
 
AGENDA (V.2) 

  
CLICK HERE TO COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS 

  
  

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 
  

Monday, April 2, 2012    Conference Room C-104 · Shoreline City Hall 
5:45 p.m.                              17500 Midvale Avenue North 

  
EXECUTIVE SESSION:     Potential Litigation– RCW 42.30.110(1)(ii)     
                                   
The Council may hold Executive Sessions from which the public may be excluded for those purposes set forth in RCW 42.30.110 and 
RCW 42.30.140.  Before convening an Executive Session the presiding officer shall announce the purpose of the Session and the 
anticipated time when the Session will be concluded.  Should the Session require more time a public announcement shall be made that the 
Session is being extended. 
  
  

 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 
  
Monday, April 2, 2012 Council Chamber · Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North 

 

  
    Page Estimated 

Time 
1. CALL TO ORDER                    7:00 
        
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL     
        

(a) Proclamation Declaring April as Eats4Health Month in the City 
of Shoreline 

1   

        
3. REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER     
        
4. COUNCIL REPORTS 

  
    

5. PUBLIC COMMENT     
        
Members of the public may address the City Council on agenda items or any other topic for three minutes or less, depending on the number 
of people wishing to speak. The total public comment period will be no more than 30 minutes.  If more than 15 people are signed up to 
speak, each speaker will be allocated 2 minutes.  When representing the official position of a State registered non-profit organization or 
agency or a City-recognized organization, a speaker will be given 5 minutes and it will be recorded as the official position of that 
organization.  Each organization shall have only one, five-minute presentation. Speakers are asked to sign up prior to the start of the Public 
Comment period. Individuals wishing to speak to agenda items will be called to speak first, generally in the order in which they have signed. 
If time remains, the Presiding Officer will call individuals wishing to speak to topics not listed on the agenda generally in the order in which 
they have signed. If time is available, the Presiding Officer may call for additional unsigned speakers. 
        
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA     
        

http://shorelinewa.gov/index.aspx?recordid=20&page=696�


7. STUDY ITEMS     
        

(a) Sound Transit Update  3 7:20 
        

(b) Park, Recreation & Cultural Services Board / Tree Board – 
2012 Work Plans 

10 7:50 

        
(c) Shoreline Youth Ambassadors 14 8:20 

        
(d) Shoreline Historical Museum Update 16 8:45 

    
(e) Surface Water Utility Discussion – Tiered Residential Rates & 

Shoreline School District Fee Credit Options – Continued 
Discussion 

17 9:15 

        
8. ADJOURNMENT   10:00 
        
The Council meeting is wheelchair accessible.  Any person requiring a disability accommodation should contact the City Clerk’s Office at 
801-2231 in advance for more information.  For TTY service, call 546-0457.  For up-to-date information on future agendas, call 801-2236 
or see the web page at www.shorelinewa.gov.  Council meetings are shown on Comcast Cable Services Channel 21 and Verizon Cable 
Services Channel 37 on Tuesdays at 12 noon and 8 p.m., and Wednesday through Sunday at 6 a.m., 12 noon and 8 p.m. Online Council 
meetings can also be viewed on the City’s Web site at http://shorelinewa.gov. 

        
DOWNLOAD THE COUNCIL PACKET FOR APRIL 2, 2012 
  
  



 

  

 
 
 
Council Meeting Date:   April 2, 2012 Agenda Item:  2(a) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Proclamation Declaring April as Eats4Health Month in the City of 
Shoreline   

DEPARTMENT: Community Services  
PRESENTED BY: Rob Beem, Community Services Division Manager 
 

 
 ISSUE STATEMENT:  
 
An element of the City’s Healthy City Strategy includes emphasizing access to and 
enjoyment of healthy food and meal options.  April has been designated as Eats4Health 
month in Shoreline.  On Wednesday, March 28th the City will host an Eats4Health 
kickoff event at City Hall featuring Tricia Clement, a noted nutritionist and educator and 
eleven community partners.   
 
During Eats4Health Month grocery stores, non-profits and the City will be featuring 
special promotions, classes and activities focusing on expanding access to and 
understanding of healthy food choices.   Our partners are: 
 

• Shoreline Senior Center  • Diggin Shoreline 
• Central Market • Northwest Hospital/UW Medicine 
• Richmond Beach QFC • Top Food and Drug 
• Dale Turner Family Y • Tiny’s Organic Farm 
• Shoreline Farmers Market 

 
• Shoreline School District Nutrition 

 • City of Shoreline Parks, Recreation, 
and Cultural Services Department 

 

 
Kimberly Ha and Paolo Jimenez, both juniors at Shorewood High School and Melanie 
Ministerio, a senior at Shorewood High School will be accepting the proclamation on 
behalf of the Shoreline Youth Ambassadors.   
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Council should present the proclamation. 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney –  
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P R O C L A M A T I O N 
 
 
WHEREAS, The City of Shoreline has established a goal of sustaining itself as a Healthy City; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, access to healthy affordable food and meals promotes good personal health and 
eating habits for people of all ages, and 
 
WHEREAS, The City, and many community partners will be hosting events throughout the 
month of April which showcase healthy eating and food preparation, and 

WHEREAS, these events will provide learning opportunities for the Shoreline community that 
will encourage lifestyle changes that can help residents lead a healthy life; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Keith A. McGlashan, Mayor of the City of Shoreline, on behalf of the 
Shoreline City Council, encourage all citizens to participate with the City and its partners to 
focus on healthy foods and meal preparation, and hereby declare April 2012 as 

 

          EATS4HEALTH MONTH 
 

  in the City of Shoreline. 
 
 
    _____________________________________ 
    Keith A. McGlashan, Mayor of Shoreline 
 

000002



 

   

              
 

Council Meeting Date:   April 2, 2012 Agenda Item:   7(a) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Sound Transit Update – North Corridor Transit Project  
DEPARTMENT: Public Works 
PRESENTED BY: Kirk McKinley, Transportation Services Manager 
 Alicia McIntire, Senior Transportation Planner  
ACTION:    ____Ordinance     ____Resolution     ____Motion     __X__Discussion 
 

 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
Sound Transit is currently in the process of evaluating alignment and station location 
alternatives to extend light rail north of Northgate.  This extension is part of the 2008 
voter approved Sound Transit 2 funding plan that will connect Shoreline to the light rail 
line. Currently under construction is the section from downtown Seattle to the University 
of Washington. The section from the University of Washington to Northgate will follow.  
 
As part of the required process to be eligible for federal funding, Sound Transit must 
evaluate several alignment and mode alternatives for high capacity transit in the North 
Corridor.  Beginning with a broad array of alignment options and various transit modes, 
Sound Transit has narrowed the alignment to I-5, with light rail as the mode choice. 
Through the environmental process, Sound Transit will evaluate the station location 
alternatives, as well as the alignment options along I-5. The process began in 
September 2010 and will continue through with the issuance of the final environmental 
impact statement (EIS) in 2014.  
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
At this time, there is no significant financial impact to the City associated with this 
process, as it is being managed and funded by Sound Transit.  The City will need to 
participate throughout the EIS process by continuing to provide technical and policy 
direction.  Staff will also be reviewing Sound Transit’s Draft EIS (DEIS) and Final EIS 
(FEIS) as they are released.  This will require dedication of City staff resources. Upon 
completion of the EIS process and determination of the final alignment and station 
locations in 2014, the City, along with Sound Transit, will need to engage the community 
in planning for the selected station locations and identify appropriate mitigation for the 
station areas.  
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required at this time.  However, Sound Transit is requesting Council input 
on the alignment options and station locations currently under consideration in the 
environmental process.  Sound Transit staff will use Council’s input, as well as feedback 
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received from other jurisdictions and the public, to develop a recommendation to the 
Sound Transit Board regarding the alternatives to evaluate in the DEIS.   
 
Based upon the information provided to Council and staff by Sound Transit and the 
discussion by Council at their annual strategic planning and goal setting retreat, staff 
recommends Council identify a preference for the 145th and 185th stations and the 
alignment  on the east side of I-5. Should Council agree with this recommendation, staff 
will prepare a letter to Sound Transit on behalf of the Mayor summarizing this 
preference.  
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney ___ 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Over the past several months of analysis and evaluation, Sound Transit has narrowed 
the mode and alignment alternatives for the North Corridor Transit project to an 
alignment along I-5, with light rail as the identified transit mode.  Sound Transit is in the 
process of refining and screening the remaining station location and alignment options 
to finalize the recommended alternatives that will be analyzed in the DEIS. The Sound 
Transit board is scheduled to identify the DEIS alternatives at the end of April 2012. 
Staff from Sound Transit will be present at tonight’s meeting to discuss what they have 
learned and heard from the public through the screening process, explain the next steps 
in the evaluation process and answer questions from Council. Sound Transit is also 
requesting Council’s input regarding the alternatives to evaluate in the DEIS. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
In September 2010, Sound Transit began the planning process to extend high capacity 
transit from Northgate to Lynnwood.  This extension is part of the 2008 voter approved 
Sound Transit 2 (ST2) funding plan.  The North Corridor Transit Project will connect 
Shoreline to Lynnwood in the north and to Northgate and points south and east by 
2023.  The existing light rail line that runs from Sea-Tac Airport to downtown Seattle is 
currently being extended to the University of Washington, with completion all the way to 
Northgate by 2021.  
 
The electorate voted for and approved a light rail alignment on I-5, with potential stops 
at NE 145th and NE 185th Streets in Shoreline.  However, in order to qualify for federal 
funding, Sound Transit is required to examine multiple high capacity transit modes, as 
well as corridor alignment alternatives, and potential station locations for the North 
Corridor.  The Alternatives Analysis (AA) process began with a wide field of alignment 
alternatives and three different mode options (traditional bus, bus rapid transit and light 
rail).  With each level of evaluation, the review of the alternatives became more 
technical and refined, resulting in the removal of different mode and alignment 
alternatives.  Upon completion of the AA, two alignments remained for consideration: I-5 
and SR 99.  
 
Scoping for the federal environmental review was performed in fall 2011 and the Sound 
Transit Board selected I-5 as the sole alternative to be evaluated in the National 
Environmental Policy Act/State Environmental Policy Act (NEPA/SEPA) EIS in 
December 2011. Sound Transit is currently screening the potential station locations that 
will be carried into the DEIS. Potential Shoreline stations include NE 145th Street, NE 
155th Street, both on the east side of I-5 and NE 185th Street, which could be located on 
either the west or east side of I-5. 
 
Sound Transit will make a final alignment decision in 2014 following completion of the 
EIS and preliminary engineering.  
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DISCUSSION  
 
The extension of light rail into Shoreline will greatly influence transit service in the City.  
The station locations have the potential to greatly affect the surrounding neighborhoods, 
including land use patterns and traffic.  
 
During the scoping period, the City submitted a comment letter to Sound Transit 
requesting that they consider the following issues in the DEIS process: 
 

• Cost 
• Travel Time 
• Ridership 
• Traffic Impacts 
• Accessibility 
• Social Equity 

• Transit Feeder Service  
• Land Uses 
• Business Impacts 
• Visual Impacts  
• Noise  
• Development Potential 

 
During the scoping process, Sound Transit was asked to evaluate station locations in 
King County at NE 125th Street, NE 130th Street and NE 155th Street, as well as 220th 
Street SW in Snohomish County. These are in addition to those already under 
consideration at NE 145th Street and NE 185th Street. With the exception of NE 185th 
Street and 220th Street SW, all of the stations would be located on the east side of I-5. 
Both the east and west sides of I-5 are still under consideration for NE 185th Street and 
the I-5 median and west side of I-5 are under consideration for the 220th Street SW 
station.  
 
Through the screening process, Sound Transit will identify the station locations and the 
alignment options along I-5 to be evaluated in the DEIS. This will include how and 
where the light rail line crosses from the east side of I-5 to the west side. The location of 
the NE 185th Street station is a factor that will influence that decision. Similarly, the 
location of stations in Snohomish County will influence where and how many times the 
alignment crosses I-5. 
 
With the inclusion of the four new potential station locations in the screening process, 
Sound Transit will be considering the possibility of adding two stations to the light rail 
line. Sound Transit has explained that they view NE 125th Street or NE 130th Street as a 
pairing with NE 155th Street which would replace the station at NE 145th Street. 220th 
Street SW would be an additional station, resulting in up to six stations north of 
Northgate. The voter approved ST2 funding plan included four stations (NE 145th Street, 
NE 185th Street, 236th Street SW and the Lynnwood Transit Center). 
 
 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH  
 
Sound Transit has managed the public outreach for the AA and EIS processes.  Early 
AA scoping was undertaken in September – October 2010.  Three public workshops 
were held in North Seattle, Shoreline and Lynnwood, as well as one agency scoping 
meeting, with over 200 people attending the workshops.  More than 260 online surveys 
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were completed and over 90 comments were received via mail or email.  Sound Transit 
has also briefed various business and community groups throughout the AA process.   
 
Three public meetings, as well as one agency meeting, were held in October 2011 for 
the EIS scoping process, including one at the Shoreline Conference Center which was 
attended by about 100 people.  

As part of the scoping process, Sound Transit requested comments from the public and 
agencies identifying the issues they should address in the EIS process. The City of 
Shoreline submitted a scoping comment letter identifying several issues that should be 
addressed in the EIS.  

Throughout October 2011, the City went through a process to develop guiding principles 
to assist Council in identifying a preferred light rail alignment. Staff was present at the 
EIS scoping meeting in Shoreline as part of the public outreach associated with 
developing the guiding principles. These principles were approved on October 24 and 
the I-5 alignment was identified as the City’s preferred alignment on November 14. The 
Sound Transit Board identified I-5 as the light rail alignment in December. 
As part of the screening process, Sound Transit staff held a series of “drop in” sessions 
in March 2012, including three in the City of Shoreline. These meetings provided the 
public with an opportunity to learn where the light rail route could be located along I-5, 
see where stations are being considered and ask questions of project staff. 
 
The Council discussed these alternatives with staff during their annual strategic 
planning and goal setting retreat on March 2-3, 2012.  After thoughtful discussion, the 
Council expressed an interest in continuing to support stations at 145th and 185th, with 
an alignment that was east of I-5.   

 
COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED  

 
This project addresses Council Goal 2: Provide safe, efficient and effective 
infrastructure to support our land use, transportation and surface water plans, as one of 
the major objectives of the Goal is to work with Sound Transit, neighboring cities, 
regional agencies and Shoreline neighborhoods to implement the Sound Transit 2 plan 
to bring light rail through Shoreline.  

 
 

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 

At this time, there is no significant financial impact to the City associated with this 
process, as it is being managed and funded by Sound Transit.  The City will need to 
participate throughout the EIS process by continuing to provide technical and policy 
direction.  Staff will also be reviewing Sound Transit’s DEIS and FEIS as they are 
released.  This will require dedication of City staff resources. Upon completion of the 
EIS process and determination of the final alignment and station locations in 2014, the 
City, along with Sound Transit will need to engage the community in planning for the 
selected station locations and identify appropriate mitigation for the station areas.  
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required at this time.  However, Sound Transit is requesting Council input 
on the alignment options and station locations currently under consideration in the 
environmental process. Sound Transit staff will use Council’s input, as well as feedback 
received from other jurisdictions and the public, to develop a recommendation to the 
Sound Transit Board regarding the alternatives to evaluate in the Draft EIS (DEIS).  
 
Based upon the information provided to Council and staff by Sound Transit and the 
discussion by Council at their annual strategic planning and goal setting retreat, staff 
recommends Council identify a preference for the 145th and 185th stations and the 
alignment  on the east side of I-5. Should Council agree with this recommendation, staff 
will prepare a letter to Sound Transit on behalf of the Mayor summarizing this 
preference.  
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS  
 
Attachment A: Sound Transit North Corridor Project Schedule 
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Council Meeting Date:  April 2, 2012 Agenda Item: 7(b)   
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Park Recreation, and Cultural Services Board / Tree Board 2012 
Work Plans  

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services 
PRESENTED BY: Dick Deal, Director  
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution   ____ Motion __X_ Discussion     
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
The Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services (PRCS) Board will review 2011 
accomplishments and share the 2012 PRCS Board /Tree Board Work Plan with 
Council.   

2011 PRCS Board Major Accomplishments 
 

2011–2017 Update of the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan (PROS Plan) 
This plan is the guiding document for the maintenance and development of the City’s 
park system, arts activities, and recreation programs.  The 2011-2017 PROS Plan 
included for the first time an arts plan and better historical tracking of improvements to 
the City’s park system since incorporation. 
 
Park at Town Center 
The master site plan for the Park at Town Center was completed and adopted by the 
City Council.  This plan will guide the development of this important site that has 
historical significance, and will create a sense of place in the Town Center Subarea. 
 
Art Improvements 

• The creation of banners for the second mile of Aurora.  (They will be hung this 
spring.) 

• The installation of, Twirl Spin Jump, an art piece in the lobby of the Spartan 
Recreation Center 

• Installation of artwork at all corners of the Aurora intersections at 175th and 185th 
• Creation of an Art Plan in the 2011-2017 PROS Plan update. 

 
Planning Efforts 

• Assisted with the creation of a future park space at Aldercrest Annex 
• Started the master planning process for Echo Lake Park 
• Convened a study group to evaluate eastside City sites for an Off Leash Dog 

Area 
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2012 Work Plans for PRCS Board and Tree Board 
Attachment A has a listing of work plan items for each board as discussed at the board 
meeting on Thursday, March 22nd.  
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
All PRCS Board expenses are identified in the 2012 operating budget.  The Tree Board 
is new and no funding has been identified for 2012.  In 2013 staff anticipates the need 
for additional funding for Tree Board training and travel.  
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required for this is an informational update of the PRCS and Tree Board 
work plans.   
 
 
 
Attachment A: 2012 PRCS Board Work Plan 
Attachment B:  2012 Tree Board Work Plan 
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney ___ 
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Attachment A 

2012 Parks, Recreation & Cultural 
Services Board Work Plan 
 

First Quarter 

• Joint Use Agreement with Shoreline School District 

• Tree City and Parks Board Work Plan discussion 

• 2012 Parks repair and replacement strategy 

• Tobacco-Free Parks discussion 

• Alcohol use in parks discussion 

• SPU acquisition update 

• Board by-laws update 

Second Quarter 

• 2013 Capital Improvement Plan and Operating Budget 

• Echo Lake Master Plan 

• East side off-leash strategy 

• Kruckeberg Garden Phase I Improvements 

• Art Committee projects 

• Meridian Park storm water project review 

• Trail system signage 

• Park Bond (and other recent projects) Lessons learned/design issues 

• DogFest activity 

Third Quarter 

• Joint Use Agreement with Shoreline Community College  

• U of W student restoration at Saltwater Park 

• Park site tour (July meeting) 

• Art Committee projects 

• Bike park discussion (follow-up to Carolyn Hope request) 

• Cedarbrook/Sunset School/Aldercrest site discussion 

Fourth Quarter 

• Create a Park Stewardship program 

• Pool assessment 

• PROS Plan – Neighborhood/Community Park strategy and prioritization 

• Park Board assessment 
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Attachment B 

2012 Parks, Recreation & Cultural 
Services Tree Board Draft Work Plan 
 

Second Quarter 

• Identifying and reviewing the existing resources such as tree inventories, canopy studies, 
sustainability strategies, and development guidelines as they relate to trees 

• Meet with representatives from ReLeaf Seattle to learn more about their Urban Forest 
Management Plan and Tree City representative from the State of Washington Sarah Foster to 
learn what other new tree boards have accomplished in their first year 

• Identifying a fall Arbor Day event 

• Update from Parks and Public Works staff on Tree work in next three months 

 

Third Quarter 

• Development of an urban forest management strategy 

• Implementation of the Arbor Day event 

• Update from Parks and Public Works staff on Tree work in next three months 

 

Fourth Quarter 

• Identifying the financial resources necessary for the creation of an Urban Forest Management 
Plan 

• Prioritizing elements of the plan to be completed in 2013 

• Update from Parks and Public Works staff on Tree work in next three months 

• Review 2012 tree work budget expenditures to meet Tree City requirements 
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Council Meeting Date:   April 2, 2012 Agenda Item:   7(c) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Presentation by Shoreline Youth Ambassadors 
DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 
PRESENTED BY: Lynn M. Cheeney, Recreation Superintendent 
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

__x__ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
This evening members of the Shoreline Youth Ambassadors (SYA) will present the 
results of the 2011 SYA survey.  The objective of the survey was to gain a better 
understanding of how teens communicate, spend their time, what they are interested in 
doing, if they feel they are supported and represented and what teens would like to 
change in the Shoreline community.  The survey was administered through Survey 
Monkey.  SYA members went to Shorewood and Shorecrest campuses and 
administered the survey to the students on lap top computers.  Three hundred and sixty 
one (361) responses were received with 49.2% males and 50.8% females between the 
ages of 14 and 19 who reside in Shoreline.  Some of the information that will be shared 
includes 43.5% of teens socialize at home (excluding school), 35.2% communicate by 
phone and text and when asked about their interests 68% said that they like socializing 
with friends followed by 36.5% sports.  It is interesting to note that when asked if they 
felt that Shoreline supported its teen residents, 77.3% said yes.   
 
The SYA goal was to complete the survey and make presentations to the community.  
In the fall of 2011 they distributed their findings to all Shoreline School District 
Secondary School Administrators, as well as presented to the Shoreline Council of 
Neighborhoods.   
 
This is the third year for SYA and they currently have nine members from Shorewood, 
Shorecrest and Lakeside High Schools.  Their purpose is to provide opportunities for 
youth to develop their leadership skills, organize and participate in community events, 
and to be the voice of local youth.  SYA is designed to be a self-directed group with high 
levels of engagement, with City staff assisting in leadership development only.   
Membership is based on an application and interview process conducted by the 
previous year’s members.   
 
Waldo Nambo-Ojeda is the recreation staff member for SYA. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
Funding for the Shoreline Youth Ambassadors are included the Parks, Recreation and 
Cultural Services budget.   
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RECOMMENDATION 

No Council action is required, as this presentation is for informational purposes. 
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney ___ 
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Council Meeting Date:   April 2, 2012 Agenda Item:   7(d) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Presentation by Shoreline Historical Museum 
DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 
PRESENTED BY: Lynn M. Cheeney, Recreation Superintendent 
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

___x_ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
Tonight Vickie Stiles, Executive Director of the Shoreline Historical Museum, will provide 
presentation to the City Council of the current programs and activities of the Shoreline 
Historical Museum.  The first contract with the Museum was in 1996 for the purpose of 
providing historical, educational and cultural services to the Shoreline community.  
Included in the 2012 contract are two rotating or temporary exhibits.  February through 
April the community can view “Edwin Pratt: Community Champion” and starting in April 
through October “The Summer of ’62- We Remember Century 21.”  The museum 
contract also calls for approximately six lectures and other activities including monthly 
hands-on art days and Richmond Beach Walking Tours which are given during the 
annual Strawberry Festival.  
 
Each quarter the museum provides the City with a program attendance report and 
includes a program evaluation.  In 2010 it was reported that 5.550 visits were made to 
the museum by Shoreline residents.   
 
Now in their new home at 18501 Linden Ave N., Ms. Stiles is anxious to share 
information about their new site and new exhibits and to thank the City of Shoreline for 
their support throughout the years. 
 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
The City’s 2012 Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services budget includes $60,000 for 
the Shoreline Historical Museum.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
This presentation is for informational purposes and therefore no Council action is 
required. 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney ___ 
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Council Meeting Date:   April 2, 2012 Agenda Item:   7(e) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Surface Water Utility Discussion – Tiered Residential Rates & 
Shoreline School District Fee Credit Options  

DEPARTMENT: Public Works, Administrative Services 
PRESENTED BY: Jesus Sanchez, Public Works Operations 
 Brian Landau, Surface Water Manager 
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

__X__ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
The City’s surface water management fee (SWM fee) includes a flat annual fee for all 
residential customers and commercial properties with less than 10 percent impervious 
surface.  For other properties such as commercial and multi-family, the fee is based on 
parcel size and density of development (as determined by percent of impervious surface 
such as roofs and driveways).  The revenue generated from the fee pays for SWM 
capital and operational programs administered by the City as presented in the 2011 
Surface Water Master Plan. 

In 2011, Council raised a question during the Surface Water Master Plan process as to 
whether a flat SWM fee is appropriate for all single-family residential lots.  The issue 
being that individual lots vary widely both in size and level of development and may 
have different impacts on the surface water utility.  Staff is proposing a potential 
residential tiered rate structure for Council’s consideration. 

The King County Code provides a surface water management (SWM) fee public school 
district discount program.  It allows school districts in their service area to apply for a 
waiver of the annual fee based on the school districts providing documentation of their 
activities supportive of the goals of the surface water program.  A recent state audit of 
the City’s Surface Water Utility revealed  that King County had continued to waive the 
City’s surface water management fees per the original King County Code; however, 
when the City’s code was adopted using the King County code as a template, it was 
silent on the issue of a fee credit.   Preliminary annual utility fee estimates for the School 
District, using the City’s current surface water fee structure, would be approximately 
$180,000. 
 
The City of Shoreline must resolve this issue as the City cannot continue to allow for the 
fee waiver without having this option included in the City’s code.  Staff has already 
notified the School District of this situation.  This analysis presents information regarding 
the estimated SWM fees for the Shoreline School District, regional survey results on 
other municipality school district fee credit programs, and financial considerations. 
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RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
The existing and proposed tiered residential SWM fee rate structures will not affect the 
gross revenue collected for the SWM Utility.  However, it would alter the annual fees 
charged to residential property owners.  Staff’s recommendation would result in a 
reduced annual SWM fee for the majority (64%) of the City’s residential parcels, a slight 
increase (approximately $2 per year) for 25% of the residential parcels, and a significant 
increase (approximately $65 per year) for 11% of the residential parcels. 
 
Given that King County has been applying the fee waiver to the Shoreline School 
District, the City has not been collecting SWM fees from the School District since the 
City incorporated, nor has the City included the potential revenue from SWM fees from 
the School District in future utility revenue projections.  If Council elects to incorporate 
an educational credit program for surface water related curriculum taught at Shoreline 
School District it is likely that there would be no financial impact to the Surface Water 
Utility Fund.  If the Council does not adopt a fee credit program, then the Shoreline 
School District would be subject to the payment of SWM fees, which are estimated at 
$180,000 annually.   This additional revenue could be used to either delay future SWM 
fee increases for the entire system or could reduce rates for existing rate classes, such 
as residential and commercial accounts. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that Council consider the proposed residential tiered rate structure 
and that Council consider adopting a fee credit program for the Shoreline School District 
that is based on credit earned for documented educational activities that benefit the 
City’s surface water utility.   
 
If Council provides direction to develop a fee credit program for the Shoreline School 
District, then staff will return to Council with the appropriate ordinance to incorporate this 
into the Shoreline Municipal Code and work with the School District to implement the 
program in 2012.  If Council directs staff to implement the tiered residential structure, 
then staff will incorporate this proposal into the 2013 budget process and will develop a 
communication plan to notify property owners of this change.    
 
 
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager - JU  City Attorney - IS 
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INTRODUCTION 
The City’s surface water management fee (SWM fee) includes a flat annual fee for all 
residential customers and commercial properties with less than 10 percent impervious 
surface.  For other properties such as commercial and multi-family, the fee is based on 
parcel size and density of development (as determined by percent of impervious surface 
such as roofs and driveways).  The revenue generated from the fee pays for SWM 
capital and operational programs administered by the City as presented in the 2011 
Surface Water Master Plan. 

In 2011, Council raised a question during the Surface Water Master Plan process as to 
whether a flat SWM fee is appropriate for all single-family residential lots.  The issue 
being that individual lots vary widely both in size and level of development and may 
have different impacts on the surface water utility.  Staff has researched potential 
residential tiered rates for Council’s consideration. 

The King County Code provides a surface water management (SWM) fee public school 
district discount program.  It allows school districts in their service area to apply for a 
waiver of the annual fee based on the school districts providing documentation of their 
activities supportive of the goals of the surface water program.  A recent state audit of 
the City’s Surface Water Utility revealed  that King County had continued to waive the 
City’s surface water management fees per the original King County Code; however, 
when the City’s code was adopted using the King County code as a template, it was 
silent on the issue of a fee credit.  Preliminary annual utility fee estimates for the School 
District, using the City’s current surface water fee structure, would be approximately 
$180,000.  King County has not been requiring the Shoreline School District to provide 
documentation of their educational programs that justify the fee waiver. 
 
The City of Shoreline must resolve this issue as the City cannot continue to allow for the 
fee waiver without having this option included in the City’s code.  Staff has already 
notified the School District of this situation.  This analysis presents information regarding 
the estimated SWM fees for the Shoreline School District, regional survey results on 
other municipality school district fee credit programs, and financial considerations. 
 

BACKGROUND 
Tiered Residential Rates 
The City of Shoreline’s Surface Water Utility was established in 1995.   The annual 
service charge (fee) system included a flat annual fee for all residential customers, 
independent of their size or level of development.  This approach is common to most 
surface water utilities throughout Puget Sound.   The City has maintained a flat fee for 
single-family residential properties since incorporation.   
 
The City’s Surface Water Utility is a self-supporting enterprise fund. As such, the 
stormwater fee is intended to fully fund all aspects of the program including annual 
inspections, maintenance and capital improvements, along with the City’s NPDES 
permit requirements.   
 
Stormwater fees are set based on the amount of impervious surface for a given 
property.  For residential properties an average impervious surface coverage is used 
resulting in a flat annual rate for all residential property owners.  Property owners who 
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qualify as low-income senior citizens and persons with disabilities are exempt from the 
City’s SWM fee.  For commercial property owners the fee is determined on an 
incremental scale based on the amount of impervious surfaces and the parcel size for 
each specific property.  Discounts and a cost-sharing program are available and are 
aimed at reducing the amount of impervious surface on commercial parcels.  
 
During the Surface Water Mater Plan (SWMP) staff presentation to Council on August 
8, 2011, Council asked whether a flat annual rate is appropriate for all single-family 
residential lots, given that their size, level of development, and impacts to the surface 
water system can vary.  For example, a large lot that has more impervious area (roofs, 
pavement, and patios) will have higher runoff volumes than a comparable smaller lot or 
a lot that is less developed.  Collectively, higher runoff volumes result in increased peak 
flows and volumes, which can produce a greater incidence of flooding and/or erosion of 
stream systems.  On August 8, the Council asked whether other communities have rate 
structures that are not a flat fee.  Bellevue, Bellingham, and Seattle are communities 
that have variable SWM fees for single-family residences. 
 
The City’s current 2012 SWM fee is $133/per year for all single-family residential 
parcels.  This same fee is also applied to commercial parcels that are predominantly 
undeveloped (less than 10 percent of the parcel area is impervious).    Table 1 provides 
a summary of the SWM fee structure and revenues by class for 2011, with additional 
detail in Attachment 1.  Roughly two-thirds of the Surface Water Utility revenue is from 
single-family residences. 

Table 1 
2011 Surface Water Management Fees 

Category Annual Fee Percent of Impervious 2011 Revenue 

Single-Family Residences $130/parcel Does not Apply $2,061,524 
Other Customers    
 Very Light $130/parcel Less than or equal to 10% $2,346 
 Light $302/acre 10% to 20% $20,843 
 Moderate $625/acre 20% to 45% $164,107 
 Moderately Heavy $1,212/acre 45% to 65% $135,920 
 Heavy $1,535/acre 65% to 85% $250,327 
 Very Heavy $2,011/acre 85% to 100% $564,147 
   $3,199,214 

 

Single family residential lots sizes vary significantly within the City.  Table 2 provides a 
breakdown of the number and percentages of parcels within the City.  The distribution of 
parcels is shown in the map on Attachment A; the majority of the larger parcels are 
located in the western part of the City  
 

000020



 

   

Table 2 
Single Family Residential Size Distribution 

Lot Size (square feet) Number Percent of Total 

Less than 4,000 sf 392 2.4% 
Between 4,000 and 9,000 sf 9,996 61.3% 
Between 9,000 and 14,000 sf 4,104 25.2% 
Greater than 14,000 sf 1,902 11.1% 
Totals  16,294 100% 

 
School District Fee Credit Program 
The policy of not collecting stormwater fees from public schools is a program first 
established by King County through the adoption of King County’s stormwater code 
(KCC Title 9).  The program allows school districts to demonstrate that they are 
providing an equivalent amount of value in the form of a curriculum around stormwater 
education. 
 

TIERED RESIDENTIAL RATES DISCUSSION & ALTERNATIVES 
 
Staff has prepared a proposed residential rate analysis based on the following 
assumptions: 

• The proposed analysis is revenue neutral.  This means that an alternative rate 
structure must generate the same residential revenue as the current rate 
structure.  This is necessary to provide the revenue to complete the maintenance 
and capital plans which Council has approved in the 2012 budget and the 2012-
2017 CIP. 

• The rate structure provides equity based on parcel sizes and impervious surface 
which causes runoff volume. 

• A rate structure that minimizes administrative time for implementation. 
 
Alternative 1.  Existing Rate Structure 
The existing rate structure for single-family residences is based on one rate class that 
assumes an average parcel size and average impervious percentage for all single 
family residential parcels.  This is based on the rate model developed by King County in 
the 1990s and has been used in the City since incorporation in 1995. 
 

Customer 
Class 

Number of 
Parcels 

Average 
Parcel Area 

(Sq. Ft) 

Average 
Impervious % 

SWM 
Fee/Parcel/Yr 

Residential 16,294 10,874 33.5 $133 
 
Pros 
The existing rate structure is based on a single-customer class model that applies the 
same rate per parcel and it is very simple to administer. 
 
Cons 
The existing rate structure does not take into account the variety of parcel sizes that 
exist in the city and the associated effects of the impervious surface on those parcels. 
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Alternative 2.  Tiered Residential Rate Structure based on Parcel Size and 
Impervious Area 
Staff prepared this alternative based on parcel class and average impervious surface 
area per parcel class.  This rate structure provides for four customer classes based on 
parcel size.  The model applies the same unit cost per square foot of impervious surface 
in each rate class. This is calculated by dividing the existing revenue from residential 
parcels by the total area of residential parcel impervious surface.  This results in a unit 
cost of $0.035/SF of impervious surface area.  The SWM fee rate for each customer 
class is then determined by applying this unit cost to the total impervious area in each 
customer class and applying an equitable rate to each of the parcels in that customer 
class (i.e. total impervious area x $0.035/number of parcels).  Based on this model, the 
existing rates would be reduced significantly ($20 to $89 per year) for parcels less than 
9,000 SF (64% of total parcels), increase rates by approximately $2 per year for the 
residential parcels that are between 9,000 and 14,000 SF (25% of total parcels) and 
increase rates by approximately $65 per year for parcels greater than 14,000 SF (11% 
of the total). 
 

Customer 
Class 

Parcel 
Size 

Range 
(SF) 

# of 
Parcels 

Total 
Parcel 

Area (SF) 

Average 
Parcel 
Area 
(SF) 

Total 
Impervious 

Area in Class 
(SF) 

Avg % 
Impervious 

SWM 
Fee/Parcel/

Year 
Small 0-4000 392 805,324 2,054 502,193 62.4 44.55 

Medium 
4000-
9000 9996 75,685,122 7,572 32,610,634 43.1 113.46 

Large 
9000-
14000 4104 43,133,882 10,510 15,902,153 36.9 134.76 

Very 
Large >14000 1802 57,562,335 31,944 10,260,495 17.8 198.03 
 
Pros 
This rate model provides a rate structure that is more equitable since is based on total 
impervious surface area for residential properties, parcel size and the runoff volume 
from the proposed parcel classes.  It distributes cost based on the same unit cost, but 
applied for the characteristics of the residential customer class.  In addition, a majority 
of Shoreline residential parcels would pay a lower annual SWM fee. 
 
Cons 
This rate model would substantially increase annual SWM fee rates for 11% of the 
residential parcels by approximately $68 per year. In addition, this rate model would 
require more administrative time than the existing single rate model because the 
different parcels would need to be identified and allocated the correct SWM fee before 
transferring the information to King County who administers the billing of the City’s 
SWM fee for the City. 
 
Impervious Surface Reduction Incentives 
Councilmember Salomon had requested that staff provide information regarding 
potential incentive programs that could be used to encourage reductions in impervious 
surfaces.  Staff will be prepared to provide information on this topic during the 
discussion on April 2. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT FEE CREDIT PROGRAM DISCUSSION & ALTERNATIVES 
 
King County Surface Water Management Fee School Discount Program 
The King County SWM Fee School Discount program was part of the County’s SWM 
program since inception in 1987.  It allows school districts in the service area to apply 
for a waiver of the annual fee based on the school districts providing documentation of 
their activities supportive of the goals of the surface water program.  The intent of the 
school credit program is to encourage school districts to administer curricula that 
encourage community stewardship of King County’s water resources.  School district 
properties, like other properties with impervious surfaces, contribute to surface water 
problems, but schools can also help meet the utility’s community education goals.  The 
program benefits the public in two ways:  school district funds that would be spent on 
the SWM fees can be used for other purposes and students learn how to protect and 
appreciate water resources. 
 
Neighboring Jurisdictions 
A recent 2010 survey by the City of Federal Way regarding fee credit programs for 
school districts shows that approximately 7 (about 25 percent) of the 29 jurisdictions 
that responded provide a fee credit to the local public school district (Attachment A).  
The following are some examples of fee credit programs: 
 
King County/Issaquah – Local school districts provide educational opportunities related 
to environmental subjects including hydrology, stormwater, water quality, etc.  The 
school district submits a list of their curriculum along with a cost to implement and this is 
applied towards their stormwater fees.  Schools are also required to maintain their 
stormwater facilities and will be charged for that parcel if it is not maintained.  The 
schools are also required to implement source control measures per King County’s 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 
 
Marysville – Marysville uses a city ordinance that describes the curriculum requirements 
for the school’s environmental education program: 

“(b) Public Education Institutions.  Publicly funded primary and secondary 
educational institutions that educate and inform their students about the 
importance of our surface and ground water resources may be eligible for a 
reduction in their storm and surface water utility rates in an amount of up to 100 
percent.  The goal is to reach all students within a school with this information at 
least once during their time at any one school.  The rationale behind this credit is 
that the information provided by the school will translate into appreciation and 
stewardship of water resources and thereby reduce negative impacts on local 
streams, ponds and lakes that can result from uninformed citizens.  The 
curriculum requirements shall be set forth in a contract provided by the education 
institution and shall include, at a minimum, information on the cause and effects 
of storm water pollution.  The educational institution is responsible for providing 
all documentation that demonstrates the environmental education curriculum 
taught is above and beyond state requirements.  In order to qualify for the 
reduction, the educational institution must submit a curriculum plan to the city 
council, which shall determine the amount of the reduction based on the scope, 
cost, and anticipated effectiveness of the plan.  The reduction will be applicable 
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for five years but may be extended by the city council based on submittal of an 
updated curriculum plan and documentation of the effectiveness of the preceding 
plan.” 

Federal Way/Bremerton

Surface Water Fee Rate - Intent 

 – Federal Way and Bremerton are similar to Marysville in that 
they provide a fee credit program for public school districts.  Bremerton has identified a 
list of acceptable curriculum topics, along with a methodology to determine the value of 
the credit based on the school district’s cost to provide the qualifying educational 
classes to students.  The school district submits a list of their curriculum along with a 
cost to implement and this is applied towards their stormwater fees for a credit of up to 
100% of the charged fee.  In all cases, the in-kind services exceed the fees; therefore, 
they are not charged a SWM fee.  Bremerton’s program also allows for credit for 
qualifying hands-on special events that promote education and surface water 
stewardship.  A copy of Bremerton’s program is included as Attachment B. 

The City’s Surface Water Utility is a self-supporting enterprise fund.  As such, the 
stormwater fee is intended to fully fund all aspects of the program including annual 
inspections, maintenance and capital improvements, along with the City’s NPDES 
permit requirements.   
 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Education 
Requirements 
The City’s NPDES permit requires the development of an education and outreach 
program that targets specific audiences.  Because of Shoreline’s large school age 
children population, staff recognizes the importance of having an education program 
that targets them.  But there are other target outreach groups listed in the permit aside 
from the general public that include businesses, contractors, engineers, developers and 
property managers.  Even with an extensive school education program, Shoreline is still 
required to address the other target groups. 

The Shoreline School District has directly benefited from the Surface Water 
Environmental Mini-Grant program.  The City, through the SWM Operations budget of 
the Environmental Mini-grant program, has provided educational programs to the school 
district in the amount of $11,385 since 2009.  These educational programs help the City 
meet its NPDES requirements. 

Previous Year Waivers 
Given that King County has been providing a waiver for SWM fees to the Shoreline 
School District for a number of years, the City will be requesting that the School District 
document the educational programs that they provided during the last three years that 
would have justified the King County waiver.  Since the School District believed they 
were still operating under the credit program that King County implemented prior to the 
City’s incorporation and King County has not been requiring documentation, the City 
Attorney’s office has recommended that staff work with the School District to document 
their qualifying educational programs for the last three years, which follows the time 
period for the statute of limitations. 
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The Council can determine whether they would like Shoreline’s SWM Utility to offer a 
fee credit program to the Shoreline School District.  Below are the pros and cons for 
each alternative. 
 

The City is not required to provide a SWM fee credit for public school districts.  
Currently there is no such program provided for private schools or any other educational 
institution.  The City does provide a fee waiver for qualifying low-income seniors and 
persons with disabilities, along with opportunities for discounts and cost-sharing for 
projects that reduce impervious surface on commercial properties.   

Alternative 1.  Do Not Provide a SWM Fee Credit for the School District 

 
If the Council does not want to provide a fee credit program for the school district, then 
the school district will need to start paying SWM fees, which are estimated at $180,000 
annually.  The school district has not included these fees in their budget, as they have 
never paid them either to King County, before City incorporation, or to the City following 
incorporation.   
 

The SWM fee revenue collected from the School District would support surface water 
operational and capital improvements throughout the City.  This additional revenue 
could be used to improve operational programs, construct more capital projects for 
replacing aging infrastructure, delay future rate increased or reduce fees of existing rate 
classes.  The $180,000 would be approximately equivalent to a rate reduction to 
existing residential accounts of $7.30 per year.   

Pros 

 

The School District would need to allocate $180,000 of their budget for the City’s SWM 
fees, which will impact their ability to provide some of their existing educational 
programs. 

Cons 

 

The City can develop a SWM fee credit program that allows for the School District to 
receive credit for qualifying educational programs that benefit the City’s surface water 
utility.  If Council desires to consider a fee credit program, then staff recommends that it 
be based on a model similar to that of the City of Bremerton.  Staff would work with the 
School District to develop a list of qualifying educational curriculum that would benefit 
the City’s SWM utility along with a method to determine the value of the credit towards 
the district’s SWM fees.  The City would require that the annual credit determination be 
documented.  Staff would recommend that the fee credit program be re-examined by 
the Council in five years. 

Alternative 2.  Implement a SWM Fee Credit Program for the Shoreline School 
District  

 
Staff would recommend that if the City implements a fee credit program for the school 
district, then that the City would no longer fund educational programs for the school 
district through the environmental mini-grant program. 
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The School District’s educational programs provide a benefit to the City’s Surface Water 
Utility and protection of the environment.  Educated students will have a greater 
understanding of stormwater pollution; this awareness positively benefits the community 
and local environment.  The School District will not have to reallocate $180,000 of their 
budget to pay for SWM fees. 

Pros 

 

Providing a fee credit for the School District shifts the burden for revenue collection to 
other residential and commercial accounts, in other words their fees could be slightly 
lower if the Utility collected SWM fees from the district.  Another option would be that 
the additional SWM fees from the School District would increase the revenue for future 
maintenance and capital projects.   

Cons 

 
COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED  

The SWM rate issue is related to Council Goal 2: “Provide safe, efficient, and effective 
infrastructure to support our land use, transportation, and surface water plans.” 

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 
The existing and proposed tiered residential SWM fee rate structures will not affect the 
gross revenue collected for the SWM Utility.  However, it would alter the annual fees 
charged to residential property owners.  Staff’s recommendation would result in a 
reduced annual SWM fee for the majority (64%) of the City’s residential parcels, a slight 
increase (approximately $2 per year) for 25% of the residential parcels, and a significant 
increase (approximately $65 per year) for 11% of the residential parcels. 
 
Given that King County has been applying the fee waiver to the Shoreline School 
District, the City has not been collecting SWM fees from the School District since the 
City incorporated, nor has the City included the potential revenue from SWM fees from 
the School District in future utility revenue projections.  If Council elects to incorporate 
an educational credit program for surface water related curriculum taught at Shoreline 
School District it is likely that there would be no financial impact to the Surface Water 
Utility Fund.  If the Council does not adopt a fee credit program, then the Shoreline 
School District would be subject to the payment of SWM fees, which are estimated at 
$180,000 annually.   This additional revenue could be used to either delay future SWM 
fee increases for the entire system or could reduce rates for existing rate classes, such 
as residential and commercial accounts. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that Council consider the proposed residential tiered rate structure 
and that Council consider adopting a fee credit program for the Shoreline School District 
that is based on credit earned for documented educational activities that benefit the 
City’s surface water utility.   
 
If Council provides direction to develop a fee credit program for the Shoreline School 
District, then staff will return to Council with the appropriate ordinance to incorporate this 
into the Shoreline Municipal Code and work with the School District to implement the 
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program in 2012.  If Council directs staff to implement the tiered residential structure, 
then staff will incorporate this proposal into the 2013 budget process and will develop a 
communication plan to notify property owners of this change.    
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A: Residential Parcel Size Map Distribution within the City 
Attachment B: SWM Fee Credit Survey Summary, conducted by City of Federal 

Way regarding SWM Fee Credits for local school districts 
Attachment C: Examples of SWM Fee Credit Reporting Forms 
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Survey of Local Jurisdictions-                                                          
Stormwater Reduction Programs for Local Schools                      

(Conducted by the City of Federal Way,  March 2010)

Auburn No

Battleground No

Black Diamond No

Bothel No

Bremerton Yes

Edmonds No

Enumclaw No

Everett No

Federal Way Yes

Fife No

Issaquah Yes

Kent No

Kirkland No

Longview Yes

Marysville Yes

Mill Creek Yes

Monroe No

Mount Vernon No

Mountlake Terrace No

Poulsbo No

Puyallup No

Renton No

SeaTac No

Shoreline No

Sumner No

Tukwila No

Pierce County No

King County Yes

Whatcom County No

1. Does your jurisdiction offer a Surface Water fee waiver/reduction program for the local school district?
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Bremerton Yes

Federal Way Yes, but we are re-evaluating the requirements.

Issaquah Yes, same as King County. 

Longview Yes

Marysville Yes, Marysville has an ordinance that describes the curriculum requirements for the 
school's environmental education program.

Mill Creek Yes, however there are no set requirements. The City periodically requests information 
regarding the curriculum.

King County Yes, local school districts provide educational opportunities related to environmental 

subjects included hydrology, stormwater, water quality, etc. Schools are also required to 

maintain their stormwater facilities and will be charged, for that parcel, if it is not 

maintained.  The schools are also required to implement source control measures per 

King County’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Manual.

Bremerton Yes, the curriculum must be specific to the problems and issues pertaining to surface 
and stormwater.

Federal Way No

Issaquah No.  The City reviews the annual report each year and typically finds that their program 
is fairly extensive.

Longview Yes

Marysville The City does not develop the programs but do require the school district to submit their 
curriculum for approval. 

Mill Creek No

King County The County has a list of subjects that need to be chosen from.

Bremerton Yes

Federal Way Not in the past, but plan to.

Issaquah No, but this is a good idea. 

Longview Not in the past.

Marysville Yes

Mill Creek Yes

King County We haven’t tracked this for the permit but it does provide opportunities.  We would 
have to get more deeply involved in the curriculum to ensure stormwater issues were 
part of the class work.

4. Do you track these activities as public education & outreach for the NPDES permit?

2. If so, do you require the school district meet certain requirements in order to receive a waiver or a 
reduction of fees?

3. If your jurisdiction waives fees in exchange for surface-water related curriculum, do you play a role in 
helping develop the curriculum? 
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Bremerton Yes

Federal Way Not in the past, but plan to.

Issaquah No

Longview No

Marysville Yes

Mill Creek No

King County No

Auburn Yes
Battleground No

Black Diamond No

Bothel Yes
Bremerton Upon request.

Edmonds Upon request.

Enumclaw No

Everett Yes
Federal Way Upon request.

Fife No

Issaquah No

Kent Yes
Kirkland Yes
Longview Yes
Marysville Yes
Mill Creek Upon request.

Monroe No

Mount Vernon Yes
Mountlake Terrace Yes
Poulsbo No

Puyallup Upon request.

Renton No

SeaTac Upon request.

Shoreline No

Sumner No

Tukwila No

Pierce County Yes
King County No

Whatcom County No

5. Does your jurisdiction assess or evaluate the success or understanding of storm water related topics that 
are taught by the school district?

6. Does your jurisdiction provide additional surface water related education to schools?
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