properties to the east of the project site, although this is 
somewhat offset by the lower grade of the project site.  A concern has been raised that 
the open space area around the lake, being on the north side of the property, may be 
darkened by the large buildings.  This is somewhat mitigated by site design that breaks 
up the development into four separate buildings with open space in the middle.  Also, a 
proposed condition would require stepping back the floors as they go up in height to 
allow sufficient sunlight into the open space area around the lake. 
 
The question arose at the February 3, 2005 Planning Commission workshop as to how 
to prevent the property from forming into a “strip mall” type of development with minimal 
build-out and surface parking.  A condition proposed by staff would apply a covenant 
requiring a minimum number of parking spaces to be provided, to encourage 
reasonable build-out of the site in accordance with the proposed development. 
 
Vermin.  Demolition and decommissioning of an older site often results in the resident 
rat population invading the surrounding neighborhood.  One of the proposed conditions 
on this project is for the developer to conduct vermin abatement and containment prior 
to and during demolition. 
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Water quality will improve with redevelopment because any new development will be 
subject to the City’s surface water regulations.  Water quality measures, including 
detention and filtration are required for new pollution-generating surfaces such as 
driveways and parking lots.  Detention is required for new impervious surfaces.  
Currently, there is no detention or filtration occurring on the site; all of the sheet flow 
from the trailer park, with its many pollution-generating vehicles, goes into the lake 
untreated.  Further, any new development will be required to provide a wetland buffer 
under the critical areas ordinance of the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC).  The current 
required buffer for a Type II wetland is 100 feet; the proposed update of the critical 
areas ordinance, currently under review, would require a 115-foot buffer.  The proposal 
is to provide a 115-foot buffer. 
 
5.  CRITERIA 
Rezones are subject to criteria contained in the Development Code.  The proposal must 
meet the decision criteria listed in Section 20.30.320(B) of the SMC.   The criteria are 
listed below, with a brief discussion of how the proposal, as conditioned, may meet the 
criteria.  Each criterion must be met in order for the rezone to be approved. 
 
Rezone criteria (SMC 20.30.320(B))  
 
Criteria 1: The rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This rezone request cannot be approved unless and until the Comprehensive Plan land 
use map is changed to a designation that supports the Regional Business zoning 
district.  At it’s April 21, 2005 meeting, the Planning Commission voted to recommend 
approval of changing that portion of the Comprehensive Plan map designated High 
Density Residential to Mixed Use, which would allow the rezone to be consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Criteria 2: The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or 

general welfare. 
 
The rezone will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare.  The 
redevelopment of the property will replace uses and structures that are in transition with 
a more stable built environment that is consistent with current standards, while 
protecting the natural environment.  Conditions imposed under the Contract Zone plus 
compliance with the Development Code, will further serve to protect the unique nature 
of the site. 
 
All development of these sites must meet the requirements of Title 20 of the SMC (the 
Development Code).  Section 20.10.020 states the general purpose of the Code is to 
“promote the public health, safety, and general welfare.”  Future permit applications for 
the subject site shall show compliance with the Code, including but not limited to the 
following sections: 
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Critical Areas 20.80 
Dimensional and Density Standards 20.50.010-20.50.050 
Parking Access and Circulation 20.50.380-20.50-440 
Wastewater, Water Supply and Fire Protection 20.60.030-20.60.050 
Surface and Stormwater Management 20.60.060-20.60.130 

 
Criteria 3: The rezone is warranted in order to achieve consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This rezone request cannot be approved unless and until the Comprehensive Plan land 
use map is changed to a designation that supports the Regional Business zoning 
district.   
 
There are a number of Comprehensive Plan goals and policies that would support the 
contract rezone and a mixed use development.  Both the 1998 Comprehensive Plan 
and the draft Planning Commission recommended policies for 2004 were analyzed for 
consistency.  A list of these goals and policies may be found in Attachment I. 
 
The split-zoning of the parcel is a barrier to allowing the property to redevelop as a 
cohesive mixed-use project.  Allowing for the Regional Business zoning district, along 
with the limitations proposed as part of the “contract” will better accomplish the goals of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposal to modify the zoning as part of a “contract” is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The contract rezone will simply reconfigure the existing 
anticipated uses and level of development in order to facilitate a cohesive development 
on this property.  The rezone will not significantly increase the intensity or density 
beyond that allowed under the current zoning. 
 
Criteria 4: The rezone will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in 

the immediate vicinity of the subject rezone. 
 
The contract rezone will limit the overall intensity of the development to a similar level to 
that allowed by the current zoning.  Future development will be organized similar to 
what is currently envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan, with commercial uses 
predominantly on the eastern portion of the site.  The existing Interurban Trail and the 
existing topography and vegetation will help to act as a buffer to adjacent low-density 
residential uses.  Development standards required by the Shoreline Municipal Code will 
further ensure that future development is compatible with the surrounding land uses. 
 
There appears to be adequate infrastructure improvements available in the project 
vicinity.  This includes adequate storm, water, and sewer capacity for the future 
development.  The development of this site will also require that the infrastructure 
accommodates existing and anticipated stormwater improvements to be installed as 
part of the development proposal. 
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Criteria 5: The rezone has merit and value for the community. 
 
The impetus for the amendment is the “split-zoning “condition wherein different land use 
rules apply for each portion of a single property.  The purpose of the amendment is to 
provide for an effective layout of a mixed use development, not to increase the overall 
intensity/density of development allowed on the property under the current zoning.  The 
amendment allows for the effective mixed—use development of the site, responding to 
the need for vehicular access and natural constraints, which would be much more 
difficult with the split-zoning.  The redeveloped parcel will increase housing, employment 
and economic development for the community.   
 
 

 
III. PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
 
The following contains generally similar conditions as originally proposed by staff for the 
March 3 staff report, with minor changes.   Since the time of the original draft, the 
applicant has proposed alternative conditions, which are found in attached letter 
(Attachment J). 
 
1. The contract rezone Agreement must be ratified by the applicant and the City and 

recorded against the property in order to be a valid agreement. 
 
2. The project shall comply with all mitigation measures as specified in the Mitigated 

Determination of Non Significance (MDNS). 
 
3. The zoning designation shall be RB-CZ, Regional Business with Contract Zone.  The 

uses and design of the property, including but not limited to provisions for critical 
areas, off-site improvements, site grading and tree preservation, landscaping, 
stormwater control, and dimensional and design standards, shall comply with 
provisions for mixed use developments in the RB zoning district as set forth in the 
Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC) with the following additional property conditions: 

 
a. Site configuration and uses shall generally comply with the site plan submitted 

with the application (Attachment C).  Minor changes to the site plan may be 
subsequently approved by the City of Shoreline Planning and Development 
Services Director or designee.   Configurations that promote greater retention 
of significant trees, additional setback from residential development, 
amenities to serve the Interurban Trail, and better solar access for open 
spaces and residential areas shall be given highest consideration. 

b. Residential density shall be limited to 350 dwelling units, 40% of which shall 
be affordable to middle and low income residents. 

c. Commercial floor area shall be limited to 182,000 square feet. 
d. The housing developments shall be required to provide a minimum of 420 

parking spaces within the structures. 
e. The commercial developments shall be required to provide a minimum of 600 

parking spaces within the structures. 
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f. Parking reduction of up to 20% from the maximum required by SMC 
20.50.390 is allowed pursuant to SMC 20.50.400. 

g. Upper floor "step back" on the north sides of the buildings abutting Echo Lake 
and the sides of the buildings facing the common open space shall be 
required to allow sunlight into the open space.  Each floor shall be set back 
10 feet further than the floor below.   

h. Maximum impervious surface allowed on the site shall not exceed 90%.  The 
open space area required for 100 feet of the wetland buffer shall not be 
included in this calculation. 

i. The provisions of SMC 20.50.350 (B) shall not apply to this site outside of the 
wetland and its buffer.   An approved habitat restoration plan must be 
implemented within the wetland buffer prior to Certificate of Occupancy for 
any of the buildings on the site. 

 
4.  Vermin abatement shall be performed by a licensed pest controller prior to and 

during demolition and decommissioning of current site.  Proof of abatement from the 
pest controller shall be submitted as part of the demolition permit application. 

 
5. Stormwater treatment:  At a minimum, Level 2 water quality and stormwater 

detention are required for development, in accordance with the Shoreline Municipal 
Code (SMC) and the King County Surface Water Design Manual, as adopted by the 
City of Shoreline.  A drainage easement for maintenance of the large pipe on the 
north property line of the site will be required.  Additionally, the developer shall 
consider working with the City to install an oversize a stormwater system to further 
improve Echo Lake water quality including the possibility of adding a water feature 
and open water course as the means of discharge into the Lake. 

 
6. Green Buildings.  The developers shall consider pursuing a LEED (Leadership in 

Energy and Environmental Design) or BuiltGreen certificate for the buildings in this 
project. 

 
 
IV.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
1. Consistency- This rezone request cannot be approved unless and until the 

Comprehensive Plan land use map is changed to a designation that supports the 
Regional Business zoning district.   At it’s April 21, 2005 meeting, the Planning 
Commission voted to recommend approval of changing that portion of the 
Comprehensive Plan map designated High Density Residential to Mixed Use. 

2. Compatibility- Provided that the Comprehensive Plan amendment is approved, the 
proposed zoning, with conditions, is consistent with the land use patterns identified 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 

3. Housing / Employment Targets- The project does not negatively impact the City of 
Shoreline’s ability to meet housing or employment targets as established by King 
County to meet requirements of the Growth Management Act.  The difference in 
number of units allowed under the current zoning and the contract rezone is minimal. 
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4. Environmental- The City issued a SEPA Determination of Non-significance for this 
project, which has been appealed.   

 
 
V.  PLANNING COMMISSION ROLE AND OPTIONS 
At this joint hearing, the Planning Commission is required to conduct a Public Hearing 
on the proposed rezone.  The Commission should consider public testimony regarding 
the rezone, then allow the beginning of the appeal portion of the hearing, which will be 
conducted by the Hearing Examiner.  Deliberation on the rezone is scheduled for the 
Mary 19, 2005 Planning Commission meeting, at which time the Commission should 
develop a recommendation for rezone approval or denial.  The City Council will then 
consider this recommendation prior to their final adoption of the application.  The SEPA 
appeal must be resolved prior to Planning Commission deliberation or action on this 
item.  The Hearing Examiner’s decision is due ten days after the close of the Public 
Hearing on the SEPA appeal.    For the Planning Commission’s information, the City’s 
document list for the appeal hearing is attached (Attachment K).  These documents are 
on file and available upon request. 
 
 
VI.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open the Public Hearing, receive 
comment on the proposed designation of RB-CZ, Regional Business with Contract 
Zone, and move to allow the beginning of the appeal portion of the hearing.  
Deliberation on this item is scheduled for the May 19, 2005 Planning Commission 
meeting.  Draft findings will be presented in the staff report for that meeting. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Vicinity Map with Comprehensive Plan Designations 
Attachment B: Vicinity Map with Zoning Designations 
Attachment C: Site Plan and Section 
Attachment D: Public Comment Letters (under separate cover) 
Attachment E: Letter from Applicant Response to Questions & Public Comment 
Attachment F: SEPA Threshold Determination with notice of public hearing 
Attachment G: Trip Generation Comparison and Level of Service analysis, Perteet 
report dated December 30, 2004. 
Attachment H: Historical report   
Attachment I: Relevant Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies  

 I-1 1998 adopted  
 I-2 proposed 2004 

Attachment J: Letter from Applicant proposing alternative conditions 
Attachment K: City’s document list for the appeal hearing  
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Proposal Is To Change The 

Portion Zoned R-48, 

Residential, 48 units per acre, 

to RB, Regional Business.

Attachment B

Vicinity Map With

Zoning Designations
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PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 
 

Due to the large volume of public comment letters, they are being presented to the 
Planning Commission under separate cover.  They are available for review at the 
Planning & Development Services Department: 1110 N. 175 P

th
P St., Shoreline, Suite 

107.  Copies are available for a fee.  They can also be accessed online from the 
following pages at www.cityofshoreline.com: 
 
Planning & Development home page:   
http://www.cityofshoreline.com/cityhall/departments/planning/index.cfm 
 
Planning Commission home page:        
http://www.cityofshoreline.com/cityhall/departments/planning/commission/index.cfm 
 
If you have questions, please call or e-mail Kim Lehmberg at (206) 546-3542 or 
TUk.lehmberg@ci.shoreline.wa.us UT. 

ATTACHMENT D
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Memorandum 

DATE: April 20, 2005 

TO: File 

FROM: Kim Lehmberg, Planner 

RE: Addendum to SEPA Threshold Determination 
of Mitigated Determination of Non-significance, 
pursuant to WAC 197-11-600(4)(c) and 625 

CC: Department of Ecology, Echolake City Hall 
Oversight- People Against Rezone 

 

Attached is an addendum to the SEPA Threshold Determination (MDNS) issued 
February 16, 2005, showing changes to that MDNS in legislative format.  New 
information is underlined, deleted information is struck out.   These changes reflect 
modifications to the proposal that occurred after the original MDNS was issued. 
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Planning and Development Services
 17544 Midvale Avenue N.

Shoreline, WA 98133-4921 
(206) 546-1811 ♦ Fax (206) 546-8761 

 

CORRECTED 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND  SEPA THRESHOLD DETERMINATION 

MITIGATED DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (MDNS) 
 

ECHO LAKE SITE-SPECIFIC COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT & REZONE 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

Date of Issuance: February 16, 2005, addendum issued April 21, 2005 
Proposed Project 
Description:   

Proposal to Rezone that portion of the property zoned R-48, Residential, 
48 Units per Acre to RB, Regional Business with contract zone (RB-
CZ).  Proposal is for the purpose of constructing a mixed use 
development consisting of commercial uses (including retail and offices, 
with possibly YMCA) limited to a maximum of 182,000 square feet of 
commercial space, with 350 residential units, and parking structures 
underneath the buildings to accommodate 1,125 parking stalls.  The 
proposal also includes an open space wetland buffer. 

Project Number: 201372 
Applicant: Echo Lake Associates 
Location: 19250 Aurora Ave N. 
Parcel Number: 2222900040 
Current Zoning: Approximately 2.21 acres are designated RB, Regional Business, and the 

remaining 6.4 acres are designated R-48, Residential, 48 units per acre 
Current Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Designation: 

The property includes 3 Comprehensive Plan designations:  Mixed Use 
(MU), High Density Residential (HDR) and Public Open Space (POS).  
The applicant is pursuing a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to 
designate the entire property MU, Mixed Use. 

OPEN RECORD HEARING 
DATE: 

 May 4 and 5, 2005, @ 7:00 P.M. 
Shoreline Center, Board Room, 18560 1ST AVE NE, Shoreline WA  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

THRESHOLD DETERMINATION: Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS). 
The City of Shoreline has determined that the proposal, as modified by the required mitigation measure and the 
requirements of the Shoreline Development Code, will not have a probable significant adverse impact on the 
environment and that an environmental impact statement is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c).  This decision 
was made after visits to the project site and review of the environmental checklist, traffic report, geotechnical report, 
public comment and other information on file with the City.  This information is available to the public for review 
upon request. 

 

- over - 
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MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRED UNDER SEPA SUBSTANTIVE ATHORITY: The following condition will 
be required to clarify and change the proposal in accordance with WAC 197-11-350:  
 

Developer shall ensure that appropriate screening, consistent with the City’s 
Critical Areas Ordinance, exists so as to provide a privacy buffer between the 
public area near the lake and the single-family residences to the northeast of the 
project site. 
 

The optional DNS process, as specified in WAC 197-11-355, has been used.  A Notice of Application that stated the 
lead agency’s intent to issue a DNS for this project was issued on January 20, 2005 and a 14-day comment period 
followed ending February 4, 2005.  There is no additional public comment for this DNS.  
 
. 
 
There is an administrative appeal for the MDNS associated with the rezone.  As identified by SMC 20.30.220, the 
administrative appeal deadline is 5pm on Wednesday March 2, 2005, and shall be filed in writing with the City Clerk.  
Appeals of threshold determinations are heard before the Hearing Examiner and combined with the pre-decisional 
hearing before the Planning Commission.  As set forth in RCW 36.70C.040, an appeal of a Hearing Examiner decision 
must be filed under the Land Use Petition Act 21 days after the City Council decision on the rezone. 

 
PROJECT REVIEW 

The initial evaluation of this proposed change in land use and zoning density conducted by the Planning and 
Development Services Department has been done in accordance with procedures outlined in the Shoreline Municipal 
code.  Information related to this application is available at the Planning and Development Services Department for 
review.  Preliminary determination of the development regulations that will be used for project mitigation and 
consistency include, but are not limited to: the Shoreline Municipal Code, City of Shoreline Comprehensive Plan, 
International Building Code, International Fire Code, and King County Surface Water Design Manual.  Issuance of 
this Notice of  MDNS does not constitute approval of a proposal for construction.  Future projects at this site may 
require the issuance of a building permit, right-of-way use permit, and ancillary permits.  Additional conditions based 
on public comments and further staff review may be required for incorporation into future project proposals. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Commission will conduct an open record public hearing on Thursday, , May 4 and 5, 2005 at 7:00 p.m. 
in the Board Room of the Shoreline Conference Center at 18560 First Avenue NE, Shoreline, WA.  Public testimony 
regarding the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone will be accepted during this hearing.  All interested 
Citizens are encouraged to attend the public hearing and may provide written and/or oral testimony during the public 
comment period of the hearing.  The Planning Commission will make a recommendation on this project proposal to the 
Shoreline City Council.  The City Council is the final decision making authority on this project.  If you have questions 
on this proposal please contact the project manager, Kim Lehmberg, at 206.546.3542 or klehmber@ci.shoreline.wa.us. 
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ATTACHMENT I-1 
 

 
 
1998 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS & POLICIES 
 
ULand Use Element 
 
Goal LU I:  To assure that the land use pattern of the City encourages needed, 
diverse, and creative development, protects existing uses, safeguards the 
environment, reduces sprawl, promotes efficient use of land, encourages 
alternative modes of transportation and helps to maintain Shoreline’s sense of 
community. 
 
Goal LU II: To have adequate residential land and encourage a variety of quality 
housing opportunities and appropriate infrastructure suitable for the needs of 
Shoreline’s present and future residents. 
 
Goal LU IV:  To assure that a mix of uses, such as service, office, retail, and 
residential, are allowed either in low intensity buildings placed side by side or 
within the same building in designated areas, on arterials, or within close walking 
distance of transit, serving a neighborhood commercial and residential function. 
 
Goal LU V:  Ensure that adequate land is designated for community-serving, and 
regional-serving commercial areas and that these areas are aesthetically 
pleasing and have long term economic vitality. 
 
Goal LU VII:  To increase the vitality and economic development in the North City 
and Aurora business areas through a public/private effort. 
 
Goal LU VIII:  To redirect the changes in the Aurora Corridor from a commercial 
strip to distinct centers with variety, activity, and interest by: 

• balancing vehicular, transit, and pedestrian needs 
• creating a “sense of place” and improving image 
• protecting neighborhoods 
• encouraging businesses to thrive 
• using a strategy based on sound market principles 

 
 
UPolicies 
LU2:  Encourage attractive, stable, high quality residential and commercial 
neighborhoods with an appropriate variety of housing, shopping, employment 
and services… 

 
LU23:  Ensure land is designated to accommodate a variety of types and styles 
of residences adequate to meet the growth of 1,600-2,400 new housing units and 
the future needs of Shoreline citizens. 
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LU35:  The Mixed Use designation applies to a number of stable or developing 
areas…  This designation is intended to encourage the development of 
pedestrian oriented places, with architectural interest, that integrate a wide 
variety of retail, office and service uses with residential uses.  Appropriate zoning 
designations for the area include … Regional Business… 
 
LU45:  Pursue opportunities to improve the City’s image by creating a sense of 
place on the Aurora Corridor for doing business and attracting retail activity. 
 
LU47:  Include parks in the Aurora Corridor at Echo Lake… 
 
LU 50:  Encourage the redevelopment of key, underused parcels through 
incentives and public/private partnerships. 
 
LU51:  Initiate opportunities to build a showcase development as an example and 
template for future development. 
 
LU52:  Encourage a mix of residential and commercial development throughout 
the Corridor. 
 
LU53:  Encourage a broad mix of uses in close proximity to create retail synergy 
and activity.   
 
LU57:  The Interurban Trail should provide cross-town access, enhance the 
Corridor, connect to other trails, walkways, and sidewalks, accommodate and 
consider other public facilities and civic improvements, and buffer private 
property. 
 
LU59:  Provide opportunities and amenities for higher density residential 
communities to form within or adjacent to the Aurora Corridor in harmony with the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
LU60:  Assist with land assembly, redesign rights-of-way to improve intersections 
and assemble property for redevelopment. 
 
LU66:  Pursue methods to consolidate developable lands in order to facilitate 
economic revitalization. 

 
UHousing Element 
 
Goal H I:  Provide sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 20 
year growth forecast in an appropriate mix of housing types by promoting 
the creative and innovative use of land designated for residential and 
commercial use. 
 
UPolicies U 
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H2:  Provide incentives to encourage residential development in 
commercial zones as a support to commercial areas. 
 
H6:  Encourage compatible infill development on vacant or underutilized 
sites. 
 
UEconomic Development ElementU 

 
Goal ED IV:  To improve the City’s role to facilitate and initiate economic 
development opportunities. 
 
UPolicies U 

ED5:  Increase and improve the City’s job base allowing people to work 
and shop in the community 
 
ED10:  Recognize the Aurora Corridor as the economic core of the City 
with potential for revitalization, providing services, jobs, opportunities, and 
becoming an activity center for Shoreline. 
 
ED16:  Promote optimum development of commercial property. 
 
ED18:  Encourage a mix of businesses that complement each other and 
provide variety to the community to create activity and economic 
momentum. 

 
ED26:  Ensure that sufficient land use and zoning provisions support 
businesses. 
 
 
UEnvironmental ElementU 

 
Policy EN8:  Environmentally critical areas may be designated as open space 
and should be conserved and protected from loss or degradation wherever 
practicable. 
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2004 PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS & POLICIES 
 
Goal LU I: Ensure that the land use pattern of the City encourages needed, diverse, and 
creative development, protects existing uses, safeguards the environment, 
reduces sprawl, promotes efficient use of land, encourages alternative modes 
of transportation and helps to maintain Shoreline’s sense of community. 
 
Goal LU2: Encourage attractive, stable, high quality residential and commercial 
neighborhoods that provide a variety of housing, shopping, employment and 
services. 
 
Goal LU IV: Ensure that mixed use development is encouraged in designated areas on 
arterials, or within close walking distance of transit. 
 
Goal LU V: Ensure that adequate land is designated for commercial areas that serve 
community and regional based markets and that these areas are aesthetically 
pleasing and have long term economic vitality. 
 
Goal LU VII: Increase the vitality and economic development in the North City and 
Aurora 
Corridor business areas through a public/private effort. 
 
Goal LU VIII: Change the Aurora Corridor from a commercial strip to distinct centers 
with 
variety, activity, and interest by: 
• balancing vehicular, transit, and pedestrian needs 
• creating a “sense of place” and improving image for each center 
• protecting neighborhoods 
• encouraging thriving businesses 
• using sound market principles 
 
Goal LU IX: Increase the City’s role in economic development for the Aurora Corridor. 
 
Policies 
 
Policy LU2: Encourage attractive, stable, high quality residential and commercial 
neighborhoods that provide a variety of housing, shopping, employment and 
services. 
 
LU23:  Ensure that land is designated to accommodate a variety of types and styles of 
housing units adequate to meet the future needs of Shoreline citizens. 
 
LU35:  The Mixed Use designation applies to a number of stable or developing areas 
and to the potential annexation area at Point Wells. This designation is intended to 
encourage the development of pedestrian oriented places, with architectural 
interest, that integrate a wide variety of retail, office and service uses with residential 
uses. 
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Appropriate zoning designations for the area include, Neighborhood Business, 
Community Business, Office, Regional Business, Industrial, R-8, R-12, R-18, R-24 
and/or R-28. 
 
LU45: Pursue opportunities to improve the City’s image by creating a sense of place on 
the Aurora Corridor for doing business and attracting retail activity. 
 
LU47: Include parks and open space in the Aurora Corridor plan. 
 
LU50:  Encourage the redevelopment of key, underused parcels through incentives and 
public/private partnerships. 
 
LU51: Create opportunities to stimulate development of a “showcase” example and 
template for future development. 
 
LU52: Encourage a mix of residential and commercial development in close proximity to 
create retail synergy and activity. 
 
LU57: The Interurban Trail should provide cross-town access, enhance the Corridor, 
connect to other trails, walkways, and sidewalks, accommodate and consider 
other public facilities and civic improvements, and buffer private property. 
 
LU59: Provide opportunities and amenities for higher density residential communities to 
form within or adjacent to the Aurora Corridor in harmony with the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
 
LU60: Assist with land assembly and redesign rights-of-way to improve intersections for 
redevelopment. 
 
LU66: Pursue methods to consolidate developable lands in order to facilitate economic 
revitalization. 
 
Housing Element 
 
Goal H l: Provide sufficient development capacity to accommodate the 20 year growth 
forecast in an appropriate mix of housing types by promoting the creative and 
innovative use of land designated for residential and commercial use. 
 
H2: Provide incentives to encourage residential development in commercial zones as 
a support to commercial areas. 
 
H6: Encourage infill development on vacant or underutilized sites to be compatible 
with existing housing types. 
 
Economic Development Element 
 
Goal ED IV: Improve the City’s role to facilitate and initiate economic development 
opportunities. 
 
Policies 
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ED5: Increase and improve the City’s job base, allowing people to work and shop in the 
community. 
 
ED10:  Recognize the Aurora Corridor as the economic core of the City with potential for 
revitalization, providing services, jobs, opportunities, and becoming an activity center for 
Shoreline. 
 
ED18: Encourage a mix of businesses that complement each other and provide variety 
to the community to create activity and economic momentum. 
 
Environmental Element 
 
EN8: Environmentally critical areas may be designated as open space and should be 
conserved and protected from loss or degradation wherever practicable. 
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