
AGENDA 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
 
Thursday, January 5, 2012 Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m. Council Chamber
 17500 Midvale Ave N.
   

  Estimated Time
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00 p.m.
   

2. ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m.
   

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 7:02 p.m.
   

4. DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 7:03 p.m.
   

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 7:08 p.m.
 a. November 17 Regular Meeting b. December 1 Regular Meeting 
   
 

Public Comment and Testimony at Planning Commission 
During General Public Comment, the Planning Commission will take public comment on any subject which is not specifically 
scheduled later on the agenda.  During Public Hearings and Study Sessions, public testimony/comment occurs after initial 
questions by the Commission which follows the presentation of each staff report.  In all cases, speakers are asked to come to 
the podium to have their comments recorded, state their first and last name, and city of residence.  The Chair has discretion to 
limit or extend time limitations and the number of people permitted to speak.  Generally, individuals may speak for three 
minutes or less, depending on the number of people wishing to speak.  When representing the official position of an agency or 
City-recognized organization, a speaker will be given 5 minutes. 
 

   

6. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 7:10 p.m.
   

7. STUDY ITEMS 7:15 p.m.
 a. Comprehensive Plan Major Update 
  Staff Presentation 

 Public Comment 
 

 b. Development Code Amendments 7:45 p.m.
  Staff Presentation 

 Public Comment 
 

   

8. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 9:20 p.m.
   

9. NEW BUSINESS 9:25 p.m.
 a. 2012 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket  
   

10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES & COMMISSONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 9:40 p.m.
   

11. AGENDA FOR January 19 9:43 p.m.
   

12. ADJOURNMENT 9:45 p.m.
   
 

The Planning Commission meeting is wheelchair accessible. Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact 
the City Clerk’s Office at 801-2230 in advance for more information. For TTY telephone service call 546-0457. For up-to-date 
information on future agendas call 801-2236. 
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DRAFT 
These Minutes Subject to 

January 5th Approval 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
November 17, 2011     Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 P.M.      Council Chamber 

 
Commissioners Present Staff Present 
Chair Wagner 
Vice Chair Perkowski 
Commissioner Behrens  
Commissioner Broili 
Commissioner Moss  
 
Commissioners Absent 
Commissioner Esselman 
Commissioner Kaje 
 

Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Community & Development Services  

Miranda Redinger, Associate Planner, Community & Development Services 

Steve Szafran, Associated Planner, Community & Development Services 

Jeff Forry, Permit Services Manager 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 

 
Others Present 
Barbara Nightingale, Washington State Department of Ecology 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Wagner called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:01 p.m.    
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present:  Chair Wagner, 
Vice Chair Perkowski and Commissioners Behrens, Broili and Moss.   Commissioners Kaje and 
Esselman were absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was approved as presented.   
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Cohn announced that the City Council conducted a study session on the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation regarding quasi-judicial hearings.  They did not have any questions, and the item will 
come before them for final action in two weeks.  
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of October 27th, 2011 were approved as amended.   
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No one in the audience expressed a desire to address the Commission during this portion of the meeting. 
 
STAFF REPORTS 
 
Study Session:  Shoreline Master Program 
 
Mr. Cohn explained that staff’s hope is the Commission will be comfortable enough after the study 
session to move the draft Shoreline Master Program (SMP) forward to a public hearing.   
 
Ms. Redinger reviewed that the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) was adopted in 1972 for the purpose 
of encouraging water-dependent and water-oriented uses, promoting public access, and protecting the 
shoreline natural resources.  She explained that the SMA applies to all marine coastal areas, rivers and 
streams of a certain size, which in Shoreline is the Puget Sound coastline, only.  It also applies to 
adjacent shorelands located 200 feet from the ordinary high-water mark and associated wetlands.  The 
SMA regulates all land-use activities within the shoreline jurisdiction, including overwater structures, 
buildings, and land development activities. 
 
Ms. Redinger reviewed the activities that have occurred as part of the SMP update process, which 
started in 2007.  She also reminded the Commission of the larger items that still need to be resolved (see 
Staff Report).   
 
Ms. Redinger advised that when the Commissioners are comfortable with the draft regulations, the next 
step is to finalize the Cumulative Impacts Analysis and compile the SMP packet, which will include the 
regulations, summaries of many of the background documents, and appendices such as the Critical 
Areas Ordinance.  Once the SMP packet has been assembled, a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
analysis will be completed and the public will be invited to comment.  Once the comment period is 
closed, the Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing and make a recommendation to the City 
Council.  After City Council adoption, it will be submitted to the DOE for final review and approval.  
Staff anticipates a public hearing before the Commission could be scheduled in January or February.  
Ms. Redinger used a map to review the proposed environment designations. 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski asked staff to provide more information about Table 20.230.082.  Ms. Redinger 
said the table designates the minimum native vegetation conservation or setback areas required for each 
of the environments.  Vice Chair Perkowski asked what would be allowed within the native vegetation 
conservation or setback areas within the Waterfront Residential Environment.  Ms. Redinger answered 
that no buildings or accessory structures would be allowed to intrude into these areas.  However, she 
recognized there is already supporting concrete and other things to prevent erosion when the waves go 
over top of the bulkheads.  Ms. Redinger said the proposed setback is consistent with the historic 
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setback.  This avoids the creation of additional non-conformity because nearly all the houses have been 
constructed up to that line.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski asked if additional development standards for the native vegetation conservation 
areas are provided elsewhere in the draft SMP.  Ms. Redinger responded that these areas are mentioned 
a number of times throughout the SMP, mostly in the definition section.  Vice Chair Perkowski asked if 
Section 20.230.2000.A would apply to all native vegetation conservation areas in all environments.  Ms. 
Redinger answered affirmatively.  Vice Chair Perkowski asked if a property owner would be allowed to 
expand their impervious surface into a setback area.  Mr. Forry answered that a shoreline variance 
would be required to increase any existing structure within a setback area.  If approved, restoration and 
mitigation would be formed and subject to DOE approval. 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski asked why the document indicates that the bulk standards for the Point Wells 
Urban and Point Wells Urban Conservancy Environments are yet to be determined.  Ms. Redinger 
explained that bulk standards will be determined by the underlying zoning, which has not yet been 
established.  In response to Vice Chair Perkowski’s request for clarification of Table 20.230.082, Mr. 
Forry explained that 50% is the maximum hardscape allowed on a given piece of property in the R-6 
zone, not taking into consideration the protected area.  However, that does not mean a property owner 
would be allowed to put 50% impervious surface coverage within the setback area.  Expansion within 
the protected area would be prohibited without special approval.  Vice Chair Perkowski suggested this 
section should be clarified.   
 
Commissioner Behrens asked if minutes were prepared for the community meeting that was held in 
August with residents on 27th Avenue Northwest.  Ms. Redinger said the City does not have minutes for 
this meeting, but it might be possible for staff to obtain summary notes. 
 
Commissioner Behrens noted that throughout the SMP, there are numerous references to the 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) and the Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC).  He suggested that 
providing the actual WAC and SMC language at the end of the report would help clarify how the 
various documents relate to each other.  Mr. Forry commented that it would not be practical to include 
all of the SMP implementing language found in the WAC since it equates to roughly 75 pages.  He 
suggested that staff provide a brief narrative of the WAC, using the summary documents the DOE has 
prepared regarding the SMP.   
 
As they review the draft document, Chair Wagner encouraged the Commissioners to remember the 
comment made by the Chair of the American Planning Association that “if you say yes to one thing, you 
say no to something else.”  She encouraged the Commissioners to clearly understand the cost benefit of 
each of the proposed changes.  She noted that clear goals have been set out to not unconstitutionally 
infringe upon private property rights, to manage things in an equitable manner, to achieve no net loss, 
and to restore the shoreline areas.  However, these goals must be balanced against the need to develop 
public and private recreational opportunities.   
 
The Commission reviewed each of the issues identified in the Staff Report that have not been previously 
resolved:   
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 Non-Conforming Structures.  Chair Wagner advised that staff is recommending the SMP 
would apply the same non-conformance standards that are applicable elsewhere in the City.  The 
alternative option would be to make the standards more stringent for non-conforming uses.  Ms. 
Redinger said the latter approach would require the City to establish a threshold for what level of 
improvement would trigger needing to come into compliance with the regulations.   

 
Chair Wagner asked if it would be a burden for staff to administer different non-conformance 
standards for the shoreline environments.  Mr. Forry said a different standard would be more 
difficult to implement.  Staff has experience administering the current non-conformance 
standards, which currently apply to all properties in the City, and it would take some time to 
educate them about different SMP requirements.  He also cautioned that this approach presents 
an opportunity for more mistakes.   

 
Chair Wagner asked if the City received any public comment regarding the non-conformance 
standards.  Ms. Redinger answered that the topic is mentioned in several comment letters the 
Commissioners received in their desk packet, which support the current draft language.   
 

 Individual, Joint-Use or Community Docks.  Commissioner Moss summarized that staff is 
recommending the compromise position of a joint-use dock, which would be for two adjoining 
parcels.  She said she understands that a community dock would be for four or more parcels, but 
she questioned if public access would be allowed.  Ms. Redinger answered that if a community 
dock is built for a multi-unit residential complex, it would likely be open to the public.  
However, if four home-owners created a community dock, it would likely be for their private 
use, particularly if the only access to the dock is through private property.   

 
Vice Chair Perkowski noted that Section 20.230.170 provides development standards for piers 
and docks and includes general discussion about docks, but the only specific dimensional 
standard is for width (no wider than 8 feet).  He asked where this number came from.  He said he 
submitted information via Plancom from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Land-Use Planning for Salmon, Steelhead and Trout, a Land Use Planners Guide to Salmonid 
Habitat Protection and Recovery, and Protecting Near Shore Habitat and Function in Puget 
Sound).  He summarized that all three of these documents mention the Army Corps of 
Engineers’ recommendation of a width of no more six feet for joint-use docks.  In addition, the 
SMP Handbook and the DOE recommend that municipalities establish a maximum length for 
piers.  He suggested the City carefully consider these recommendations as they establish 
development standards for piers and docks.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski questioned how the City could complete the Cumulative Impact Analysis 
for docks and piers without establishing certain parameters for width and length.   Mr. Forry 
explained that docks over saltwater are regulated differently than those over freshwater.  The 
threshold is very low for when a Substantial Development Permit would be required from the 
DOE.  Although a dock over navigable waters could be exempt from the SMP, it would still be 
subject to an Army Corp of Engineers Section II Permit.  Rather than trying to identify a lot of 
lengthy criteria, staff recommends the City allow the higher level permits required by the DOE 
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and the Army Corps of Engineers to provide guidance.  This allows the City to keep the SMP at 
a manageable size, given the number of actions they could potentially see.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski suggested the City’s SMP should provide clearer guidance rather than 
leaving it up to the other permits.  Ms. Redinger agreed that it would be appropriate to change 
the maximum width for docks and piers from eight feet to six feet for public hearing purposes.  
She invited Vice Chair Perkowski to direct staff to other documents that provide guidance on 
maximum length and width.  Again, Vice Chair Perkowski referred to the documents he 
submitted via Plancom.  Mr. Forry said staff reviewed SMP’s from other jurisdictions to 
determine how they address standards for docks and piers.  The spectrum was broad, and there 
was no background analysis to support the numbers that were used.  None were directly in line 
with the documents provided by Vice Chair Perkowski from the DOE and the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Staff agreed to review the documents and propose some standards for width, length, 
etc.  The Commission would discuss the issue further at their next meeting.   
 
Ms. Redinger said she reviewed the draft Cumulative Impact Analysis and found there are no 
docks, piers or over-water structures along Puget Sound within the City limits.  Because the 
analysis was created before the City designated a separate Waterfront Residential Environment, 
there are no specific comments about this change.  The analysis is also outdated because 
standards have since been added to the SMP for marinas in an attempt to reach the goal of no net 
loss.  Vice Chair Perkowski pointed out that the Cumulative Impact Analysis must consider the 
impact of full build out.   
 

 Breakwaters, Jetties, Groins and Weirs.  Chair Wagner reviewed that staff is recommending 
these uses remain grouped together because they deal with wave deflection and channelization.  
Ms. Redinger added that these uses are all prohibited unless part of a restoration or other 
permitted project.   

 
 Allowing docks, piers and marinas at Point Wells.  Ms. Redinger explained that docks, piers 

and marinas have been separated in the use table, as suggested by the Commission.  As per the 
use table, marinas would only be permitted in the Point Wells Urban Environment.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski expressed concern that the proposed SMP provision that allows public 
docks, piers and marinas in the Point Wells Urban Environment is inconsistent with the recently 
adopted Point Wells Subarea Plan, which includes a policy statement that no new overwater 
structures should be permitted because of the sensitivity of the nearshore environment.  He said 
he is not opposed to allowing the existing pier to be repaired in its current footprint, but no new 
overwater structures should be allowed.  Ms. Redinger suggested that new language could be 
added to specify no new marina would be allowed.  They could also provide specific standards to 
guide the future rehabilitation and/or replacement of the existing pier. 
 
Commissioner Broili pointed out that a new marina would require an additional breakwater.  Ms. 
Redinger said a new breakwater would only be allowed in conjunction with a permitted project.  
The breakwater would be considered an accessory use to a permitted marina.  Commissioner 
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Broili asked how this would impact the SMP’s goal of no net loss.  Chair Wagner referred to her 
earlier comment about balancing all of the various goals.  For example, the goal of no net loss 
must be balanced with the goal of providing recreational uses.  The Commission asked staff to 
find out if there is currently a breakwater at Point Wells; and if so, is it sufficient to 
accommodate a marina.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski observed that not only would a breakwater be necessary, but a new 
bulkhead would also be required to accommodate a marina at Point Wells.  Ms. Redinger said 
there is already a bulkhead in the Point Wells Urban Environment, and that is why the two Point 
Wells Environments were separated.  The natural ecological function is still intact in the Urban 
Conservancy Point Wells Environment.  She also emphasized that the proposed SMP does not 
allow for additional armoring along the shoreline. 
 
Commissioner Behrens pointed out that a very elaborate road system is necessary for the 
Edmonds Marina to function properly.  Given the current Point Wells Subarea Plan, he 
questioned if there would be sufficient land to provide an adequate road-system to support a 
marina at Point Wells.  Ms. Redinger said that if emergency vehicles can access the marina, there 
should be ample room for vehicles and boat trailers to turn around.  The volume of traffic would 
be addressed as part of the traffic analysis and mitigation required for a proposed project.  
Commissioner Behrens suggested staff visit the Edmonds Marina to visualize whether this type 
of traffic could be moved through the Point Wells site.  Mr. Forry agreed that a marina that 
supports a lot of vehicle traffic as opposed to water-based traffic may not pencil out at Point 
Wells given the current SMP and Development Code regulations.   
 
Commissioner Behrens asked staff to provide examples of potential commercial uses associated 
with a marina.  Mr. Cohn answered that commercial uses could include restaurants, bait shops, 
boat sales, fuel sales, boat equipment, etc.  He said the Commission could remove marinas as an 
allowed use.  However, if it is left in for public hearing purposes, the Commission would likely 
get more comments on the issue.  He noted that a marina has never been part of the current 
developer’s proposal.   
 
Commissioner Broili pointed out that Point Wells is not part of the City of Shoreline.  Mr. Cohn 
agreed and explained that the SMP requires the City to not only plan for shorelines within their 
jurisdiction, but also those located within the urban growth boundary that could be annexed.  The 
City has identified Point Wells as an area that could be annexed into the City.   
 
Commissioner Broili said he would prefer to remove marinas as a potential use in the Point 
Wells Urban Environment.  There is no place along the City’s shoreline for a marina to locate 
without major impacts.  Ms. Redinger asked the Commission if they see a benefit of including 
standards for redevelopment of the existing dock.  Commissioner Broili said he is not opposed 
allowing the existing dock to be redeveloped, but he is opposed to allowing marinas because 
they result in major impacts over and above those associated with the existing dock.  Mr. Forry 
commented that it would take an extraordinary amount of time to create acceptable development 
regulations to allow marinas at Point Wells.  Chair Wagner said that if marinas are prohibited, 
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then the language should clarify what would be allowed as part of any redevelopment of the 
existing dock.   
 
Commissioner Moss said she attended a community meeting for the proposed Point Wells 
development several months ago where there was discussion about the potential of recreational 
uses such as canoes.  While this would not necessarily fall within the category of a marina, it is a 
very different use than the current industrial use.  If the Point Wells development goes forward 
as currently proposed, it would behoove the City to create some standards for what the dock 
could look like and what uses would be allowed.  Chair Wagner said it would be helpful for staff 
to provide a brief explanation about what currently exists at Point Wells (breakwater, bulkhead, 
etc.).   
 
Commissioner Behrens reminded the Commission of the SMP goal to create recreational uses 
along the shoreline.  It might be appropriate to allow docks and piers at Point Wells in 
association with a recreational application.  He agreed that the SMP should provide development 
standards for the existing dock.  For example, he would not likely support a fuel station on the 
dock.  Mr. Forry said that, as per the proposed SMP language, a fuel station on the existing dock 
would be considered an expansion of an existing non-conforming use, which would require an 
extraordinary permitting process.  Chair Wagner pointed out that, as proposed, a developer 
would be allowed to replace the non-conforming fuel use.   She asked if it would be possible to 
prohibit this particular non-conforming use in the future.  Mr. Forry explained that the current 
non-conforming use standards would allow a current, active non-conforming use to continue, as 
long as the non-conforming use is not expanded.  However, if the non-conforming use is not 
maintained and used, it would no longer be vested.  Mr. Cohn pointed out that the fuel dock is 
currently part of the industrial use and no fuel is sold to individual customers. 

 
 Common-line setback.  Ms. Redinger explained that this concept was proposed by the 

Richmond Beach Preservation Association as a way to protect view sheds.  Staff is not 
recommending the concept because it complicates existing development rights that people had 
when their property was purchased.  They would not be allowed to build to the same 20-foot 
setback as their neighbors have already done.   

 
Commissioner Moss asked how the goals and objectives of the SMP would be measured.  Ms. Redinger 
said that, generally, they do not set metrics for these types of goals and objectives.  However, staff is 
working to develop a website for tracking metrics of environmental sustainability, and the website will 
likely be ready by January.  At this time, the plan is to include the SMP goals and objectives on the 
website as an informational page.  However, other than restoration, the website would not track the 
specific shoreline metrics.  Mr. Forry added that many of the goals, objectives and policy statements in 
the SMP are intended to provide guidance to document users.  Because the SMP is one of the tools for 
substantive authority when dealing with projects that are subject to SEPA review, it provides flexibility 
in applying additional conditions when necessary for higher level permits.   
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Commissioner Moss suggested that the goals and objectives in the circulation and recreational elements 
should be switched.  This change would result in a more logical sequence since it appears that the 
objectives are broader reaching.   
 
Commissioner Broili asked how the City would measure “no net loss of ecological function.”  Mr. Forry 
said the theory behind “no net loss” is that standards should be provided for setbacks, height, bulk, etc. 
to require sufficient mitigation so there is “no net loss” and in some cases a net gain of ecological 
functions within the shore lands.  The City does not have a metric to track this other than the Cumulative 
Impact Analysis.   
 
Barbara Nightingale, DOE, said the DOE has provided a spreadsheet of potential indicators, which is 
based on what jurisdictions already have rather than adding the burden of a new monitoring system.  For 
example, aerial photographs could show how much impervious surface is creeping towards the 
shoreline.  However, these indicators might not be relevant to the type of shoreline that currently exists 
in the City and what they expect in the future.  Some jurisdictions are trying to build conservation zones 
back into areas where structures have historically been developed right up to the lake.   
 
Ms. Nightingale said the first review of the implementation of the SMP would be in eight years.  At that 
time, the City would evaluate how well they did with their goal of “no net loss.”  She agreed that a 
marina at Point Wells would result in significant ecological loss, based on the reasons discussed by the 
Commission.  The Cumulative Impact Analysis reviews each of the specific SMP regulations and the 
degraded ecological conditions they are intended to address.  In the case of Shoreline, there is an 
existing railroad, a park that is in a natural condition and residential development that is protected by 
existing bulkheads.  She reminded the Commission that property owners have a right to protect their 
structures with bulkheads.  While the DOE typically promotes natural vegetation conservation, requiring 
natural vegetation near the bulkheads would not have a significant positive impact.  She summarized 
that the existing 20-foot setback is reasonable to provide visual access to the water and protect the 
shoreline.  The proposed setback requirements for geological and landslide hazard areas are acceptable 
and well written, too.   
 
Ms. Nightingale clarified that it would not be appropriate for the City to rely on the DOE’s Shoreline 
Development Permit and/or the Army Corps of Engineers Regional General Permit to provide dock 
standards.   The WAC requires that these specific standards be included local SMP’s.  She noted that the 
Regional General Permit does not provide guidelines related to dock length.  However, it is important 
that sufficient length be allowed so that boats do not sit on the sub straight during times of extreme low 
tide.   
 
Commissioner Moss commented that the Planning and Development Services Director’s title has been 
changed to Planning and Community Development Director.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski said he has reviewed a fair number of SMP’s, which typically have both use and 
development standards.  While the proposed SMP includes a use table, there are no development 
standard sections for each environment.  Instead, it simply refers to the underlying zoning.  He asked 
staff to share the rationale for this approach.  Mr. Forry said they opted for the current approach as a 
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matter of consistency with the existing zoning criteria.  Based on feedback from the consultant, there did 
not appear to be a need to be more restrictive than the existing development regulations for each of the 
shoreline environment classifications.  Instead the existing zoning criteria would apply.  Given that the 
proposed language requires greater setback from the ordinary high-water mark than what currently 
exists, staff felt this approach would meet the goals and objectives of the SMP.  Vice Chair Perkowski 
clarified that the proposed language makes it clear that the underlying zoning would apply unless there 
is a conflict, in which case the regulations that provide more shoreline protection would apply.   
 
Ms. Redinger advised that a number of changes were made to the Definitions Section, as requested by 
the Commission.  Commissioner Moss suggested that staff double check the proposed definition for 
“Community Pier or Dock” to make sure it is consistent with the Commission’s earlier discussion.  Ms. 
Redinger said that, as currently proposed, individual docks and piers would not be allowed.  She agreed 
that the definition should be changed to clarify that is it better for multiple households to share a dock, 
rather than building multiple docks.   
 
Commissioner Moss referred to Section 20.220.030.A.3 and recalled that at an earlier meeting, 
Commissioner Kaje suggested that the more specific WAC language related to existing structures should 
be incorporated into the draft SMP.  Ms. Redinger said she discussed this issue with Ms. Nightingale, 
who indicated that the proposed language is already specific enough.  
 
Commissioner Moss asked if Section 20.220.120.C refers to the City of Shoreline’s Hearing Examiner 
or a specific Shoreline Hearings Board.  Mr. Forry suggested the language be clarified by using the term 
“Washington State Hearing’s Board”.  Chair Wagner asked staff to word search the language to make 
sure “shoreline” is used appropriately throughout the document.   
 
Commissioner Behrens asked who would be responsible for enforcing Regulations 1 and 6 in Section 
20.230.020.A.  Mr. Forry said this would be the Planning Director’s responsibility.  Commissioner 
Behrens noted that Section 20.220.110.C should also be clarified.  Mr. Forry agreed to word search the 
document and update it accordingly.   
 
Commissioner Moss asked if the provisions found in Regulation 8 in Section 20.230.020.A are 
consistent with the City’s current tree code.  Mr. Forry answered that the language is actually much 
more restrictive than the current tree code.  It is intended to enhance the buffer (setback) area with 
vegetation and keep it maintained.   
 
Commissioner Moss expressed her belief that Section 20.230.040.A.1.b, which allows an exception for 
individual multi-family structures containing more than four dwelling units, appears to be in conflict 
with Section 20.230.040.B.1.  She also suggested that perhaps Section 20.230.040.B.3.f should be a 
separate subcategory.  Staff agreed to review these two issues and report back.  
 
Commissioner Moss asked for clarification of the term “access deemed necessary,” which is found in 
Section 20.230.100.A.3.  Ms. Nightingale explained that public access is something that should be 
promoted on publicly-owned land, and one way to accomplish this is to provide trails or public access 
around parks.  Through trail plans, cities can demonstrate their intent to provide public access over a 
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period of time.  She acknowledged that many issues come up where public access has not been provided 
in the past on privately owned property.  There may be opportunities to improve access as part of 
commercial redevelopment, but this is not always possible for various reasons.  In these cases, 
developers could partner with the City and help fund a public park and/or trail in another location.  
Overall, public access would be improved either way.  Commissioner Moss commented that the most 
significant opportunity for commercial redevelopment within the City’s shoreline areas is at Point 
Wells.  She expressed concern that the term “deems necessary” seems too open ended.  She suggested 
staff consider more specific language.  Mr. Forry clarified that, in this case, the term is used in the 
context of a policy as opposed to a regulatory statement.  Regulatory statements provide more guidance 
for staff to make these decisions.   
 
Commissioner Behrens recalled that the Point Wells Subarea Plan would not allow a developer to build 
a commercial structure against the water.  Ms. Redinger reminded the Commission that the Point Wells 
Subarea Plan was based on the draft SMP language.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski noted that several public comments expressed concern that the City would require 
the removal of armoring that protects the single-family residential homes.  He emphasized that all the 
Commissioners understand the importance of repairing and maintaining the existing bulkheads to 
protect current development.  They are not proposing that they be eliminated.  He invited the public to 
share their specific concerns so they can be clarified and addressed.   
 
Commissioner Moss referred to Section 20.230.180.A.8 and agreed it makes sense to allow one 
geotechnical report to be prepared for multiple properties.  However, she asked if there would be a limit 
on the length of time the report would be applicable.  Mr. Forry answered that the validity of a 
geotechnical report would be determined on a case by case basis.  Typically, the City checks to ensure 
that the person who completed the original report is still licensed and available to answer additional 
questions that come up.  The City could also require the applicant to revise the original report if they 
believe conditions have changed significantly.    
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Chair Wagner emphasized that this public comment period should not be confused with an official 
public hearing, and public comments would not be entered into the official record that is forwarded to 
the City Council.  She invited members of the audience to submit their written testimony to the 
Commission via staff prior to the formal public hearing so it can be incorporated into the official record.  
 
Richard Kink, Shoreline, Richmond Beach Preservation Association, thanked staff for all of the 
time and effort they have put into drafting the proposed SMP.  He also thanked the Commissioners for 
their thoughts and comments on the draft document.  He advised that he would submit written comments 
regarding tonight’s discussion in the near future.  In the interim, he invited the Commissioners to visit 
27th Avenue Northwest and meet with property owners to discuss the unique characteristics of their 
neighborhood.   
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DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Cohn suggested the Commission make a decision soon about their second meeting in December.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
Commissioner Moss reminded the Commission that when they recently reviewed Comprehensive Plan 
amendments related to the Transportation Master Plan, staff recommended that they defer Amendment 2 
(SMC 20.070.010 and 020) to allow staff more time to gather information.  She questioned when this 
issue would be back before the Commission for consideration.  Mr. Szafran said staff anticipates this 
item will come before the Commission in late January or early February.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Commissioner Behrens suggested that the City should develop a system for recording community 
meetings so the public comments can be utilized by the Commission as background information.  The 
Commission agreed to raise this issue the next time they meet jointly with the City Council.  Ms. 
Simulcik Smith agreed to add this item to the “parking lot list.”   
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
None of the Commissioners commented during this portion of the meeting.   
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Mr. Cohn announced that a public hearing on Medical Marijuana Collective Gardens is scheduled for 
December 1st.  The Commission would also review their bylaws.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
Michelle Linders Wagner  Jessica Simulcik Smith 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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TIME STAMP 
November 17, 2011 

 
CALL TO ORDER:  00:09 
 
ROLL CALL:  00:13 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  00:31 
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS:  00:40 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  01:53 
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT:  03:46   
 
STUDY SESSION ON SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM:  04:43 
 

Staff Report:  04:43 
Commission Questions:  12:51 
Discussion of Unresolved Issues:  27:35 
Additional Commission Questions:  1:01:19  

 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  2:02:57 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT:  2:05:30 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS:  2:05:55 
 
NEW BUSINESS:  2:08:11 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:  2:11:54 
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING:  2:11:58 
 
ADJOURNMENT  2:13:30 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
December 1, 2011     Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 P.M.      Council Chamber 

 
Commissioners Present Staff Present 
Vice Chair Perkowski 
Commissioner Behrens  
Commissioner Broili 
Commissioner Esselman 
Commissioner Kaje 
 
Commissioners Absent 
Chair Wagner 
Commissioner Moss 
 

Steve Cohn, Senior Planner, Community & Development Services  

Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, Community & Development Services 

Steve Szafran, Associate Planner, Community & Development Services 

Ian Sievers, City Attorney 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, Planning Commission Clerk 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski called the regular meeting of the Shoreline Planning Commission to order at 7:01 
p.m.    
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present:  Vice Chair 
Perkowski and Commissioners Behrens, Broili, Esselman and Kaje.  Chair Wagner and Commissioner 
Moss were absent.   
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The agenda was approved as submitted. 
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Cohn did not provide any comments during this portion of the meeting.   

Page 15



DRAFT 
Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes 

December 1, 2011   Page 2 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of November 3, 2011 were approved as amended. 
   
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No one in the audience expressed a desire to comment during this portion of the meeting.   
 
LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING – MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE GARDENS 
(MMCG) 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski reviewed the rules and procedures for the legislative public hearing and then 
opened the hearing. 
 
Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation 
 
Mr. Cohen reviewed that the Commission held a study session to discuss code amendments for medical 
marijuana collective gardens (MMCG) on November 3rd.  At that time a Commissioner pointed out that 
Section 20.40.445.D.6, which requires that production, processing or delivery of cannabis cannot be 
visible to the public from outside of the building or structure, might contradict the current Development 
Code that requires commercial development to have 50% of their first floor façade in transparent 
windows.  Staff determined that the two requirements do not necessarily conflict, but it could be 
difficult for someone to meet both.  However, an MMCG could have transparent windows to a lobby 
and the locate the remainder of the operation behind.  If the Commission concludes that more clarity is 
necessary, they could recommend an amendment to Section 20.50.280.B (mixed use – commercial 
design standards) to exempt MMCGs from the transparent window requirement.   

 
Commissioner Broili noted that although ground floor windows must be transparent, the code would not 
prevent a property owner from putting a curtain or false wall in front of the building.  Mr. Cohen agreed 
that the code allows sufficient flexibility to enable property owners to meet both requirements without 
taking up an enormous amount of space.   

 
Commissioner Behrens said he visited MMCG sites in Shoreline and found that both would be 
consistent with the proposed code language.  Both have clear windows, with lobbies at the entrances 
where people are screened before they are allowed to access the remainder of the building.  None of the 
operation is visible to the public from the outside.   

 
Mr. Cohen summarized that staff is not recommending that Section 20.50.280.B be amended because 
they believe both requirements could be met at the same time.   
 
Mr. Cohen recalled that on November 3rd the Commission discussed the requirement for a 1,000-foot 
separation between MMCG’s and schools.  Concern was raised that because commercial areas where 
MMCG’s are likely to locate are narrow, the separation requirement may force these businesses to the 
edges of the commercial zones and closer to residential areas.  Concern was also raised that the 

Page 16



DRAFT 
Shoreline Planning Commission Minutes 

December 1, 2011   Page 3 

separation requirement would disperse the MMCGs, making it more difficult to monitor and enforce the 
code requirements.  However, law enforcement representatives have suggested that the potential 
concentration of MMCGs could result in a bigger draw for criminal activity.  The Commission also 
discussed whether or not the City should adopt a cap on the number of MMCGs allowed citywide 
instead of a separation requirement.  However, there is no information available about what the 
appropriate cap should be.   
 
Mr. Cohen said staff also recommends that a Safety License be required under Section 20.40.244.D.8, 
which would allow the City to monitor the operation and location of MMCGs.  Commissioner Behrens 
asked if the proposed language is intended to require Safety Licenses for MMCGs that do not need 
Business Licenses.  Mr. Cohen said staff is proposing that all MMCGs would require a Safety License, 
and those that are not cooperatives would also require a Business License.  Mr. Sievers further 
explained that supplemental Safety Licenses can be required for uses that have more potential to harm 
the public welfare, and they offer the City the ability to do additional inspections to ensure the 
regulations are being followed.   

 
Commissioner Kaje referred to the minutes from the November 3rd study session, in which Sergeant 
Neff stated that “it is important, from a law enforcement standpoint, to keep the MMCG’s within the 
business district.   They can become problematic when located in residential areas because it is hard for 
law enforcement to know where they are.  If law enforcement knows where all the dispensaries or 
MMCG’s are located, it is easier for them to police the areas to prevent burglaries.”   Sergeant Neff 
further stated on November 3rd that she does not have a strong feeling about whether or not the 1,000-
foot separation requirement would be beneficial, and that the concept was brought forward by the City 
Council.   

 
Mr. Sievers recalled that at the November 3rd Study Session he discussed Senate Bill 5073.  He 
specifically noted that Governor Gregoire vetoed a large portion of the bill, leaving inconsistencies in 
the remaining portions.  The curative act that was intended to recover some of the substance of SB5073 
was proposed by law enforcement agencies and contains a new provision that only one MMCG should 
be located on a parcel.  Law enforcement’s opposition to multiple MMCGs operating off a single parcel 
leads him to suggest that aggregation is not a good thing.   

 
Mr. Cohen recalled that concern was expressed on November 3rd that Section 20.40.445.D.1 was not 
explicit about whether or not a patient would be allowed to hire a provider, who is not a patient, to grow 
for them.  Because the intent of the State legislation is to allow a patient to hire a provider, staff has 
recommended language to make this issue clearer.  City Attorney Sievers suggested the proposed 
language should be changed by replacing “and” with “or.”  Mr. Cohen agreed that would be appropriate.  

 
Commissioner Behrens asked if the proposed language in Section 20.40.445.D.1 would limit the size of 
a cooperative to a maximum of 10 people.  Mr. Cohen answered affirmatively and explained that it 
could include a combination of patients and patient providers.  Commissioner Behrens asked if staff has 
contacted existing MMCGs to determine how this limitation would impact their ability to operate.  He 
expressed concern about placing so many regulations on MMCGs that they cannot effectively function.  
City Attorney Sievers said he previously explained to the City Council that the legislation was not 
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intended to allow large, commercial MMCG operations, and the Legislature amended the provisions 
related to how quickly designated providers could be changed.   He recommended to the City Council 
that the City’s interim ordinance be amended to place a limit on how quickly an MMCG would change 
providers, but the City Council did not adopt the amendment because they were concerned that it would 
prevent MMCGs from being commercially viable.   
 
Commissioner Broili said his understanding is that MMCGs are intended to be cooperatives and not 
businesses.  They are not intended for the transaction of money, but to provide a product to patients.  He 
also questioned whether this is an issue the Planning Commission should even address since their 
purview is zoning and code issues only. 

 
Commissioner Kaje expressed concern that changing Section 20.40.445.D.1 to include providers seems 
contrary to their previous discussion.  He summarized that the intent of this section is to limit the 
number of people with prescriptions for medical marijuana who can participate in an operation.  He 
requested further clarification regarding the intent of the proposed amendment.  Mr. Sievers clarified 
that the intent has always been to allow patients with disabling illness to have someone grow marijuana 
for them.  He pointed out that Governor Gregoire’s veto message states that the legislation was intended 
to cover only ten patients or their providers.  He expressed his belief that the proposed amendment is 
consistent with the legislature’s intent, as well as the direction provided previously to both the City 
Council and the Planning Commission.  He emphasized that changing the word “and” to “or” would 
make it clear that an MMCG could only service the needs of 10 patients.   

 
Commissioner Behrens commented that even if a MMCG is not set up for profit, the City should make 
sure the restrictions are not so cumbersome that it is unfeasible for MMCG’s to operate. 

 
Mr. Cohen advised that a last-minute concern was raised about Section 20.40.445.B, which requires a 
1,000-foot separation from schools and other collective gardens.  He suggested that additional language 
should be added to define how the separation between collective gardens would be measured.  He 
recommended it be the distance between the building entries of the collective gardens.   
 
Commissioner Esselman referred to the map and pointed out that the separation line for Einstein Middle 
School intersects with the shopping area that bisects Richmond Beach Road.  She asked if an MMCG 
could be located in this shopping area given that school children tend to “hang out” on the north side.  
Mr. Cohen advised that while a MMCG could not locate in the northern portion of the shopping center 
because it is too close to the school; however the use would be allowed on the portion of shopping 
center property that is outside of the 1,000-foot separation line.  Because of the proposed separation 
requirements, only one MMCG would be allowed in the shopping area.  Commissioner Esselman 
suggested that the community might have a significant concern if an MMCG is allowed within the 
northern most portion of the shopping area.   

 
Commissioner Esselman suggested that the map should also identify a 1,000-foot separation line around 
the Sunset School site.  While no school is currently located on the site, it is identified in the district’s 
land bank as a potential school site.  If the student population increases, a school might be constructed 
on the site in the future.  Mr. Cohen asked if the definition of “schools” includes all school property, or 
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just functioning schools.  Mr. Sievers said the intent is to protect the students that are using the property, 
but he suggested they could add additional language to include vacant school sites.  Mr. Cohen 
suggested that the Sunset School site could be added to the map if and when it becomes a functioning 
school.   

 
Commissioner Behrens asked if there is a commercial area close to the Sunset School site.  
Commissioner Esselman answered no.  Commissioner Behrens pointed out that the Shoreline Center is 
not an active school yet a separation line was drawn around it.  He observed that there is no commercial 
property near this site, either.  He questioned the need to draw separation circles around schools when 
there is no potential for MMCGs to locate within 1,000 feet.  Commissioner Broili agreed and suggested 
that, for clarity, the boundaries should be removed around schools that do not have adjacent business 
districts.  
 
Vice Chair Perkowski observed that the proposed language does not reference enforcement and 
penalties for code violations.  Mr. Cohen said the general code enforcement provisions would apply for 
all code violations, and all MMCGs would be required to meet all Development Code requirements.  
There is no need for specific code enforcement language in this particular section.   
 
Ms. Simulcik Smith announced that the following additional exhibits were received after the 
Commission packet was sent out: 
 

 Exhibit 7 – Comment Letter from Peter Mueller, with an article from THE SEATTLE TIMES as 
an attachment.   

 Exhibit 8 – Article from THE HUFFINGTON POST. 
 Exhibit 9 – Article from THE SEATTLE TIMES. 

 
Mr. Cohen said staff received a last minute public comment from Mr. Mueller expressing confusion 
about patients versus providers, but this issue has been resolved.  Concern was also raised about whether 
or not distribution and delivery could occur on the same site.  To address this issue, staff recommends 
that the definition for “medical marijuana collective gardens” be changed to simply read, “Facility used 
by qualifying patients or their provider(s) for the producing, processing, transporting or delivery of 
cannabis for medical use.”  Mr. Sievers referred to Mr. Mueller’s point that although the proposed 
language only allows one collective garden per tax parcel, there would be no limitation on the number of 
delivery sites on a tax parcel.  Rather than placing a limitation on the number of delivery sites in each of 
the subsections, the new definition would make it clear that only one of any of the uses listed would be 
allowed per tax parcel.  Mr. Cohen advised some minor changes in other sections of the proposed code 
language would be necessary to be consistent with the new definition.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski asked if it is necessary to add a definition for “qualifying patient.”  Mr. Sievers 
explained that it is illegal in Washington State for a person to have marijuana unless he/she is qualified 
with a prescription.  He did not believe a definition would be necessary.   
 
Commissioner Broili cautioned that discussing regulations related to how MMCGs are operated goes 
beyond the realm of the Commission’s responsibility.  Once again, he reminded them to focus their 
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discussion on the proposed code amendments related to zoning.  Commissioner Kaje pointed out that as 
the Commission deliberates on the proposed separation requirements, it is important for them to 
understand exactly what needs to be separated.  However, he agreed with Commissioner Broili that the 
Commission’s responsibility is to deal with land use issues and policy.   
 
Mr. Sievers referred to Section 20.40.445.D.4 and explained that because the registry provision was part 
of the statute that was vetoed, patients cannot provide this type of identification.  Because the 
requirement for valid documentation would be part of the Safety License requirement, he suggested this 
provision be removed from the proposed language.   
 
Mr. Cohen announced that the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) review has been completed.  
No public comments were received, and staff will issue a Determination of Non-Significance on 
December 5th.  There will be a 14-day public comment period for the determination.  He also announced 
that the Commission received an additional public comment from Peter Mueller, which was provided in 
the Commission’s desk packet.   
 
Mr. Cohen referred to information provided in the Staff Report to explain how the proposed amendment 
meets the three Development Code criteria (SMC 20.30.350).  He reviewed the criteria as follows: 
 

1. The amendment is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.  There is no language about 
MMCGs in the Comprehensive Plan, but there are some general comments in the framework 
goals and policies.  Framework Goal 3 calls for supporting the provisions of human services to 
meet community needs, and Framework Goal 10 calls for respecting neighborhood character and 
engaging the community in decisions that affect them. 

 
2. The amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare.  The 

amendment is intended to improve public health by providing collective gardens for patients to 
raise prescribed medical marijuana. 

 
3. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property owners of the City 

of Shoreline.  The provisions of the amendment would not be contrary to the best interest of the 
citizens and property owners because they would: 
 
 Enact State Bill 5073 
 Ensure adequate separation between MMCGs and residential and school properties  
 Require adequate regulations to ensure the community of potential size and location  
 Require registration through a Safety License to monitor the businesses 

 
Mr. Cohen referred to Attachment F, which provides draft language for a Commission recommendation.  
He noted that the amendment is scheduled to go before the City Council for a study session on 
December 12th.  Staff anticipates the City Council will adopt the amendment on January 9th, prior to 
expiration of the 6-month moratorium.  The Commission noted that Attachment F was not included in 
the Staff Report.  Mr. Cohen said Attachment F provides basic language for introducing the proposed 
code to the City Council, but it does not include the actual proposed code language.   
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Mr. Cohen announced that two notices were sent out for the public hearing.  The first notice was sent 
out for the initial hearing that was scheduled for November 17th but postponed to December 2nd.  A 
second notice was sent out to clarify the date of the hearing.   
 
In reference to earlier Commission discussion about focusing their discussion on land use issues only, 
Commissioner Behrens pointed out that, with the exception of Provision 7, none of the other provisions 
in Section 20.40.445.D deal specifically with land use issues.  Mr. Cohn noted that these provisions are 
intended to place parameters around the activity that goes on with the MMCG land use.  It is appropriate 
to place all provisions related to MMCGs in one location in the Development Code.  He said this same 
approach has been used in other code sections, such as home occupations.  Commissioner Kaje said he 
understands that the provisions may need to be located in a single place within the Development Code.  
However, he recommended the Commission focus their discussion and deliberation to points within 
their purview and knowledge base.   
 
Public Testimony 
 
Peter Mueller, Shoreline, said he is an attorney and a Federal prosecutor with considerable experience 
administering Federal drug statutes.  He commended the staff and City Council for responsively 
responding to a very complex and difficult issue that was rendered even more complex by the joint 
actions of Governor Gregoire and the Legislature.  He referred to his legal comments that were 
submitted to the Commission in writing, one of which was addressed by the proposed new definition for 
“medical marijuana collective gardens.”   
 
Mr. Mueller said he is sensitive to the Commission’s concern that their purview is land use issues rather 
than policy issues, which are the purview of the City Council.  He announced that on November 30th, 
Governor Gregoire, in conjunction with the governor of Rhode Island, submitted a very comprehensive 
petition to the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) requesting that they reschedule cannabis from 
Schedule 1 to Schedule 2.  If this change is made, all of the problems that local governments and law 
enforcement agencies are experiencing would be eliminated.  It would solve the problem of getting the 
substance to patients who need it in a compassionate way while controlling its abuse and proliferation, 
which has been demonstrated over and over again in those states that have grappled with trying to make 
medical marijuana available.  If the DEA acts on this petition, patients will be able to obtain the 
substance based on a normal prescription by a qualified medical practitioner, and it would be 
administered and compounded by a qualified pharmacist through a regular pharmacy.  Most importantly, 
it would be compounded and distributed in a way that does not require patients to smoke the substance.   
 
Mr. Mueller referred to a statement issued on October 31st by Gil Kerlikowski, Director of the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, on behalf of President Obama in response a petition the White House 
received asking for legalization of marijuana.  The point of the statement is that the National Institute of 
Health has recognized that substance abuse by teenagers of marijuana is a much more serious problem 
than any recreational use by adults.  Although he is a lawyer, he said the real reason he is present is 
because he is a dad, and he knows the substance is dangerous to kids.  Making it available to the 
community through the loose structure involved in the proposed amendment is not good.  He suggested 
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Shoreline step back and give the DEA a chance to respond to Governor Gregoire, and this may solve the 
entire problem. 
 
Kirk Bayle said he is an attorney with a focus on medical marijuana businesses and defense.  He said he 
represents A Green Cure, which is located in Shoreline on Northeast 145th Street and Highway 99.  He 
said he has worked very closely with Pete Holmes’s office in creating the City of Seattle’s ordinance, 
and they are currently working on their zoning issues.  He has also worked with the City of Issaquah to 
draft an ordinance that will allow some medical marijuana access points or collective gardens in their 
city. 
 
Mr. Bayle explained that the purpose of the proposed ordinance is to create a safer community through 
regulations.  It is important for citizens to feel safe, but it is also important that the patients who need 
cannabis can continue to have safe access to the substance.  He referred the Commission to Revised 
Code of Washington (RCW) 69.51A.025, which codifies the medical marijuana statute (SB5073) and 
states, “nothing in this chapter or in the rules adopted to implement it precludes a qualifying patient or 
designated provider from engaging in the private, unlicensed, non-commercial production, possession, 
transportation, delivery or administration of cannabis for medical use as authorized under RCW 
69.51A.”  That means people can have collective gardens without a license.  They can have three on a 
block if they want.  Because law enforcement has indicated it is easier to patrol 1, 2 or 3 access points, 
the medical marijuana community wants to consolidate the locations.  They support regulation and the 
creation of guidelines so the businesses can operate and patients can continue to have access to their 
medicine.   
 
Mr. Bayle referred to Section 20.40.445 of the proposed code language (Attachment B) and said his 
clients do not take issue with Provision D.6 regarding visibility because it is a civil infraction to use or 
display medical cannabis in public.  He also said his clients do not object to Provision B, which calls for 
a 1,000-foot separation between MMCG and schools and other MMCGs.  He noted that this use has 
proliferated in some areas of Seattle because they do not require a separation between MMCG access 
points.  He suggested that the 1,000-foot separation requirement would create safer communities and 
continue to allow patients to have access to their medicine.  He said he does not have a position on 
whether or not a patient should be allowed to hire a provider.  He suggested this may be something for 
the City Council to consider.  He also has no position regarding the proposed new definition for 
“medical marijuana collective gardens.”   
 
Mr. Bayle said he does object to Provision D.1, which would limit a MMCG to no more than ten 
qualifying patients at any given time.  This provision would eliminate the current businesses because it 
would be financially unfeasible to operate.  He suggested that Provision D.1 has been blurred because 
some employees of Shoreline are opposed to having medical marijuana facilities in the suggested areas.  
He said he was present at the City Council meeting when they addressed this issue, and it was their 
intention to resolve the issue rather than passing it on to the Planning Commission. 
 
Commissioner Behrens asked Mr. Bayle to comment on the City Attorney’s recommendation to strike 
Provision D.4, which would require a patient to provide valid documentation.  He asked if businesses 
have internal mechanisms to ensure that people use MMCGs appropriately.  Mr. Bayle answered that his 
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clients require patients to provide authorization and a copy of their valid Washington ID.  These items 
are entered into the system and checked every time.  He pointed out that City Attorney Sievers’ 
comments were related to the registry, which was vetoed by the Legislature.   
 
Greg Logan, Shoreline, said it is important to make the distinction that MMCGs are collectives and not 
businesses.  However, as noted by Commissioner Behrens, collectives need funds to cover their costs.  
He also agreed with Commissioner Esselman that the Richmond Beach Business area would not 
necessarily be an appropriate place for an MMCG.  Aurora Avenue seems to be a satisfactory location 
for these uses.  Regarding Mr. Mueller’s comments about Governor Gregoire’s petition to the DEA, Mr. 
Logan observed that people have been asking the DEA to address this issue for many years.  Because 
the DEA has chosen not to take action, it is important for the City to move forward with its own 
provisions.  He noted that people who use medical cannabis do not need to smoke at all.  It’s more 
advantageous to take it in edible form, and it can also be vaporized and made into creams.   
 
Mr. Logan said he is also familiar with Mr. Kerlikowski’s letter and found it to be self-interest Federal 
Government propaganda.  He believes that the National Institute of Health is more involved in 
espousing this issue than genuinely and adequately expressing what is known through cultural and 
personal experiences.  He said he is also concerned about kids abusing marijuana, but he also grew up in 
a time when kids abused the substance and most of them became professionals and did not go on to use 
heroin.  He said his hunch is that people who get medical cannabis are not interested in giving it away.  
While this is a concern, he suggested there are ways to address the issue without limiting access.   
 
Final Questions by the Commission 
 
Commissioner Kaje referred to the map that was prepared to identify potential MMCG sites based on 
the proposed 1,000-foot separation requirement.  He pointed out that, as proposed, an MMCG could 
exclude another MMCG by locating in the center of the Ballinger Neighborhood commercial area.  He 
said he was interested to hear from Mr. Bayle that the medical marijuana community is not concerned 
about the proposed 1,000-foot separation requirement, particularly given the City’s very limited 
commercial areas except along Aurora Avenue North.  Mr. Cohen agreed that locating an MMCG in the 
center of the Ballinger Neighborhood commercial area could preclude options for another MMCG in the 
area.   
 
Deliberations 
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND THE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGARDING 
MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE GARDENS (MMCGs) AS PROPOSED BY STAFF.  
COMMISSIONER ESSELMAN SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 
Commissioner Kaje said he believes the proposed amendment is an important step.  He said he has a 
strong feeling that the amendment will be temporary because the State will probably clean up the 
situation they left to local governments.  He encouraged the Commissioners to focus on key elements of 
the proposed amendment that are within their purview, with the understanding that the issue will likely 
come before them again with better direction from the State Legislature and City Council.   
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Mr. Cohen reminded the Commission of staff’s recommendation to replace the definition of “medical 
marijuana collective gardens” with the language provided.  He also reminded the Commission of staff’s 
recommendation to add more information to define how the 1,000-foot separation between two 
collective gardens would be measured.  In addition, staff has recommended that the words “or their 
providers” be added to Section 20.40.445.D.1.  Lastly, the City Attorney has recommended that Section 
20.40.445.D.4 be removed in its entirety.   
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 20.20.34.M BY REPLACING THE 
PREVIOUS DEFINITION FOR MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE GARDENS WITH:  
“FACILITY USED BY QUALIFYING PATIENTS OR THEIR PROVIDER(S) FOR THE 
PRODUCING, PROCESSING OR DELIVERY OF CANNABIS FOR MEDICAL USE.”  
COMMISSIONER BROILI SECONDED THE MOTION.    
 
Commissioner Kaje said he is not sure the word “transporting” adds value to the definition, and it could 
actually add confusion.  Using the word “delivery” adequately describes the intent.  City Attorney 
Sievers concurred.   
 
THE MOTION TO AMEND THE MAIN MOTION WAS APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 20.40.445.B TO READ, “A 
COLLECTIVE GARDEN OR FACILITY FOR DELIVERY OF CANNABIS PRODUCED BY 
THE GARDEN MAY NOT BE LOCATED WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF SCHOOLS MEASURED 
IN A STRAIGHT LINE FROM THE CLOSEST SCHOOL PROPERTY LINE TO THE 
NEAREST BUILDING ENTRY TO A COLLECTIVE GARDEN.” COMMISSIONER BROILI 
SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski pointed out that because the Commission recommended a new definition for a 
MMCG, it is no longer necessary to include the phrase “or facility for delivery of cannabis produced by 
the garden.”  Commissioner Kaje concurred.   
 
Commissioner Kaje said he is opposed to using distance separation as a way to limit the number of 
MMCG’s because he did not hear any compelling evidence from the City’s law enforcement staff that it 
would be better to spread the uses out.  While he respects the opinion of the commenter who said it was 
okay to spread the uses out, it is important to keep in mind that the City’s has a unique geography of 
business districts.   Many of them are very small.  He said he does not believe that the separation 
requirement is an appropriate tool for limiting the number of MMCGs.  There are better ways to 
accomplish this goal such as identifying specific locations where the use is allowed.  He said he does, 
however, believe it is appropriate to separate MMCGs from schools.   
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE CHANGED HIS MOTION TO AMEND SECTION 20.40.445.B TO 
READ, “A COLLECTIVE GARDEN MAY NOT BE LOCATED WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF ANY 
SCHOOL MEASURED IN A STRAIGHT LINE FROM THE CLOSEST SCHOOL PROPERTY 
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LINE TO THE NEAREST BUILDING ENTRY TO A COLLECTIVE GARDEN.” 
COMMISSIONER BROILI AGREED TO THE CHANGE.   
Commissioner Behrens expressed his belief that the market place is a better way to regulate the location 
of MMCGs.  There may be a temporary surge in MMCGs.  Those that operate well will stay in business, 
and those that are marginal and don’t follow the rules will soon find themselves out of business.  He said 
he is not opposed to a separation requirement from schools, but he pointed out there are not similar 
restrictions for taverns.   
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 20.40.445.D.1 TO READ, “NO 
MORE THAN TEN QUALIFYING PATIENTS, OR THEIR PROVIDERS, MAY 
PARTICIPATE IN A SINGLE COLLECTIVE GARDEN AT ANY TIME.”  COMMISSIONER 
BROILI SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Commissioner Kaje said he respects the comments provided by Mr. Bayle about whether or not an 
MMCG could be viable with only ten patients, but he is not in a position to speak knowledgeably about 
the issue at this time.  He recalled that at the study session, staff indicated this provision was intended to 
be consistent with State law.  He expects the issue will be revisited at some point in the future.  
Commissioner Behrens felt it would be more appropriate to strike Provision D.1.  Commissioner Kaje 
said this is something the Commission could consider after they have voted the motion on the floor.   
 
THE MOTION CARRIED 4-1, WITH COMMISSIONER BEHRENS VOTING IN 
OPPOSITION.   
 
COMMISSIONER BROILI MOVED TO DELETE SECTION 20.40.445.D.4 AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE CITY ATTORNEY.  COMMISSIONER KAJE SECONDED THE 
MOTION.  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
VICE CHAIR PERKOWSKI MOVED TO ADD SECTION 20.40.445.D.8 TO READ, “TO 
ESTABLISH A LEGAL, COLLECTIVE GARDEN A SAFETY LICENSE MUST BE 
OBTAINED FROM THE CITY OF SHORELINE.”  COMMISSIONER BEHRENS SECONDED 
THE MOTION.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski advised that this new language would address his earlier question about how 
MMCGs would be established and tracked.  Commissioner Kaje said a Safety License requirement 
could also be a potential tool for limiting the number of MMCGs.  While there has been mixed 
testimony about whether licensing should be required, this decision is not within the Commission’s 
purview.   
 
THE MOTION CARRIED 4-0, WITH COMMISSIONER BROILI ABSTAINING.     
 
COMMISSIONER BEHRENS MOVED THAT SECTION 20.40.445.D.1 BE DELETED.  THE 
MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF A SECOND.   
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Vice Chair Perkowski questioned if Section 20.40.445.D should be amended to reflect the new 
definition for medical marijuana collective gardens, which was approved earlier.  Mr. Sievers agreed it 
would be appropriate to amend the language to be consistent with the new definition.   
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 20.40.445.D TO READ, 
“QUALIFYING PATIENTS MAY CREATE AND PARTICIPATE IN COLLECTIVE 
GARDENS FOR THE PURPOSE OF PRODUCING, PROCESSING AND DELIVERING 
CANNABIS FOR MEDICAL USE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:”  VICE 
CHAIR PERKOWSKI SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 
Commissioner Behrens asked if the amendment would allow someone from the collective garden to 
transport cannabis to a patient who can legally have the substance but cannot come to the site to pick it 
up.  Commissioner Kaje said this issue is addressed in Section 20.40.445.C.  The amendment is to make 
the language more consistent with the definition that was previously amended.  Mr. Sievers pointed out 
that a person who delivers cannabis to a patient would be considered the provider.  He added that the 
proposed amendment would allow a single provider to deliver to all the patients of the collective.  A 
patient can also be a provider.   
 
Mr. Cohen suggested that the words, “for the purpose of producing, processing and delivering cannabis 
for medical use” could be removed because they are already included as part of the definition for 
MMCGs.  Commissioner Kaje pointed out that it would not be possible to amend the motion at this 
point.  However, the Commission could vote the motion down and place a new motion on the floor.   
 
THE MOTION FAILED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
COMMISSIONER KAJE MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 20.40.445.D TO READ, 
“QUALIFYING PATIENTS MAY CREATE AND PARTICIPATE IN COLLECTIVE 
GARDENS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS.”  COMMISSIONER BROILI 
SECONDED THE MOTION.  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
Commissioner Kaje reviewed the Development Code Amendment Criteria as follows: 
 

1. The amendment is in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.  As staff noted, there is no 
specific language in the Comprehensive Plan about MMCGs, but there is language regarding the 
provision of human services, respecting neighborhood character, etc.  The amendment is in 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
2. The amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare.  The 

proposed amendment would benefit patients and their health.  By putting appropriate limitations 
on location there would be no adverse affects to the public health. 

 
3. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property owners of the City 

of Shoreline.  As noted by staff, the proposed amendment enacts a State Bill.  The Commission 
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chose to recommend elimination of the separation requirement, but they have clearly provided 
for separation from schools and residential areas.  
 

Commissioner Kaje summarized that the proposed amendment meets the Development Code 
Amendment Criteria as laid out in SMC 20.33.50.   
 
Vice Chair Perkowski pointed out that while Section 20.40.445.D.7 states that no odors shall be allowed 
to migrate beyond the interior portion of the building or structure, it does not define the type of odor.  
While he understands the intent, the language is vague.  Commissioner Broili suggested there are 
advantages to leaving the language vague.  For example, it gives enforcement a tool to close a MMCG 
down if it becomes an obstruction.  Once again, Commissioner Kaje reminded the Commission that this 
is not likely the last time this issue will come before the Commission and City Council.   
  
Vote by Commission to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification 
 
THE MAIN MOTION TO AMEND THE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGARDING MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE GARDENS (MMCGs) AS PROPOSED BY STAFF AND 
AMENDED BY THE COMMISSION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.   
 
Closure of Public Hearing  
 
Vice Chair Perkowski closed the public hearing.   
 
Commissioner Kaje reminded staff that the Commission did not receive Attachment F.  Mr. Cohn 
advised that Attachment F is a draft transmittal letter from the Chair of the Commission to the City 
Council.  The Commission does not generally review transmittal letters; it was provided by staff for the 
Commission’s information.  He noted that the transmittal letter will need to be updated to outline the 
reasons for the Commission’s recommendation, and the actual recommendation will be attached. 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Cohn reported that the City Council adopted the Planning Commission’s recommendation that the 
Commission no longer conduct hearings and make recommendations on quasi-judicial actions.  All 
quasi-judicial actions will now go to the Hearing Examiner, including Master Plan Permits.  The City 
Council also accepted the Commission’s recommendation regarding the Southeast Shoreline 
Neighborhood Subarea Plan by a vote of 4-3. 

 
Ms. Simulcik Smith advised that the upcoming Commission vacancy will be advertised in the next 
edition of CURRENTS, which will reach Shoreline residents on December 19th.  Applications will be 
accepted through the end of January.  A City Council Committee will be appointed to review the 
applications and interview applicants in February and March and make a final recommendation to the 
City Council.  She noted that letters will be sent to Planning Commissioners whose terms expire on 
March 31st, inviting them to apply.   
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Mr. Cohn announced that this is the last Planning Commission meeting he will attend.  He said it has 
been a pleasure to work with the Planning Commissioners.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
Planning Commission Bylaw Amendments 
 
Ms. Simulcik Smith reviewed that the Planning Commission was presented with potential Bylaw 
amendments on July 21st and October 6th.   She referred to the Staff Report, which answers the questions 
raised by the Commission at their October 6th meeting.  She advised that changes were made to the 
Bylaws based on Commission comments and direction.  The staff and Commission reviewed the 
proposed changes as follows: 
 

 Article II – Membership.  Ms. Simulcik Smith recalled that there was some discussion about 
whether a Commissioner appointed to fill a vacant term would be eligible for two additional 
consecutive terms.  They considered two potential options:  1) Commissioners who fulfill a 
vacated term are eligible to apply for reappointment for two additional consecutive term; and 2) 
Commissioners who serve less than two years of a vacated term are eligible to apply for 
reappointment for two additional consecutive terms.  She noted that Option 2 is supported by 
Roberts Rules of Order, which states that, “for purposes of determining eligibility to continue in 
an office under such a provision, an officer who has served more than half a term is considered 
to have served a full term in that office.”   

 
The Commission agreed to incorporate the language used in Roberts Rules of Order as 
noted by staff.  If a Commissioner serves more than half of a vacated term, they would not 
be eligible for two additional consecutive terms.   

 
 Article V, Section 3 – Order of Business.  Ms. Simulcik Smith recalled that the Commission 

requested clarification about the agenda items “New Business” and “Unfinished Business.”  She 
referred to the explanation from Roberts Rules of Order, which was outlined in the Staff Report.  
She said staff is proposing to alter the Order of Business for regular meetings by changing the 
agenda item “Staff Reports” to “Public Hearings” and adding a new item called “Study Items” 
and each of these new items will have a time slot for public comment.  Both “Unfinished 
Business” and “New Business” would remain as regular agenda items.  She referred to the 
criteria outlined in the Staff Report, which would be used for inserting topics under the 
appropriate agenda items.  She also shared a few examples of items that would be considered 
“New Business” and “Unfinished Business.”   
 
The Commission concurred with staff’s recommendation to change the order of business.   
 

 Article V, Section 4 – Public Comment and Testimony.  Ms. Simulcik Smith advised that the 
newest changes made in this section mirror the changes proposed to Section 3 (Order of 
Business).  The three comment periods would be “General Public Comment,” “Public Hearing 
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Testimony,” and “Study Item Public Comment.”  There would be no public comment period 
after items inserted under “Unfinished Business” or “New Business.”   
 
Commissioner Kaje observed that the second sentence in the second paragraph could be 
misconstrued to mean that public comment would be allowed after the staff report and after 
initial questions by the Commission.  The Commission agreed to change the language to read, 
“During public hearings and study sessions, public testimony/comment will occur after the initial 
questions by the Commission that follow the presentation of each staff report.”       
 
The Commission questioned the need to include the last sentence of the second paragraph.  Ms. 
Simulcik Smith explained that this sentence mainly applies to quasi-judicial hearings, but some 
of the procedures have been adopted for legislative hearings, as well.  She said she does not 
believe the two sentences conflict with each other.   
 
The Commission accepted this amended as recommended by staff and amended by the 
Commission.  
 

 Article VI, Section 4 – Voting.  Ms. Simulcik Smith recalled that there was some confusion 
about the term “present members may abstain for cause.”  Roberts Rules of Order makes it clear 
that abstaining is deciding not to vote at all and calling for abstentions is asking someone to 
make their vote.  Staff is recommending that the words “for cause” be stricken from the Bylaws.  
 
The Commission concurred with this amendment as proposed by staff.   
 

 Article VI, Section 5 – Recesses/Continuations.  Ms. Simulcik Smith said staff recommends 
adding “adjournment” to the title, because Section 5 contains language regarding adjournment.  
Language was also added to state that “meetings can be adjourned by a majority vote of the 
Commission or by the Chair when it appears that there is no further business.”  This is consistent 
with Roberts Rules of Order. In addition, a section was added to outline the process the 
Commission must use when recessing for a short break.  She suggested the language should be 
further altered to allow the Commission to enter into a recess by a majority vote or by consensus, 
which is the Commission’s typical process.  The Commission agreed that the first sentence in the 
second paragraph should be changed by inserting the words “or by consensus” after “majority 
vote.” 
 
The Commission accepted the proposed change to Article VI, Section 5 as amended.     
 

 New Article.  Ms. Simulcik Smith advised that this language talks about how each individual 
Commissioner should handle their personal opinions when they differ from the recommendation 
of the Commission.  She referred to the Assistant City Attorney’s response to each of the 
scenarios Commissioner Kaje offered for when this situation could come into play.  
Commissioner Kaje said he appreciates the Assistant City Attorney’s guidance on this issue.  
However, rather than trying to capture all of the scenarios in the proposed New Article, he 
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suggested they be left out of the Bylaws and instead be used to review with new Commissioners 
to illustrate the types of situations that may come up. 

 
Commissioner Behrens expressed concern about how a Commissioner would know if his/her 
opinion is contrary to the majority opinion of the Commission when speaking before a 
community group or other government agency.  Commissioner Kaje clarified that, with the 
exception of the Chair and Vice Chair, individual Commissioners cannot speak on behalf of the 
Commission.  He suggested the language should make it clear that as a good practice, individual 
Commissioners should make groups aware that they are not speaking on behalf of the 
Commission.  The remainder of the Commission concurred.   
 
The Commission agreed to postpone a final decision on the language for the new article to 
allow staff to create language that better expresses the Commission’s intent.   

 
 Written Testimony.  Ms. Simulcik Smith recalled that the Commission talked about the 

challenge of how to thoughtfully review written testimony when it is submitted just before or 
during a public hearing.  Mr. Cohn summarized the guidance the Commission received just prior 
to the meeting from the Assistant City Attorney’s regarding this issue.  He summarized that if the 
Commission wants to limit written testimony, the Assistant City Attorney recommends they set a 
deadline ahead of time so the public has a clear understanding that written testimony submitted 
after the deadline may not be included as part of the Commission’s consideration.  Ms. Simulcik 
Smith said the Assistant City Attorney also said the Commission could choose to suspend the 
rules to allow written testimony, and then take a recess to read it.  Commissioner Behrens 
questioned how the Commission would decide if written testimony submitted after the deadline 
is important enough to suspend the rules without taking the time to read it first.  Mr. Cohn said 
that if numerous written comments are submitted, the Commission could decide to continue the 
public hearing. 
 
The Commission discussed the pros and cons of setting a deadline for written comments.  The 
deadline could be advertised on the public hearing notice, as well as on the City’s website.  It 
was pointed out that the Commission wants to hear public opinions, but they cannot give their 
written comments the attention they deserve when they are submitted the day of the hearing.   
They also discussed whether or not written comments submitted prior to or during a public 
hearing should be included as part of the record that is forwarded to the City Council along with 
the Commission’s recommendation.  Some Commissioners expressed concern about having a 
hard and fast rule that prevents the Commission from considering good written testimony 
because it is submitted after the deadline.   
 
The Commission agreed to postpone final action on amendments related to written 
testimony and deadlines. 

 
 Article IX – Appearance of Fairness.  Ms. Simulcik Smith reminded the Commission that, 

effective November 28th, the City Council made the decision to send all quasi-judicial actions to 
the Hearing Examiner.   
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The Commission agreed that because they will no longer be conducting quasi-judicial 
public hearings, this section should be deleted from the Bylaws.  

 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
No new business was scheduled on the agenda.   
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Commissioner Behrens referred to a sample copy of a patient information and authorization release form 
for patients who use Medical Marijuana Collective Gardens.  The form mirrors those used by most 
doctors and may have some value to the City Council’s future discussion and final action on the 
proposed Development Code amendments related to Medical Marijuana Collective Gardens.  He 
suggested the document be forwarded to the City Council for informational purposes.   
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
Vice Chair Perkowski announced that the Commission’s December 15th meeting has been cancelled. 
 
Mr. Szafran will be presenting two applications to the Commission on January 5th:  Miscellaneous 
Development Code amendments and the draft 2012 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket.  In 
addition, staff will review the first steps in the process to update the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
Michelle Linders Wagner  Jessica Simulcik Smith 
Chair, Planning Commission  Clerk, Planning Commission 
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TIME STAMP 
December 1, 2011 

 
ROLL CALL – 0:20 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA – 0:36 
 
DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS – 0:44 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – 0:50 
 
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT – 1:53 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – MEDICAL MARIJUANA COLLECTIVE GARDENS – 2:23 
 
Staff Overview and Presentation of Preliminary Staff Recommendation and Questions by the 
Commission to Staff – 3:35 
 
Public Testimony – 58:02 
 
Final Questions by the Commission – 1:14:10 
 
Deliberations – 1:16:26 
 
Vote by Commission to Recommend Approval or Denial or Modification – 1:51:00 
 
Closure of Public Hearing – 1:52:05 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT – 1:53:35 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 
Planning Commission Bylaw Amendments – 1:56:30 
 
NEW BUSINESS – 2:37:03 
 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS – 2:37:08 
 
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING – 2:38:27 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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VISION 2029
Imagine for a moment that it is the year 

2029 and you are in the City of Shoreline. 
This vision statement describes what  

you will see. 

The original framework goals for the city were developed 
through a series of more than 300 activities held in 1996-1998.  
They were updated through another series of community visioning 
meetings and open houses in 2008-2009. These Framework Goals 
provide the overall policy foundation for the Comprehensive Plan 

and support the City Council’s vision. When implemented, the Framework Goals are intended to 
preserve the best qualities of Shoreline’s neighborhoods today and protect the City’s future. To 
achieve balance in the City’s development the Framework Goals must be viewed as a whole and 
not one pursued to the exclusion of others.

Shoreline is committed to being a sustainable city in all respects.  

FG 1:  Continue to support exceptional schools and opportunities for lifelong learning.

FG 2:   Provide high quality public services, utilities, and infrastructure that accommodate 
anticipated levels of growth, protect public health and safety, and enhance the quality 
of life.  

FG 3:   Support the provision of human services to meet community needs.

FG 4:  Provide a variety of gathering places, parks, and recreational opportunities for all ages 
and expand them to be consistent with population changes.  

FG 5:  Encourage an emphasis on arts, culture and history throughout the community.

FG 6:  Make decisions that value Shoreline’s social, economic, and cultural diversity.

FG 7:  Conserve and protect our environment and natural resources, and encourage restora-
tion, environmental education and stewardship.

FG 8:  Apply innovative and environmentally sensitive development practices.

FG 9:  Promote quality building, functionality, and walkability through good design and de-
velopment that is compatible with the surrounding area.  

FG 10:  Respect neighborhood character and engage the community in decisions that affect 
them.

FG 11:  Make timely and transparent decisions that respect community input. 

FG 12: Support diverse and affordable housing choices that provide for Shoreline’s popula-
tion growth, including options accessible for the aging and/or developmentally dis-
abled.

FG 13: Encourage a variety of transportation options that provide better connectivity within 
Shoreline and throughout the region. 

FG 14:  Designate specific areas for high density development, especially along major trans-
portation corridors.

FG 15: Create a business friendly environment that supports small and local businesses, at-
tracts large businesses to serve the community and expand our jobs and tax base, and 
encourages innovation and creative partnerships.

FG 16: Encourage local neighborhood retail and services distributed throughout the city. 

FG 17: Strengthen partnerships with schools, non-governmental organizations, volunteers, 
public agencies and the business community.

FG 18: Encourage Master Planning at Fircrest School that protects residents and encourages 
energy and design innovation for sustainable future development.

Adopted 2009

Framework 
GOALS

7.A - Attachment A
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Shoreline in 2029 is a thriving, friendly city where people of all 
ages, cultures, and economic backgrounds love to live, work, play 
and, most of all, call home.  Whether you are a first-time visitor or 
long-term resident, you enjoy spending time here. 

There always seems to be plenty to do in Shoreline -- going 
to a concert in a park, exploring a Puget Sound beach or dense 

forest, walking or biking miles of trails and sidewalks throughout the city, shopping at local 
businesses or the farmer’s market, meeting friends for a movie and meal, attending a street fes-
tival, or simply enjoying time with your family in one of the city’s many unique neighborhoods. 

People are first drawn here by the city’s beautiful natural setting and abundant trees; afford-
able, diverse and attractive housing; award-winning schools; safe, walkable neighborhoods; 
plentiful parks and recreation opportunities; the value placed on arts, culture, and history; con-
venient shopping, as well as proximity to Seattle and all that the Puget Sound region has to 
offer.  

The city’s real strengths lie in the diversity, talents and character of its people.  Shoreline is 
culturally and economically diverse, and draws on that variety as a source of social and eco-
nomic strength.  The city works hard to ensure that there are opportunities to live, work and 
play in Shoreline for people from all backgrounds. 

Shoreline is a regional and national leader for living sustainably.  Everywhere you look there 
are examples of sustainable, low impact, climate-friendly practices come to life – cutting edge 
energy-efficient homes and businesses, vegetated roofs, rain gardens, bioswales along neigh-
borhood streets, green buildings, solar-powered utilities, rainwater harvesting systems, and 
local food production to name only a few.  Shoreline is also deeply committed to caring for its 
seashore, protecting and restoring its streams to bring back the salmon, and to making sure its 
children can enjoy the wonder of nature in their own neighborhoods.

VISION
2029

Shoreline is a city of neighborhoods, each with its own charac-
ter and sense of place. Residents take pride in their neighborhoods, 
working together to retain and improve their distinct identities while 
embracing connections to the city as a whole.  Shoreline’s neighbor-

hoods are attractive, friendly, safe places to live where residents of all ages, cultural backgrounds and 
incomes can enjoy a high quality of life and sense of community.  The city offers a wide diversity of hous-
ing types and choices, meeting the needs of everyone from newcomers to long-term residents.  

Newer development has accommodated changing times and both blends well with established 
neighborhood character and sets new standards for sustainable building, energy efficiency and envi-
ronmental sensitivity.   Residents can leave their car at home and walk or ride a bicycle safely and easily 
around their neighborhood or around the whole city on an extensive network of sidewalks and trails.  

No matter where you live in Shoreline there’s no shortage of convenient destinations and cultural 
activities.  Schools, parks, libraries, restaurants, local shops and services, transit stops, and indoor and 
outdoor community gathering places are all easily accessible, attractive and well maintained.  Getting 
around Shoreline and living in one of the city’s many unique, thriving neighborhoods is easy, interesting 
and satisfying on all levels.

A CITY OF
Neighborhoods

The city has several vibrant neighborhood “main streets” that 
feature a diverse array of shops, restaurants and services.  Many of 
the neighborhood businesses have their roots in Shoreline, estab-
lished with the help of a local business incubator, a long-term col-

laboration between the Shoreline Community College, the Shoreline Chamber of Commerce and 
the city.

Many different housing choices are seamlessly integrated within and around these commercial 
districts, providing a strong local customer base.  Gathering places - like parks, plazas, cafes and wine 
bars - provide opportunities for neighbors to meet, mingle and swap the latest news of the day.

Neighborhood main streets also serve as transportation hubs, whether you are a cyclist, pedes-
trian or bus rider.  Since many residents still work outside Shoreline, public transportation provides a 
quick connection to downtown, the University of Washington, light rail and other regional destina-
tions.  You’ll also find safe, well-maintained bicycle routes that connect all of the main streets to each 
other and to the Aurora core area, as well as convenient and reliable local bus service throughout the 
day and throughout the city.  If you live nearby, sidewalks connect these hubs of activity to the sur-
rounding neighborhood, bringing a car-free lifestyle within reach for many.

Aurora Avenue is Shoreline’s grand boulevard.  It is a 
thriving corridor, with a variety of shops, businesses, eat-
eries and entertainment, and includes clusters of some 
mid-rise buildings, well-designed and planned to transi-

tion to adjacent residential neighborhoods gracefully.  Shoreline is recognized as a busi-
ness-friendly city.  Most services are available within the city, and there are many small 
businesses along Aurora, as well as larger employers that attract workers from throughout 
the region.    Here and elsewhere, many Shoreline residents are able to find family-wage 
jobs within the City. 

Housing in many of the mixed-use buildings along the boulevard is occupied by singles, 
couples, families, and seniors.  Structures have been designed in ways that transition both 
visually and physically to reinforce the character of adjacent residential neighborhoods.  

The improvements put in place in the early decades of the 21st century have made 
Aurora an attractive and energetic district that serves both local residents and people from 
nearby Seattle, as well as other communities in King and Snohomish counties.  As a major 
transportation corridor, there is frequent regional rapid transit throughout the day and eve-
ning.  Sidewalks provide easy access for walking to transit stops, businesses, and connec-
tions to adjacent neighborhoods.  

Aurora has become a green boulevard, with mature trees and landscaping, public pla-
zas, and green spaces.  These spaces serve as gathering places for neighborhood and city-
wide events throughout the year.  It has state-of-the-art stormwater treatment and other 
sustainable features along its entire length.  

As you walk down Aurora you experience a colorful mix of bustling hubs – with well-
designed buildings, shops and offices – big and small – inviting restaurants, and people 
enjoying their balconies and patios.  The boulevard is anchored by the vibrant Town Center, 
which is focused between 175th and 185th Street.  This district is characterized by com-
pact, mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development highlighted by the Shoreline City Hall, 
the Shoreline Historical Museum, Shorewood High School, and other civic facilities.  The 
interurban park provides open space, recreational opportunities, and serves as the city’s 
living room for major festivals and celebrations. 

Neighborhood
CENTERS

The Signature
BOULEVARD

Shoreline residents, city government and leaders care deeply about a 
healthy community.  The city’s commitment to community health and wel-
fare is reflected in the rich network of programs and organizations that 
provide human services throughout the city to address the needs of all its 
residents.

Shoreline is a safe and progressive place to live.  It is known region wide for the effectiveness of its 
police force and for programs that encourage troubled people to pursue positive activities and provide 
alternative treatment for non-violent and non-habitual offenders.

A HEALTHY
Community

In Shoreline it is believed that the best decisions are in-
formed by the perspectives and talents of its residents.  Com-
munity involvement in planning and opportunities for input 
are vital to shaping the future, particularly at the neighbor-

hood scale, and its decision making processes reflect that belief.  At the same time, elected leaders and 
city staff strive for efficiency, transparency and consistency to ensure an effective and responsive city 
government.

Shoreline continues to be known for its outstanding schools, parks and youth services.  While chil-
dren are the bridge to the future, the city also values the many seniors who are a bridge to its shared 
history, and redevelopment has been designed to preserve our historic sites and character.  As the 
population ages and changes over time, the City continues to expand and improve senior services, 
housing choices, community gardens, and other amenities that make Shoreline such a desirable place 
to live.

Whether for a 5-year-old learning from volunteer naturalists about tides and sea stars at Richmond 
Beach or a 75-year-old learning yoga at the popular Senior Center, Shoreline is a place where people of 
all ages feel the city is somehow made for them.  And, maybe most importantly, the people of Shore-
line are committed to making the city even better for the next generation.

BETTER FOR THE
Next Generation
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Shoreline in 2029 is a thriving, friendly city where people of all 
ages, cultures, and economic backgrounds love to live, work, play 
and, most of all, call home.  Whether you are a first-time visitor or 
long-term resident, you enjoy spending time here. 

There always seems to be plenty to do in Shoreline -- going 
to a concert in a park, exploring a Puget Sound beach or dense 

forest, walking or biking miles of trails and sidewalks throughout the city, shopping at local 
businesses or the farmer’s market, meeting friends for a movie and meal, attending a street fes-
tival, or simply enjoying time with your family in one of the city’s many unique neighborhoods. 

People are first drawn here by the city’s beautiful natural setting and abundant trees; afford-
able, diverse and attractive housing; award-winning schools; safe, walkable neighborhoods; 
plentiful parks and recreation opportunities; the value placed on arts, culture, and history; con-
venient shopping, as well as proximity to Seattle and all that the Puget Sound region has to 
offer.  

The city’s real strengths lie in the diversity, talents and character of its people.  Shoreline is 
culturally and economically diverse, and draws on that variety as a source of social and eco-
nomic strength.  The city works hard to ensure that there are opportunities to live, work and 
play in Shoreline for people from all backgrounds. 

Shoreline is a regional and national leader for living sustainably.  Everywhere you look there 
are examples of sustainable, low impact, climate-friendly practices come to life – cutting edge 
energy-efficient homes and businesses, vegetated roofs, rain gardens, bioswales along neigh-
borhood streets, green buildings, solar-powered utilities, rainwater harvesting systems, and 
local food production to name only a few.  Shoreline is also deeply committed to caring for its 
seashore, protecting and restoring its streams to bring back the salmon, and to making sure its 
children can enjoy the wonder of nature in their own neighborhoods.

VISION
2029

Shoreline is a city of neighborhoods, each with its own charac-
ter and sense of place. Residents take pride in their neighborhoods, 
working together to retain and improve their distinct identities while 
embracing connections to the city as a whole.  Shoreline’s neighbor-

hoods are attractive, friendly, safe places to live where residents of all ages, cultural backgrounds and 
incomes can enjoy a high quality of life and sense of community.  The city offers a wide diversity of hous-
ing types and choices, meeting the needs of everyone from newcomers to long-term residents.  

Newer development has accommodated changing times and both blends well with established 
neighborhood character and sets new standards for sustainable building, energy efficiency and envi-
ronmental sensitivity.   Residents can leave their car at home and walk or ride a bicycle safely and easily 
around their neighborhood or around the whole city on an extensive network of sidewalks and trails.  

No matter where you live in Shoreline there’s no shortage of convenient destinations and cultural 
activities.  Schools, parks, libraries, restaurants, local shops and services, transit stops, and indoor and 
outdoor community gathering places are all easily accessible, attractive and well maintained.  Getting 
around Shoreline and living in one of the city’s many unique, thriving neighborhoods is easy, interesting 
and satisfying on all levels.

A CITY OF
Neighborhoods

The city has several vibrant neighborhood “main streets” that 
feature a diverse array of shops, restaurants and services.  Many of 
the neighborhood businesses have their roots in Shoreline, estab-
lished with the help of a local business incubator, a long-term col-

laboration between the Shoreline Community College, the Shoreline Chamber of Commerce and 
the city.

Many different housing choices are seamlessly integrated within and around these commercial 
districts, providing a strong local customer base.  Gathering places - like parks, plazas, cafes and wine 
bars - provide opportunities for neighbors to meet, mingle and swap the latest news of the day.

Neighborhood main streets also serve as transportation hubs, whether you are a cyclist, pedes-
trian or bus rider.  Since many residents still work outside Shoreline, public transportation provides a 
quick connection to downtown, the University of Washington, light rail and other regional destina-
tions.  You’ll also find safe, well-maintained bicycle routes that connect all of the main streets to each 
other and to the Aurora core area, as well as convenient and reliable local bus service throughout the 
day and throughout the city.  If you live nearby, sidewalks connect these hubs of activity to the sur-
rounding neighborhood, bringing a car-free lifestyle within reach for many.

Aurora Avenue is Shoreline’s grand boulevard.  It is a 
thriving corridor, with a variety of shops, businesses, eat-
eries and entertainment, and includes clusters of some 
mid-rise buildings, well-designed and planned to transi-

tion to adjacent residential neighborhoods gracefully.  Shoreline is recognized as a busi-
ness-friendly city.  Most services are available within the city, and there are many small 
businesses along Aurora, as well as larger employers that attract workers from throughout 
the region.    Here and elsewhere, many Shoreline residents are able to find family-wage 
jobs within the City. 

Housing in many of the mixed-use buildings along the boulevard is occupied by singles, 
couples, families, and seniors.  Structures have been designed in ways that transition both 
visually and physically to reinforce the character of adjacent residential neighborhoods.  

The improvements put in place in the early decades of the 21st century have made 
Aurora an attractive and energetic district that serves both local residents and people from 
nearby Seattle, as well as other communities in King and Snohomish counties.  As a major 
transportation corridor, there is frequent regional rapid transit throughout the day and eve-
ning.  Sidewalks provide easy access for walking to transit stops, businesses, and connec-
tions to adjacent neighborhoods.  

Aurora has become a green boulevard, with mature trees and landscaping, public pla-
zas, and green spaces.  These spaces serve as gathering places for neighborhood and city-
wide events throughout the year.  It has state-of-the-art stormwater treatment and other 
sustainable features along its entire length.  

As you walk down Aurora you experience a colorful mix of bustling hubs – with well-
designed buildings, shops and offices – big and small – inviting restaurants, and people 
enjoying their balconies and patios.  The boulevard is anchored by the vibrant Town Center, 
which is focused between 175th and 185th Street.  This district is characterized by com-
pact, mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development highlighted by the Shoreline City Hall, 
the Shoreline Historical Museum, Shorewood High School, and other civic facilities.  The 
interurban park provides open space, recreational opportunities, and serves as the city’s 
living room for major festivals and celebrations. 

Neighborhood
CENTERS

The Signature
BOULEVARD

Shoreline residents, city government and leaders care deeply about a 
healthy community.  The city’s commitment to community health and wel-
fare is reflected in the rich network of programs and organizations that 
provide human services throughout the city to address the needs of all its 
residents.

Shoreline is a safe and progressive place to live.  It is known region wide for the effectiveness of its 
police force and for programs that encourage troubled people to pursue positive activities and provide 
alternative treatment for non-violent and non-habitual offenders.

A HEALTHY
Community

In Shoreline it is believed that the best decisions are in-
formed by the perspectives and talents of its residents.  Com-
munity involvement in planning and opportunities for input 
are vital to shaping the future, particularly at the neighbor-

hood scale, and its decision making processes reflect that belief.  At the same time, elected leaders and 
city staff strive for efficiency, transparency and consistency to ensure an effective and responsive city 
government.

Shoreline continues to be known for its outstanding schools, parks and youth services.  While chil-
dren are the bridge to the future, the city also values the many seniors who are a bridge to its shared 
history, and redevelopment has been designed to preserve our historic sites and character.  As the 
population ages and changes over time, the City continues to expand and improve senior services, 
housing choices, community gardens, and other amenities that make Shoreline such a desirable place 
to live.

Whether for a 5-year-old learning from volunteer naturalists about tides and sea stars at Richmond 
Beach or a 75-year-old learning yoga at the popular Senior Center, Shoreline is a place where people of 
all ages feel the city is somehow made for them.  And, maybe most importantly, the people of Shore-
line are committed to making the city even better for the next generation.

BETTER FOR THE
Next Generation
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VISION 2029
Imagine for a moment that it is the year 

2029 and you are in the City of Shoreline. 
This vision statement describes what  

you will see. 

The original framework goals for the city were developed 
through a series of more than 300 activities held in 1996-1998.  
They were updated through another series of community visioning 
meetings and open houses in 2008-2009. These Framework Goals 
provide the overall policy foundation for the Comprehensive Plan 

and support the City Council’s vision. When implemented, the Framework Goals are intended to 
preserve the best qualities of Shoreline’s neighborhoods today and protect the City’s future. To 
achieve balance in the City’s development the Framework Goals must be viewed as a whole and 
not one pursued to the exclusion of others.

Shoreline is committed to being a sustainable city in all respects.  

FG 1:  Continue to support exceptional schools and opportunities for lifelong learning.

FG 2:   Provide high quality public services, utilities, and infrastructure that accommodate 
anticipated levels of growth, protect public health and safety, and enhance the quality 
of life.  

FG 3:   Support the provision of human services to meet community needs.

FG 4:  Provide a variety of gathering places, parks, and recreational opportunities for all ages 
and expand them to be consistent with population changes.  

FG 5:  Encourage an emphasis on arts, culture and history throughout the community.

FG 6:  Make decisions that value Shoreline’s social, economic, and cultural diversity.

FG 7:  Conserve and protect our environment and natural resources, and encourage restora-
tion, environmental education and stewardship.

FG 8:  Apply innovative and environmentally sensitive development practices.

FG 9:  Promote quality building, functionality, and walkability through good design and de-
velopment that is compatible with the surrounding area.  

FG 10:  Respect neighborhood character and engage the community in decisions that affect 
them.

FG 11:  Make timely and transparent decisions that respect community input. 

FG 12: Support diverse and affordable housing choices that provide for Shoreline’s popula-
tion growth, including options accessible for the aging and/or developmentally dis-
abled.

FG 13: Encourage a variety of transportation options that provide better connectivity within 
Shoreline and throughout the region. 

FG 14:  Designate specific areas for high density development, especially along major trans-
portation corridors.

FG 15: Create a business friendly environment that supports small and local businesses, at-
tracts large businesses to serve the community and expand our jobs and tax base, and 
encourages innovation and creative partnerships.

FG 16: Encourage local neighborhood retail and services distributed throughout the city. 

FG 17: Strengthen partnerships with schools, non-governmental organizations, volunteers, 
public agencies and the business community.

FG 18: Encourage Master Planning at Fircrest School that protects residents and encourages 
energy and design innovation for sustainable future development.

Adopted 2009

Framework 
GOALS
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2012 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket, Adopted ?/??/???? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
2012 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT DOCKET 

 
The State Growth Management Act generally limits the City to amending its 
Comprehensive Plan once a year and requires that it create a Docket (or list) of 
the amendments to be reviewed.   
 
The following items are “docketed” and on the work plan for the Planning 
Commission’s review in 2012 (they are not listed in priority order): 
 

 Major update of the City of Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Estimated timeframe for Council review/adoption: December, 2012 
 

 Amend LU 43 by adding student housing to the Shoreline Community 
College Campus as an approved use. 

 
Estimated timeframe for Council review/adoption of Shoreline Community 
College Master Development Plan: Summer/Fall 2012.   
 

City of Shoreline
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