
 
AGENDA (v.2) 

 
CLICK HERE TO COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS 

STAFF PRESENTATIONS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 

 
Monday, July 29, 2013 Conference Room 104 · Shoreline City Hall 
5:45 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North 
 
TOPIC/GUESTS: Seattle City Light (SCL) Undergrounding Franchise Options 

 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS MEETING 
 

Monday, July 29, 2013 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   
    
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  7:20 
    
7. CONSENT CALENDAR  7:20 
    

(a) Minutes of Special Meeting of July 15, 2013 7a-1  
 Minutes of Business Meeting of July 15, 2013 7a2-1  
    

8. ACTION ITEMS   
    

(a) Adoption of Ordinance No. 669 Amending the Development Code 
Regulations and Amending Shoreline Municipal Code Chapters 
20.20, 20.30, 20.40, 20.50 and 20.60  

8a-1 7:20 
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9. STUDY ITEMS   
    

(a) Discussion of Light Rail Station Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) with Sound Transit 
  

9a-1 7:50 

(b) Discussion of Ronald Wastewater District  (RWD) Interlocal 
Agreement 
 

9b-1 8:50 

10. ADJOURNMENT  9:30 
    
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. 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING 

 
   
Monday, July 15, 2013 Conference Room 104 - Shoreline City Hall 
5:45 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
 
PRESENT: Mayor McGlashan, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers Hall, McConnell, 

Winstead, Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
 
STAFF: Julie Underwood, City Manager 
 
GUESTS: Dick Cushing, Waldron 
 
 
At 5:48 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor McGlashan, who presided. 
 
Mayor McGlashan announced that the Council would recess into an Executive Session for a 
period of 40 minutes to discuss a personnel matter, per RCW 42.30.110(1)(g). At 6:45 p.m. the 
Executive Session concluded. 
 
At 6:45 p.m. the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Scott Passey, City Clerk 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING 

 
   
Monday, July 15, 2013 Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
 
PRESENT: Mayor McGlashan, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers Hall, McConnell, 

Winstead, Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
  
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 7:00 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor McGlashan, who presided.  
  
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor McGlashan led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers were 
present. 
  
3. REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER 
 
Julie Underwood, City Manager, provided reports and updates on various City meetings, 
projects, and events.  
   
4. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen commented on the importance of project timing for grants funded by the 
Transportation Policy Board. 
 
Counilmember Hall reported on the solid waste issued discussed at the King County (KC) 
Regional Policy Committee.  He also announced AWC is starting the legislative agenda process.  
  
Councilmember Roberts reported that he presented Council’s recommendation on Flood Control 
District issues and the KC Solid Waste Transfer Station Plan at the last SCA PIC meeting.  He 
also attended a PSRC Growth Management Policy Meeting for a discussion on stormwater 
maintenance and permitting requirements. 
  
5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
a) Mike Lawrence, Shoreline, urged the City to illuminate the flag at Richmond Beach Park.  
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b) Alex Zimerman, Seattle, Stand Up America, commented that the King County Council (KCC) 
does not allow opportunities for public input and urged Council to speak on behalf of its citizens. 
  
c) Lisa Tagal, Shoreline, commented on the chickens her family raises and spoke in favor of 
allowing existing roosters in Shoreline. 
 
d) Callahan Supplee, Shoreline, stated his family has had chickens his whole life and although 
they occasionally make noise they are no louder than a barking dog. 
  
e) Cameron Supplee, Shoreline, commented that he would be very sad if his roosters are taken 
away.  
  
f) Mark Tagal, Shoreline, responded to statements made in comment letters about bird flu and 
noise complaints and reviewed decibel levels of other common neighborhood activities. 
  
g) Alisha Leviten, Shoreline, felt roosters are inappropriate in a city setting, although she 
supports urban farming and sympathizes with rooster owners. 
  
h) Christina, Shoreline, Animal Surgery Center of Seattle, expressed support for the 
Development Code amendment allowing veterinary clinics and hospitals as a Conditional Use in 
R18-R48 zones. 
 
i) Doug Bauer, Shoreline, commented that roosters do not belong in cities because of the noise 
impacts on neighbors and neighborhoods. 
 
j) Tom Jamieson, Shoreline, disagreed with the City's handling of the Point Wells issue and does 
not believe staff’s proposed change in Ordinance No. 665 regarding “potential future service 
annexation areas” is a minor clarification.  
  
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA  
 
Upon motion by Councilmember Winstead, seconded by Councilmember McConnell and 
unanimously carried, the agenda was approved.  
  
7. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Upon motion by Councilmember Hall, seconded by Councilmember Roberts and 
unanimously carried, the following Consent Calendar items were approved:  
  
 (a) Minutes of Special Meeting of July 1, 2013; Minutes of Business Meeting of July 1, 

2013 
 
8. ACTION ITEMS 
 
 (a) Discussion and Adoption of Ordinance No. 666 Amending Shoreline Municipal Code 
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Chapters 2.25.020 and 2.55.020 to Reduce the Membership Terms of Youth Positions on 
the Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services Board and Library Board to One Year, 
waiving second reading per Council Rule 3.5B 

 
Dick Deal, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Director, explained the staff recommendation 
to adopt Ordinance No. 666 reducing the youth membership term of the Parks, Recreation and 
Cultural Services Board and the Library Board from two-years to a one-year term beginning 
September 1 and expiring June 30.  He explained the youth positions have been very helpful to 
the City but, unfortunately, the number of applicants has been low. After investigation, staff 
discovered a two year commitment is more than students are comfortable with. 
  
Councilmember Roberts moves adoption of Ordinance No. 666 Version 2 Amending 
Shoreline Municipal Code Chapters 2.25.020 and 2.55.020 to amend the Membership 
Terms of Youth Positions on the Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services Board and 
Library Board, waiving second reading per Council Rule 3.5B. Deputy Mayor Eggen 
seconded the motion. 
 
Councilmember Winstead moved to amend the main motion by striking “and youth 
members shall serve no more than two consecutive one-year terms” and inserting “and 
youth members shall serve no more than four consecutive one-year terms”. 
Councilmember Roberts seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
Councilmembers stated youth participation is vital and the City needs to make it more appealing 
for students to apply and serve.  
 
The main motion to adopt Ordinance No. 666, as amended, was unanimously approved. 
   
 (b) Discussion and Adoption of Ordinance No. 665, Amending Responsibilities of the 

Shoreline Planning Commission in the Review of Quasi-Judicial Land Use Approvals and 
Making Minor Clarifications to Commission Procedures and Amending Shoreline 
Municipal Code Chapter 2.20, waiving second reading per Council Rule 3.5B 

 
Rachael Markle, Planning & Community Development Director, explained the staff 
recommendation to adopt Ordinance No. 665 to bring SMC Chapter 2.20 Planning Commission 
up to date with Ordinance No. 621 that amended SMC Chapter 20.30.060 transferring review 
authority for all quasi- judicial hearings from the Planning Commission to the Hearing Examiner 
and other minor amendments to update and clarify the code.  
  
Councilmember Hall moved adoption of Ordinance No. 665.  Councilmember McConnell 
seconded the motion. At Council’s request, Ms. Markle responded to Mr. Jamieson's earlier 
comments.  She explained that the two different annexation area terms are due to Snohomish 
County and King County calling them out differently. Mr. Sievers added that the terminology 
does not matter. 
  
A vote was taken on the motion to adopt Ordinance No. 665 which carried unanimously. 
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9. STUDY ITEM 
 
 (a) Discussion of Miscellaneous Development Code Amendments 
 
Steve Szafran, Senior Planner, provided the staff report on the proposed Development Code 
amendments. He reported there are 19 staff-initiated amendments, and one (1) citizen-initiated 
amendment included in this packet.  He reviewed public comment received to-date and then 
requested policy direction on any changes. 
 
Councilmembers discussed the proposed amendments, asked clarifying questions, and requested 
the following: 
 

Roosters 
• Survey of other jurisdiction’s codes on roosters, including information on the use of a 

grandfather clause if applicable. 
• Comparison of Shoreline’s proposed regulations with King County’s Animal Control 

Code. 
• Investigate pros, cons, enforcement, and success of noise ordinance. 
• Research effectiveness of sound proofing a chicken coop. 

 
Other 

• Request to drop proposed amendment to Table 20.50.020(1) – Densities and 
Dimensions in Residential Zones. 

• Rework the proposed language for 20.30.730(C) 
• Information on establishing criteria for adding a new use to a campus zone 
• Replace “tape recording” with “audio recording” throughout the Code 

 
Ms. Underwood agreed to address Council questions and concerns in a memo and schedule 
adoption of the amendments for July 29. 
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 8:46 p.m., Mayor McGlashan declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Scott Passey, City Clerk 
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Council Meeting Date:   July 29, 2013 Agenda Item:  8(a) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Adoption of Ordinance No. 669 amending the Development Code 
Sections Relating to: Significant Trees, Nonconforming Uses, 
Master Development Permits, Animals, Duplexes, Building Height, 
Parking Design, Water Concurrency and Permit Procedures 

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development 
PRESENTED BY: Rachael Markle, AICP, Director 
                                 Paul Cohen, Planner Manager 
ACTION:     __X__ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

____ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
Amendments to the Development Code (Shoreline Municipal Code Title 20) are 
processed as legislative decisions.  Legislative decisions are non-project decisions 
made by the City Council under its authority to establish policies and regulations.  The 
Planning Commission is the review authority for legislative decisions and is responsible 
for holding a public hearing on proposed Development Code amendments and making 
a recommendation to the City Council on each amendment.   The Planning Commission 
held the required public hearing on May 16 and has recommended that the City Council 
adopt the proposed amendments as detailed in Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 669 
(Attachment A). 
 
The proposed amendments include a staff initiated rewrite of the entire animal section. 
The old animal code is out of date, vague and does not address most of the questions 
and concerns of the residents of Shoreline. The rewrite now has a purpose section, 
allows for chickens, restricts roosters, and allows for small livestock such as goats and 
llamas.  The amendments also contain one citizen initiated amendment to add 
veterinarian clinics as a conditional use in the multifamily zones. The Council held a 
study session on July 15, 2013 to discuss the proposed amendments and asked 
clarifying questions and gave staff direction on proposed amendments. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
The proposed amendments have no direct financial impact to the City. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Council adopt Ordinance No. 669 amending Shoreline Municipal 
Code Title 20. 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU  City Attorney IS 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Amendments to the Development Code are processed as legislative decisions.  
Legislative decisions are non-project decisions made by the City Council under its 
authority to establish policies and regulations.  The Planning Commission is the review 
authority for legislative decisions and is responsible for holding an open record public 
hearing on proposed Development Code amendments and making a recommendation 
to the City Council on each amendment. The Planning Commission held a public 
hearing on the proposed development code amendments on May 16, 2013. The Council 
held a study session on the proposed amendments on July 15, 2013.   
 

DISCUSSION 
 
At the July 15th study session, Council asked staff to expand analysis and provide 
options for the following amendments:  
 
Chapter 20.20.048 – Significant Tree Definition 
 
The Planning Commission’s recommendation amends the definition for a Significant 
Tree to read as follows:  Any healthy, windfirm, and nonhazardous tree eight inches or 
greater in diameter breast height if it is a conifer and 12 inches or greater in diameter at 
breast height if it is non-conifer deciduous.  
 
Since the July 15 Council meeting the City has received another letter of concern 
regarding the amendment to the definition of Significant Tree (Attachment D).  One of 
the main issues articulated in this letter is a concern that by striking “healthy, windfirm 
and nonhazardous” from the definition of a Significant Tree that a hazardous tree could 
be considered a Significant Tree and subject to the same rules regarding removal, 
replacement and retention.  The author of the letter further states that treating 
hazardous trees the same as significant trees represents a distinct departure from the 
current regulations. 
 
This assertion is correct.  All trees that are eight inches or greater in diameter at breast 
height if they are a conifer and 12 inches or greater in diameter at breast height if they 
are non-conifer would meet the proposed definition for a Significant Tree.  However, the 
proposed definitional change is not intended to regulate hazardous trees that qualify for 
a full exemption, under SMC 20.50.310(A), the same as nonhazardous trees and trees 
that may be hazardous but do not represent an active and imminent hazard.  In 
response to the comment letter, staff recommends that Council amend the Planning 
Commission recommended language to read as follows (new language highlighted): 
Any healthy, windfirm, and nonhazardous tree eight inches or greater in diameter at 
breast height if it is a conifer and 12 inches or greater in diameter at breast height if it is 
non-conifer deciduous excluding those trees that qualify for complete exemptions from 
Subchapter 5. Tree Conservation, Land Clearing and Site Grading Standards SMC 
20.50.310(A).  
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Staff initiated the original amendment to the Significant Tree definition to correct an 
unintentional conflict with the new regulations for trees adopted in June 18, 2012.  To 
effectively implement the policies established by the adoption of the new tree 
regulations, the definition for Significant Tree should have been changed.  The new 
regulations no longer offer a full exemption to remove hazardous trees that do not 
represent an active and imminent risk. The change to the definition only clarifies that all 
significant trees are regulated by SMC 20.50 unless they are exempt under SMC 
20.50.310.   
 
Note:  Hazardous trees as well as all trees and vegetation – significant or not - are also 
addressed in the Critical Areas regulations and have not been changed either under the 
new tree code or this definition.     
 
Chapter 20.30 – Procedures and Administration 
 
20.30.085 – Council directed staff to change the word “tape” to “digital audio” when 
referring to recording at an Early Community Input Meeting. The change has been 
made and is reflected in Attachment A.  
 
20.30.353 – This amendment allows a new use on a Campus zoned property through 
an approved Master Development Plan Permit (MDP). Council directed staff to look at 
the decision criteria for a Master Development Plan to see if the criteria adequately 
addressed impacts from a proposed new campus use. 
 
As part of the major update to the Comprehensive Plan in 2012, the City Council 
amended Land Use Policy 18 (LU 18) to allow new uses to be considered on a Campus 
in conjunction with an MDP.  This amendment eliminated the requirement to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan for each new use prior to adding the use to the Campus.  LU 18 
currently reads as follows: 
 

The Campus land use designation applies to four institutions within the 
community that serve a regional clientele on a large campus. All 
development within the Campus land use designation shall be governed 
by a Master Development Plan Permit. Existing uses in these areas 
constitute allowed uses in the City’s Development Code.  A new use or 
uses may be approved as part of a Master Development Plan Permit. 
 

MDP Permits are Type C – Quasi Judicial actions that are reviewed and decided by the 
Hearing Examiner.  The City Council conferred these duties to the Hearing Examiner in 
2011.  Prior to 2011 the Planning Commission served as the review authority with the 
City Council making the final decision on MDP Permits.  The Hearing Examiner bases 
his or her decision on a MDP Permit on the eight (8) criteria adopted by the City 
Council.  City Council adopted the criteria prior to the comprehensive plan amendment 
that allowed new uses to be considered as part of the MDP Permit.  The decision 
criteria are included in the comparison chart as Attachment B. 
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen encouraged the Council to ensure that the MDP criteria properly 
address consideration of new uses.  The MDP criteria were not originally written with 
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new uses in mind.  Staff analyzed the MDP decision criteria by comparing it to the 
criteria for Conditional Uses.  Determining the compatibility of a conditional use is 
analogous to determining the compatibility of new use on a Campus.  Both Conditional 
Uses and new uses approved as part of a MDP permit can be conditioned to achieve 
compatibility with other uses in the vicinity.  
 
Staff cross-referenced the decision criteria for MDP Permits with Conditional Use 
Permits to illustrate the similarities and identify potential gaps.  Although the criteria are 
not identical, there appears to be sufficient overlap to conclude that the decision criteria 
for a MDP takes into consideration the same factors used for approving or denying a 
Conditional Use with the exception of Conditional Use criterion 6. This may be a 
criterion the Council would like to add to the MDP decision criteria specific to new uses.    
 
Council has the option of amending SMC 20.30.353(B) Decision Criteria (Attachment A) 
by adding a suggested additional decision criterion #9: 
 
9. The proposed location shall not result in either the detrimental over-concentration of a 
particular use within the City or within the immediate area of the proposed use, unless 
the proposed use is deemed a public necessity. 
 
Chapter 20.40 – Zoning and Use Provisions 
 
 
20.40.240 – Animal Code. Roosters were the main topic of conversion at the study 
session. The Council directed staff to research other jurisdictions that regulate roosters 
and options for sound mitigations if roosters are not banned. 
 
Ban Roosters: 
 
Bremerton – bans roosters, and has a chicken licensing program for hens. 
 
Burien – Burien bans roosters with the following code language: 

“Prohibited small animals. The keeping of roosters, mink, foxes and any exotic or 
wild animals that could pose a public threat or have an obnoxious nature which is 
a nuisance to the adjacent neighborhood are prohibited.” 
 

Edmonds – Edmonds prohibits all poultry, but allows existing poultry to remain via a 
registration program until that animal’s death.    
 
Federal Way – prohibited roosters in January 2011 and gave owners a 6-month grace 
period as follows: 
“Roosters are not permitted within the city except for those lots zoned suburban estate. 
Roosters kept prior to the adoption of this section shall be removed from the property no 
later than June 30, 2011.” 
 
Kirkland - Roosters are prohibited except for those in RSA (Residential) zones existing 
prior to August 15, 2012. 
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Lynnwood – Lynnwood banned roosters in 2012 with no grace period provided to 
residents. 
 
Seattle – Seattle bans roosters but considers those existing prior to the ordinance 
(2010) as legal non-conforming.  However, they did not put this language into their 
code, so it relies on enforcement to figure out when the rooster arrived at the property.  
(Seattle’s code enforcement inspector indicated that enforcement is difficult). 
 
Bans Roosters in Conjunction with Noise Ordinance 
 
City of Snohomish – bans roosters and enforces on a complaint basis.  They also have 
in their animal ordinance a noise provision as follows: 

“7.04.070 Prohibited Conduct: 
“…Be in possession of property and knowingly permit frequent,  continuous, or 
repetitive barking or noise made by any animal, which originates from the 
property, and which unreasonably disturbs or interferes with the peace, comfort, 
and repose of property owners or possessors…” 

 
Regulated Through Noise Ordinance 
 
Snohomish County code contains the following in the noise ordinance: 

 "Public disturbance noise" means any sound which, because of its random or 
infrequent occurrence, is not conducive to measurement under the quantitative 
standards established in SCC 10.01.030; and endangers or injures the safety or 
health of humans or animals, or endangers or damages personal or real 
property, or annoys, disturbs or perturbs any reasonable person of normal 
sensitivities,…” 

 
The code goes on to further describe public disturbance noises as follows: 

“…Sounds resulting from the following activities, occurring at any hour of the day 
or night, are determined to be public disturbance noises. 
(a) Keeping or harboring any animal or animals whose frequent, repetitive or 
continuous noisemaking unreasonably interferes with the peace and comfort of 
persons in rural or residential districts, except farm animals in zones where farm 
animals are allowed and except the keeping or harboring of animals in 
commercial kennels, animal shelters, veterinary hospitals, pet shops, and 
grooming parlors which are in compliance with noise impact mitigation measures 
designed to meet the standards of SCC 10.01.030(2) and SCC 10.01.040(1) 
required as a part of a conditional use permit or SEPA determination issued by 
the Hearing Examiner or Department of Planning and Development Services.” 

 
Sound Mitigations in the Zoning Code 
 
Staff was unable to find any jurisdictions that regulated the sound of roosters through 
zoning code requirements such as sound-proof structures or boxes. 
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Council Options 
 
The Council has three options: 

1. Ban roosters as proposed in Ordinance No. 669 with a three month grace period. 
(Staff recommendation) 

2. Ban roosters with an extended grace period or grandfathering provision. 
3. Regulate roosters through the City’s noise ordinance. Although staff does not 

recommend that the noise ordinance should be used to regulate roosters, staff 
has provided language (Attachment C) that Council could consider if this is the 
policy direction Council desires.   

 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 

 
The proposed development code amendments do not have a direct financial impact on 
the City.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends Council adopt Ordinance No. 669 amending Shoreline Municipal 
Code Title 20. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

Attachment A – Ordinance No. 669 
Exhibit A – Proposed Development Code Amendments 

Attachment B – Comparison Chart for Master Development Plan Decision Criteria 
Attachment C – Potential Noise Ordinance Language 
Attachment D – July 19, 2013 Letter from EKW Law 
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ORDINANCE NO.   669                   

 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON, 
AMENDING  THE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGULATIONS RELATING 
TO SIGNFICAN TREES, NONCONFORMING USES; MASTER 
DEVELOPMENT PERMITS; ANIMALS; DUPLEXES, BUILDING 
HEIGHT, PARKING DESIGN; WATER CONCURRENCY AND PERMIT 
PROCEDURES; AND AMENDING SHORELINE MUNICIPAL CODE 
CHAPTERS 20.20, 20.30, 2.40, 20.50. AND 20.60  
 
WHEREAS,   the City adopted Shoreline Municipal Code Title 20, the Development 

Code, on June 12, 2000; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Shoreline Municipal Code Chapter 20.30.100 states “Any person may 

request that the City Council, Planning Commission or Director initiate amendments to the text 
of the Development Code”; and  

     
WHEREAS, City staff drafted amendments to the Development Code a citizen initiated 

an amendment regarding use districts for veterinarian clinics; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Council finds that the amendments adopted by this ordinance are 

consistent with and implement the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and comply with the adoption 
requirements of the Growth Management Act, Chapter 36.70A RCW; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Council finds that the amendments adopted by this ordinance meet the 

criteria in Title 20 for adoption of amendments to the Development Code; now therefore  
 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS:  
 
Section 1. Amendment. Shoreline Municipal Code chapters  20.20, 20.30, 20.40, 20.50 and 
20.60 are amended as set forth in Exhibit A, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein.   
 
Section 2.  Severability.  Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this 
ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance be declared unconstitutional or 
otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this ordinance be preempted by state 
or federal law or regulation, such decision or preemption shall not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of this ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.  
 
Section 3.  Publication and Effective Date.  This ordinance shall take effect five days after 
publication of the title of this ordinance as an approved summary of the ordinance in the official 
newspaper of the City. 
 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 29,  2013. 
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 ___________________________ 
 Keith A. McGlashan, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_____________________ _______________________ 
Scott Passey Ian Sievers 
City Clerk City Attorney 
 
Date of publication: , 2013 
Effective date:  , 2013   
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Attachment B 

Chart Comparing MDP Decision Criteria to Conditional Use Decision Criteria 

Master Development Plan Decision Criteria Conditional Use Decision Criteria 

1. The project is designated as either campus 
or essential public facility in the 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code 
and is consistent with goals and polices of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  

1. The conditional use is compatible with the 
Comprehensive Plan and designed in a manner 
which is compatible with the character and 
appearance with the existing or proposed 
development in the vicinity of the subject property. 

2. The master development plan includes a 
general phasing timeline of development and 
associated mitigation. 

No corresponding criterion. 

3. The master development plan meets or 
exceeds the current regulations for critical 
areas if critical areas are present.  

4.    Requested modifications to standards are 
limited to those which will mitigate impacts in a 
manner equal to or greater than the standards of 
this title. 

4. The proposed development uses innovative, 
aesthetic, energy efficient and environmentally 
sustainable architecture and site design 
(including low impact development stormwater 
systems and substantial tree retention) to 
mitigate impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

4.    Requested modifications to standards are 
limited to those which will mitigate impacts in a 
manner equal to or greater than the standards of 
this title; 

 

5. There is either sufficient capacity and 
infrastructure (e.g., roads, sidewalks, bike 
lanes) in the transportation system (motorized 
and nonmotorized) to safely support the 
development proposed in all future phases or 
there will be adequate capacity and 
infrastructure by the time each phase of 
development is completed. If capacity or 
infrastructure must be increased to support the 
proposed master development plan, then the 
applicant must identify a plan for funding their 
proportionate share of the improvements.  

7. The conditional use is such that pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic associated with the use will not be 
hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated 
traffic in the neighborhood; and 

5.    The conditional use is not in conflict with the 
health and safety of the community. 
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Master Development Plan Decision Criteria Conditional Use Decision Criteria 

6. There is either sufficient capacity within 
public services such as water, sewer and 
stormwater to adequately serve the 
development proposal in all future phases, or 
there will be adequate capacity available by 
the time each phase of development is 
completed. If capacity must be increased to 
support the proposed master development 
plan, then the applicant must identify a plan for 
funding their proportionate share of the 
improvements.  

8. The conditional use will be supported by 
adequate public facilities or services and will not 
adversely affect public services to the surrounding 
area or conditions can be established to mitigate 
adverse impacts on such facilities. 

5.    The conditional use is not in conflict with the 
health and safety of the community. 

7. The master development plan proposal 
contains architectural design (including but not 
limited to building setbacks, insets, facade 
breaks, roofline variations) and site design 
standards, landscaping, provisions for open 
space and/or recreation areas, retention of 
significant trees, parking/traffic management 
and multimodal transportation standards that 
minimize conflicts and create transitions 
between the proposal site and adjacent 
neighborhoods and between institutional uses 
and residential uses. 

2.    The location, size and height of buildings, 
structures, walls and fences, and screening 
vegetation for the conditional use shall not hinder 
neighborhood circulation or discourage the 
permitted development or use of neighboring 
properties; 

3.    The conditional use is designed in a manner 
that is compatible with the physical characteristics of 
the subject property; 

5.    The conditional use is not in conflict with the 
health and safety of the community. 

8.    The applicant shall demonstrate that 
proposed industrial, commercial or laboratory 
uses will be safe for the surrounding 
neighborhood and for other uses on the 
campus. 

5.    The conditional use is not in conflict with the 
health and safety of the community; 

 

No corresponding Criteria.   6.    The proposed location shall not result in either 
the detrimental over-concentration of a particular 
use within the City or within the immediate area of 
the proposed use, unless the proposed use is 
deemed a public necessity. 

Overlap 

Legend 

Gap 
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Chapter 9.05 
PUBLIC DISTURBANCE NOISE 

Sections: 
9.05.010    Noise. 
9.05.020    Violation – Penalty. 

9.05.010 Noise. 
A. General Prohibition. It is unlawful for any person to cause, or for any person in possession of property 
to allow to originate from the property, sound that is a public disturbance noise. 

B. Definition. For purposes of this chapter, a “public disturbance noise” is any noise which unreasonably 
disturbs or interferes with the peace and comfort of owners or possessors of real property. 

C. Illustrative Enumeration. The following sounds may, depending upon location, be public disturbance 
noises in violation of this chapter: 

1. The frequent, repetitive or continuous sounding of any horn or siren attached to a motor 
vehicle, except as a warning of danger or as specifically permitted or required by law; 

2. Keeping or harboring any animal or animals whose frequent, repetitive or continuous 
noisemaking unreasonably interferes with the peace and comfort of persons in the city;Knowingly 
permit frequent,  continuous, or repetitive barking or noise made by any animal; 

 

3.2. The creation of frequent, repetitive or continuous sounds in connection with the starting, 
operation, repair, rebuilding or testing of any motor vehicle, motorcycle, off-highway vehicle or 
internal combustion engine within a residential district; 

4 3. Yelling, shouting, whistling or singing on or near the public streets, particularly between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.; 

5 4. The creation of frequent, repetitive or continuous sounds which emanate from any building, 
structure, apartment or condominium, such as sounds from musical instruments, audio sound 
systems, band sessions or social gatherings; 

6 5. Sound from motor vehicle audio sound systems, such as tape players, radios and compact 
disc players, operated at a volume so as to be audible greater than 50 feet from the vehicle 
itself; 

7 6. Sound from portable audio equipment, such as tape players, radios and compact disc 
players, operated at a volume so as to be audible greater than 50 feet from the source, and if not 
operated upon the property of the operator; 
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8 7. The squealing, screeching or other such sounds from motor vehicle tires in contact with the 
ground or other roadway surface because of rapid acceleration, braking or excessive speed 
around corners or because of such other reason; provided, that sounds which result from actions 
which are necessary to avoid danger shall be exempt from this section; 

9 8. Sounds originating from construction sites, including but not limited to sounds from 
construction equipment, power tools and hammering between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. on weekdays and 10:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. on weekends; 

10 9. Sounds originating from residential property relating to temporary projects for the 
maintenance or repair of homes, grounds and appurtenances, including but not limited to sounds 
from lawnmowers, power hand tools, snow removal equipment and composters between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays and 10:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. on weekends. 

D. Exclusion. This chapter shall not apply to the following: 

1. Regularly scheduled events at parks, such as public address systems for baseball games or 
park concerts between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 10:30 p.m.; 

2. Construction or maintenance activities in the city’s right-of-way that have been conditioned by 
the city manager or designee to minimize the impact on adjacent property owners; 

3. Construction noise under subsection (C)(8) of this section or other noise generated in 
response to emergency situations; that is times when unexpected and uncontrollable events 
result in an imminent risk of physical harm or property damage. [Ord. 250 § 1, 2000; Ord. 121 § 
1, 1997] 

9.05.020 Violation – Penalty. 
Any person who violates the provisions of this chapter shall be subject to a civil fine not to exceed 
$250.00 for the first offense. For second and subsequent offenses, the person shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor punishable as provided by RCW 9A.20.010(2). [Ord. 121 § 2, 1997] 
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Council Meeting Date:   July 29, 2013 Agenda Item:  9(a)  
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Light Rail Draft Environmental Impact Statement with 
Sound Transit  

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 planning and design of the Lynnwood Link 
light rail extension north of Northgate. The light rail line will travel along I-5 and include 
two stops in Shoreline. Light rail represents a significant change to transit service in 
Shoreline. The City has been extensively engaged in Sound Transit’s planning, 
environmental and public outreach processes to determine the alignment and station 
locations.  
 
Sound Transit has released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Lynnwood Link Extension. The DEIS identifies and evaluates the impacts of several 
different alignments for the project, including six possible options in King County. The 
alignment through Shoreline is along the east side of I-5 and includes elevated and at-
grade options. Potential station locations in Shoreline include NE 145th Street, NE 155th 
Street and NE 185th Street. The DEIS examines the impacts associated with several 
topics including transportation, land use, noise, visual and acquisitions. Review of the 
DEIS will include a sixty (60) day public comment period. Sound Transit is requesting 
Council input on the DEIS, alignment options and station locations.  
 
The DEIS does not include a recommended alternative for the project. The Sound 
Transit Board is scheduled to identify the Preferred Alternative for the project in 
October. The Preferred Alternative will be carried through the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). The FEIS will identify appropriate mitigation for the station 
areas. The FEIS is scheduled to be released in late 2014. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:  
There is no financial impact associated with tonight’s discussion. 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 has been and will continue to participate throughout 
the EIS process by providing technical and policy direction.  Staff has begun reviewing 
Sound Transit’s DEIS and will participate in the development of the Final EIS (FEIS), 
including identification of appropriate mitigation for the station areas. This will require 
continued dedication of City staff resources. Upon completion of the EIS process and 
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determination of the final alignment and station locations in 2014/2015, the City, along 
with Sound Transit will need to engage the community in site specific planning for the 
selected station locations.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required at this time. Sound Transit is requesting Council input on the 
DEIS, alignment options and station locations. The Sound Transit Board will use the 
information developed in the DEIS, Council’s input, as well as feedback received from 
other jurisdictions and the public, to develop a Preferred Alternative that will be carried 
through the FEIS process. Staff will return to Council on August 12 to outline ST’s 
findings from the DEIS and recommendations for comments, as well as a preliminary 
recommendation for the alignment and station options.  Council is scheduled to finalize 
the recommendations to the Sound Transit Board on September 9. 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney IS 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Sound Transit is currently in the process of planning and design of the Lynnwood Link 
light rail extension north of Northgate. The light rail line will travel along I-5 and include 
two stops in Shoreline. Light rail represents a significant change to transit service in 
Shoreline. The City has been extensively engaged in Sound Transit’s planning, 
environmental and public outreach processes to determine the alignment and station 
locations.  
 
Sound Transit is preparing to release the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the Lynnwood Link Extension. The DEIS identifies and evaluates the impacts of 
several different alignments for the project. The alignment through Shoreline is along 
the east side of I-5. There are six possible options under consideration for King County. 
 

• NE 145th Street elevated and NE 185th Street at grade station 
• NE 145th Street elevated and NE 185th elevated  
• NE 130th Street at grade with 155th elevated and NE 185th at grade 
• NE 130th Street elevated with 155th elevated and NE 185th elevated 
• NE 130th Street at grade with NE 145th Street elevated and NE 185th at grade 
• NE 130th Street elevated with NE 145th Street elevated and NE 185th elevated 

 
Specific options for each station under consideration in Shoreline include: 
 
NE 145th Street Station alternative  

• Elevated station options northeast of  I-5 and NE 145th interchange 
• Possible relocation of the northbound I-5 on ramps 
• 500 to 650 stall parking garage 
• Additional bus service 
• Pedestrian and bike improvements  

 
NE 155th Street Station alternative 

• Elevated station between I-5 and the fire station      
• 500 stall parking garage east of the fire station 
• Additional bus service 
• Pedestrian and bike improvements  

 
NE 185th Street Station alternative 

• At grade and elevated station options east of I-5 
• One at grade station alternative paired with rebuilding the NE 185th St bridge 
• Surface parking and parking structure options (360 to 500 stalls) on the east and 

west sides of I-5 
• Additional bus service 
• Pedestrian and bike improvements  

 
The NE 130th alternative includes at-grade and elevated station options, with 0 to 100 
parking stalls. Reconfiguration of the interchange is included as an option as well. 
 
The DEIS examines the impacts associated with the following topics: 
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• Transportation 
• Acquisition, displacement, and 

relocations 
• Land Use 
• Economics 
• Social impacts, community 

facilities, and neighborhoods 
• Visual and aesthetic resources 
• Air quality 
• Noise and vibration 
• Ecosystem resources (aquatic 

resources, vegetation and 
wildlife, and wetlands) 

• Water resources 
• Energy 
• Hazardous Materials 
• Electromagnetic fields 
• Public Services 
• Utilities 
• Historic and archaeological 

resources 
• Parkland and open space 
• Cumulative Impacts 
• Indirect Impacts 

 
Review of the DEIS will include a sixty (60) day public comment period. Sound Transit 
will also host a series of public meetings, including one in Shoreline scheduled for 
August 22, to gather public input on the DEIS. Sound Transit is requesting Council input 
on the DEIS, alignment options and station locations.  The comment period will end on 
September 23, 2013. 
 
Attachment A is a summary chapter from the DEIS. It provides a description of the 
alternatives under consideration and a comparison of the impacts of the project for 
each. More detailed descriptions of each issue and the impacts associated with it are 
provided in the individual chapters of the DEIS.  
 
The DEIS does not include a recommended alternative for the project. The Sound 
Transit Board is scheduled to identify the Preferred Alternative for the project in 
October. If NE 145th Street is selected as one of the stations, Council may consider 
directing staff to move forward the route development plan for this corridor. The 
Preferred Alternative will be carried through the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). The FEIS will identify appropriate mitigation for the station areas. The FEIS is 
scheduled to be released in late 2014.  

 
DISCUSSION  

 
During the scoping period, the City submitted a comment letter (Attachment B) 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 

 
As discussed at the June 17 council meeting, several of the issues the City asked 
Sound Transit to evaluate as part of the DEIS were considered, however, some were 
not. The primary issue discussed at the council meeting was access to the stations, 
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including consideration of whether parking should be provided at the stations, bicycle 
and pedestrian access, parking impacts to neighborhood streets, increased bus service 
and use by residents of other jurisdictions (Lake Forest Park, Kenmore, Bothell, north 
Seattle). Other outstanding scoping issues that will be addressed in the DEIS include:  
 
Alignments: Elevated or at-grade line and stations; Parking on the west side of I-5 at 
NE 185th Street 
Cost: Ensure that there are two light rail stations in Shoreline; Minimize costs 
associated with right-of-way acquisition, capital investments, ongoing operation and 
maintenance; Cost savings used for enhancements or mitigation to provide high quality 
transit service and amenities for north King County residents 
Ridership: Impacts to ridership based upon origins, destinations, travel time/speed, 
population densities in the immediate vicinity of and farther from the stations and 
accessibility of the stations; Ridership differences as a result of features such as future 
population and employment densities within ¼ mile, ½ mile and 1 mile of the station 
locations (currently identified and potential densities should comprehensive plans be 
amended)  
Transportation Impacts: Evaluation of measures designed to prevent or minimize cut-
through traffic on local streets; Improvements to NE 145th Street for all modes; 
Redevelopment of the interchange and its impacts on vehicular, transit and pedestrian 
mobility; Reconstruction of NE 185th Street bridge; Reconstruction of the bicycle and 
pedestrian bridge at NE 195th Street 
Visual Impacts: Evaluation of the visual impacts of each potential alignment and 
station locations; height and bulk of garages; identify mitigation 
Noise: Evaluation of the different types of noise, volumes and duration, as well as 
mitigation for noise impacts (construction, operation, additional traffic).  
 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH  
 
Sound Transit has managed the public outreach EIS 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 the City wanted 
to see 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 (attached to scoping 
comment letter). 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 by Council on October 24, 2011 and the I-5 alignment was identified as 
the City’s preferred alignment on November 14, 2011. 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 
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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. Sound 
Transit staff provided Council with an update on the DEIS process on April 2, 2012. 
Council sent a letter to Sound Transit in April 2012 identifying NE 145th Street and NE 
185th Street as the preferred station locations.  

In an effort to further promote awareness of the Lynnwood Link Extension, Sound 
Transit, along with City staff, was present at several summer 2012 events in Shoreline 
including Swingin’ Summer Eve, Celebrate Shoreline and a Farmers’ Market. Sound 
Transit has given presentations to several neighborhood associations including Echo 
Lake, Meridian, North City, Briarcrest, Ridgecrest, Ballinger, Highland Terrace, 
Richmond Highlands and the Council of Neighborhoods and participated in the City’s 
May 22, 2013 open house that kicked off station area planning efforts. 

 
COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED  

 
This project addresses Council Goal 3: Prepare for Two Light Rail Stations. 

 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 

 
There is no financial impact associated with tonight’s discussion. 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 has been and will continue to participate throughout 
the EIS process by providing technical and policy direction.  Staff has begun reviewing 
Sound Transit’s DEIS and will participate in the development of the Final EIS (FEIS), 
including identification of appropriate mitigation for the station areas. This will require 
continued dedication of City staff resources. Upon completion of the EIS process and 
determination of the final alignment and station locations in 2014/2015, the City, along 
with Sound Transit will need to engage the community in site specific planning for the 
selected station locations.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
No action is required at this time. Sound Transit is requesting Council input on the 
DEIS, alignment options and station locations. The Sound Transit Board will use the 
information developed in the DEIS, Council’s input, as well as feedback received from 
other jurisdictions and the public, to develop a Preferred Alternative that will be carried 
through the FEIS process. Staff will return to Council on August 12 to outline their 
findings from the DEIS and recommendations for comments, as well as a preliminary 
recommendation for the alignment and station options.  Council is scheduled to finalize 
their recommendations to the Sound Transit Board on September 9. 
 

ATTACHMENTS  
 
Attachment A: Summary chapter from Lynnwood Link Extension DEIS 
Attachment B: EIS Scoping comment letter 
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File name: Wave 4c MedThin.eps

S.1 Lynnwood Link ExtEnSion
The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority 
(Sound Transit) is proposing to build and operate the 
Lynnwood Link Extension, which would expand the 
regional light rail system from Seattle to Lynnwood, 
Washington.  The proposed project would be in the 
cities of  Seattle and Shoreline in King County and 
in Mountlake Terrace and Lynnwood in Snohomish 
County. 

The Lynnwood Link Extension is a step in 
implementing the Puget Sound Regional Council’s 
(PSRC) VISION 2040 (PSRC 2009) and the Sound 
Transit 2005 Regional Transit Long-Range Plan (Sound 
Transit Long-Range Plan) (Sound Transit 2005a), 
both of  which call for the eventual extension of  mass 
transit service beyond Lynnwood to Everett.  

Summary

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) are preparing this environmental impact statement 
(EIS) in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  FTA is the federal 
lead agency under NEPA, and Sound Transit is the state 
lead agency under SEPA.

S.1.1 Project area
The proposed Lynnwood Link Extension would begin 
at Northgate in north Seattle and end at the Lynnwood 
Transit Center (Figure S-1).  The project would be about 
8.5 miles long, generally following Interstate 5 (I-5), the 
major north-south route through the state.  This corridor 
is in one of  the most densely developed urban areas in 
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Lynnwood Link Extension
Draft EnvironmEntaL impact statEmEntS-2

SUMMARY

the Pacific Northwest and is part of  a longer 
north-south commuter corridor connecting 
Tacoma, Seattle, and Everett.  Roadways in this 
corridor are heavily congested during peak travel 
periods.  Congestion is expected to worsen as the 
region accommodates 20 percent more people 
and nearly 40 percent more jobs through 2040. 

The Lynnwood Link Extension would connect to 
Central Link, the spine of  the regional light rail 
system.  The initial sections of  Central Link are 
already operating between downtown Seattle and 
Sea-Tac International Airport.  Light rail sections 
from downtown Seattle to the north are under 
construction.  University Link from downtown 
Seattle to the University of  Washington is to 
open in 2016, and the extension to Northgate 
is to open in 2021. With the Lynnwood Link 
Extension and the other projects in the Sound 
Transit 2 (ST2) program approved by voters 
in 2008, Sound Transit is developing nearly 36 
new miles of  service to the north, south, and 
east, resulting in 55 miles of  light rail. The ST2 
program of  projects included light rail from 
the Northgate Transit Center to the Lynnwood 
Transit Center, with intermediate stations serving 
north Seattle, Shoreline, and Mountlake Terrace.

 
The purpose of  the Lynnwood Link Extension 
is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail 
system from Northgate in Seattle north into 
Shoreline, Mountlake Terrace, and Lynnwood in 
Snohomish County in order to:

 •  Provide reliable, rapid, and efficient peak and 
off-peak transit service of  sufficient capacity 
to meet the existing and projected demand for 
travel to and from the corridor communities 
and other urban centers in the central Puget 
Sound area.

 •  Create an alternative to travel on congested 
roadways and improve regional multimodal 
transportation connections.

 •  Support the adopted land use, transportation, 
and economic development plans of  the 
region and the corridor communities. 

 •  Advance the long-range vision, goals, and 
objectives for transit service established 
by the Sound Transit Long-Range Plan for 
high-quality regional transit service connecting 
major activity centers in King, Pierce, and 
Snohomish counties.

 •  Implement a financially feasible system that 
seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 
environment.

The project is needed to:

 •  Address increasingly unreliable travel times 
for transit trips that now rely on the corridor’s 
highly congested roadway and high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes.

 •  Address overcrowding caused by insufficient 
transit capacity.

 •  Create a reliable alternative to automobile 
trips on I-5 and State Route (SR) 99, the two 
primary highways serving the project corridor, 
which are unreliable and over capacity 
throughout large portions of  the day.

 •  Increase mobility, access, and transportation 
capacity for the 20 percent growth in 
population and 40 percent growth in 
employment projected in the regional growth 
and activity centers in the corridor and the 
region, consistent with PSRC’s VISION 2040 
and Transportation 2040, as well as related 
county and city comprehensive plans.

 •  Create the transit infrastructure needed to 
support the development of  Northgate and 
Lynnwood—the corridor’s two designated 
regional growth centers. 

 •  Advance the long-range vision of  the Sound 
Transit Long-Range Plan for a future extension 
of  mass transit north to Everett.

S.2  PurPoSE and nEEd for thE  
Lynnwood Link ExtEnSion
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Lynnwood Link Extension
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Regional Setting for 
the Lynnwood Link Extension
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Lynnwood Link Extension
Draft EnvironmEntaL impact statEmEntS-4

SUMMARY

 •  Ensure long-term regional mobility, 
multimodal connectivity, and convenience for 
the corridor’s citizens and communities, which 
include travel-disadvantaged residents and 
low-income and minority populations.

 •  Help the state and region reduce 
transportation-related energy consumption 
and decrease harmful greenhouse gas 
emissions in the atmosphere, in accordance 
with the Revised Code of  Washington (RCW) 
47.01.440, and as outlined in Chapter 70.235 
RCW (Limiting Green House Gas Emissions). 
 

This Draft EIS compares the environmental effects 
of  a No Build Alternative and multiple light rail 
alternatives for the Lynnwood Link Extension.  
The alternatives were defined by the Sound Transit 
Board of  Directors (Board) after previous planning 
and alternatives analysis considered other corridors 
and transit modes (as described in Section S.4), and 
environmental scoping.

S.3.1 No Build alternative
The No Build Alternative represents the existing 
transportation system without the Lynnwood 
Link Extension.  It includes other committed 
transportation projects identified in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan adopted by PSRC in 2010 
(Transportation 2040).  It also assumes growth in 
regional population and employment through 2035.  
Under the No Build Alternative, Sound Transit 
would still build and operate the Northgate Link, 
East Link, and South Link light rail extensions 
contained in the ST2 program. 

S.3.2 Light rail alternatives
The light rail alternatives are grouped in three 
geographic segments—A, B, and C—as shown in 
Figure S-2.  They generally follow the I-5 corridor 
from the Northgate Transit Center in Seattle to the 
Lynnwood Transit Center.  The summaries below 
describe key features of  the range of  alternatives 
that Sound Transit is considering.  These alternatives 
have some features, such as stations or parking 
facilities, which could work for other alternatives in 
a segment.  Light rail trains would operate weekdays 
between 5:00 am and 1:00 am daily, running as often 
as every 4 minutes each way during peak periods, 
and every 7.5 minutes in the early morning or late at 
night.

The alternatives present a variety of  ways Sound 
Transit could approach the design, construction, and 
operation of  the proposed project.  They show how 
light rail could be developed mostly adjacent to I-5 
and how the profile for light rail might vary based 
on existing conditions, such as bridges, interchanges, 
and other infrastructure and environmental or 
community features.  They reflect how topography 
and various station choices affect alignment 
decisions, and they illustrate different ways light 
rail could cross I-5 to ultimately reach the project’s 
terminus station in Lynnwood.

I-5 north of Northgate in Seattle

S.3 aLtErnativES ConSidErEd
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At-grade or Elevated Profiles: While all of  the 
alternatives would have light rail in an exclusive 
right-of-way (separated from other traffic), some 
are mostly at-grade and others are mostly elevated.  
These choices are largely related to existing transit 
facilities, topography, right-of-way, and freeway 
features such as interchanges and bridges.  At-grade 
alternatives can have the advantage of  lower 
construction and operating costs compared with 
elevated alternatives, but they can require rebuilding 
bridges, ramps, or interchanges, which can increase 
costs and impacts.  At-grade alternatives can also 
result in some property or environmental impacts 
that could be reduced or avoided by an elevated 
alternative.  However, elevated alternatives can 
cause more noise and visual impacts than at-grade 
alternatives.

Number and Location of  Stations: For Segments 
A and B, the range of  alternatives reflects questions 
about how many stations should be developed.  
The alternatives define where stations could be 
located; what type of  profile is proposed (at grade 
or elevated); and the approach to other features such 
as access, parking, or other existing infrastructure, 
including transit centers.  At-grade stations are 
generally less expensive to construct and operate, 
while elevated stations can have a smaller footprint 
and other elements beneath them. 

In Segment A, the alternatives present choices about 
whether two or three stations should be built and 
where they should be located (NE 130th Street, NE 
145th Street, NE 155th Street, or NE 185th Street).  
In Segment B, the alternatives feature a station at the 
Mountlake Terrace Transit Center or at the nearby 
freeway station, and one of  the alternatives includes 
an additional station at 220th Street SW.  In Segment 
C, all of  the alternatives include a single elevated 
station in Lynnwood, but its location varies relative 
to the existing Lynnwood Transit Center or its 
park-and-ride lots.  One alternative would locate the 
light rail station north of  the existing transit center, 
another has the station just south of  the transit 
center, and a third locates the light rail station on 
the parking lot south and east of  the existing transit 
center. 

Parking Facilities: The alternatives present several 
ways for the proposed project to address the need 
for parking.  The approach varies by station location 
along the project’s length, and the proposed capacity 
and location of  parking facilities consider factors 
such as expected demand, street and freeway access, 
and urban setting and plans.  Some alternatives 
feature several approaches to parking, such as 
garages and surface lots.  In Segment A, most of  the 
parking facilities would be on the east side of  I-5 
near the stations, but one alternative has a west side At-grade Light Rail Train

Elevated Light Rail Train with Overhead Catenary Wires
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SUMMARY

garage at NE 185th Street.  In Segments B and C, 
parking would be provided at stations west of  I-5, 
except for the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center 
options.

SegmeNt a: SeattLe to ShoreLiNe
Segment A has six alternatives connecting Northgate 
in Seattle to NE 185th Street in Shoreline, all on the 
east side of  I-5.  These alternatives differ from each 
other in three key ways: the extent to which they are 
at-grade or elevated, the number of  stations (two 
versus three), and the locations of  stations.  Some 
stations also feature park-and-rides with different 
parking options.  Figures S-3, S-4, and S-5 show the 
potential Segment A station sites.

Key Characteristics of the Segment A Alternatives

A1 A3 A5 A7 A10 A11

Profile

Mostly 
At-grade

• • •

Mostly 
Elevated

• • •

Stations*

130th G E G E

145th E E E E

155th E E

185th G E G E G E

*E = Elevated; G = At-grade

Alternative A1: At-grade/Elevated with NE 
145th and NE 185th Street Stations.  Alternative 
A1 (Figure S-3) connects to the light rail guideway 
of  the Northgate Link Extension near NE 104th 
Street.  It is elevated from Northgate until about NE 
117th Street, and then stays mostly at-grade except 
for sections between NE 130th Street through 
NE 145th Street, and at NE 155th Street and NE 
175th Street.  In addition to the stations shown on 
Figure S-3, key features include a replaced NE 117th 
Street bridge over I-5; a reconfigured NE 130th 
Street interchange; realignments for parts of  1st 
Avenue NE, 5th Avenue NE, and 7th Avenue NE 
in Shoreline; and a replaced NE 185th Street bridge 
over I-5.

Alternative A3: Mostly Elevated with NE 145th 
and NE 185th Street Stations.  Alternative A3 
is similar to Alternative A1, but the alignment is 
mostly elevated, except from about NE 150th Street 
to about NE 173rd Street.  This alternative features 
different station configurations at its NE 145th 
Street and NE 185th Street Stations (see Figure S-3).  
It avoids the NE 117th Street bridge by crossing 
over the road and to the east, and it modifies the 
ramps at the NE 145th Street interchange.

Alternative A5: At-grade/Elevated with NE 
130th, NE 155th, and NE 185th Street Stations.  
Alternative A5 is largely based on Alternative A1, 
except that it has stations at NE 130th and NE 
155th Streets (instead of  a station at NE 145th 
Street), and with a different option for a NE 185th 
Street Station (see Figure S-4).  Other key elements 
include a shift east around the NE 117th Street 
bridge at I-5, changes at the NE 130th Street 
interchange, and realignments for parts of  1st 
Avenue NE and 7th Avenue NE in Shoreline. 

Alternative A7: Mostly Elevated with NE 
130th, NE 155th, and NE 185th Street Stations.  
Alternative A7 combines station choices similar to 
Alternative A5, with the mostly elevated guideway 
found with Alternative A3, including elevated 
sections over the NE 117th Street overpass, and the 
NE 130th Street off-ramp and bridge (see Figure 
S-4). 

Alternative A10: At-grade/Elevated with NE 
130th, NE 145th, and NE 185th Street Stations.  
Alternative A10 is based on Alternative A1 but with 
three stations, and different station configurations 
and parking options, as shown on Figure S-5.

Alternative A11: Mostly Elevated with NE 
130th, NE 145th, and NE 185th Street Stations.  
Alternative A11 is based on Alternative A3 but 
would add the NE 130th Street Station found with 
Alternative A7; see Figure S-5.
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SegmeNt B: ShoreLiNe to mouNtLake 
terrace 
There are four alternatives proposed for Segment B 
from NE 185th Street in Shoreline to 212th Street 
SW in Mountlake Terrace. All alternatives begin on 
the east side of  I-5 and end either in the I-5 median 
or on the west side of  I-5.  These alternatives have 
at-grade and elevated sections along their alignment, 
but all are elevated as they enter Mountlake Terrace.  
After that, the median alignments are generally 
at-grade while the west side alignments are both 
at-grade and elevated.  Three of  the alternatives 
feature a station at the existing Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center and park-and-ride (NE 236th Street), 
while one places a station at the Mountlake Terrace 
Freeway Station in the I-5 median.  One alternative 
also features an additional station at 220th Street SW. 
Figures S-6 to S-7 show the Segment B alternatives.

Key Characteristics of the Segment B Alternatives

B1 B2 B2A B4

Mountlake Terrace Station

Transit Center • • •
Freeway Station •
Alignment North of Mountlake Terrace Station

Freeway Median • •
West side • •
Additional Station 
at 220th Street SW

•

Alternative B1: East Side to Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center to Median.  Alternative B1 begins 
north of  the NE 185th Street Station and would be 
either in a retained cut or elevated guideway along 
the east side of  I-5, depending on its Segment A 
connection (see Figure S-6).  It crosses below a 
replaced NE 195th Street pedestrian bridge and 
then is largely elevated to a station on the east side 
of  the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center.  It then 
crosses over the northbound lanes of  I-5, enters 
the freeway median, and drops to at-grade.  The 
alignment continues at-grade in the median of  I-5, 
generally at the level of  the southbound I-5 lanes, 
north to approximately 212th Street SW.

Alternative B2: East Side to Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center to West Side.  Alternative B2 is the 
same as Alternative B1 between NE 185th Street 
and the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center Station 
(see Figure S-6).  North of  the station it crosses 
over all I-5 lanes to align along the west side of  I-5, 
where it continues north with ground-level sections 
until it crosses over 220th Street SW and the I-5 
freeway ramps.  Alternative B2 then descends to 
follow the east side of  60th Avenue West, and runs 
mostly at-grade along the west side of  I-5 before 
finishing with an elevated guideway over 212th 
Street SW. 

Alternative B2A: East Side to Mountlake 
Terrace Transit Center to West Side with 220th 
Street SW Station.  Alternative B2A is the same 
as Alternative B2, except it includes a station with 
a park-and-ride at 220th Street SW, as shown on 
Figure S-7.

Alternative B4: East Side to Mountlake Terrace 
Freeway Station to Median.  Alternative B4 (see 
Figure S-7) is the same as Alternative B1 from the 
NE 185th Street Station to about the Lake Ballinger 
Way/SR 104 interchange, where it crosses over 
to the I-5 median and under the 236th Street SW 
overpass to reach the Mountlake Terrace Freeway 
Station.  North of  the Mountlake Terrace Freeway 
Station, the Alternative B4 alignment is similar to 
Alternative B1.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Mountlake Terrace Transit Center
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Figure S-7
Alternatives B2A and B4
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SegmeNt c: mouNtLake terrace to 
LyNNwood
In Segment C, three alternatives depart from the 
I-5 median or west side of  I-5 but use different 
alignments to reach the Lynnwood Transit Center, 
with different stations and park-and-ride options at 
the project’s north terminus.  Figure S-8 shows the 
Segment C alternatives, which are all elevated. 
 

Key Characteristics of the Segment C Alternatives

C1 C2 C3

Station Location

200th Street SW •
Lynnwood Transit Center •
Lynnwood Park-and-Ride •

Lynnwood Transit Center

Alternative C1: 52nd Avenue West to 200th 
Street SW.  Alternative C1 (see Figure S-8) 
begins with two alignment options to connect 
with Segment B alternatives. Option 1 transitions 
from at-grade in the I-5 median (connecting to 
Alternative B1 or B4), and Option 2 continues 
elevated on the west side of  I-5 (when connecting 
to Alternative B2).  Both are elevated along the 
east side of  52nd Avenue West and Cedar Valley 
Road.  Alternative C1 turns east over the corner of  
Scriber Creek Park and runs along the south side 
of  200th Street SW to its elevated 200th Street SW 
Station with tail tracks near 48th Avenue West.  

 
 

Alternative C2: 52nd Avenue West to 
Lynnwood Transit Center.  Alternative C2 and 
its options from I-5 are the same as Alternative 
C1 to 52nd Avenue West, but it turns northeast 
to cross south of  Scriber Creek Park to a station 
south of  the existing Lynnwood Transit Center.  
Tail tracks would extend beyond the station.  
Figure S-8 shows the alignment, station, and the 
park-and-ride.

Alternative C3: Along I-5 to Lynnwood 
Park-and-Ride.  Alternative C3 also features two 
options for connections to Segment B alternatives.  
Option 1 transitions from the I-5 median and 
crosses over the southbound I-5 lanes to the west 
side of  I-5; Option 2 is already on the west side 
of  I-5. At 208th Street SW, Alternative C3 crosses 
the Interurban right-of-way and parallels I-5 to 
the Lynnwood Park-and-Ride Station south of  
48th Avenue SW, east of  the existing Lynnwood 
direct access ramp.  Tail tracks would extend across 
44th Avenue West.  As shown in Figure S-8, the 
Lynnwood Park-and-Ride Station has two design 
options: one leaves the existing transit center as it 
is, and the other relocates it adjacent to the light 
rail station.

S.3.3 construction 
Sound Transit plans to start construction in 
2018 and open the line for service by 2023.  The 
light rail project would be built in sections, with 
major construction activities typically lasting 
approximately 2 years in any given area, although 
more complex elements such as stations, major 
structures, and systems would take longer.  In 
addition to the right-of-way needed to build the 
alignments and stations, Sound Transit would also 
need areas to stage construction activities.  Where 
possible, Sound Transit would locate most of  its 
construction staging areas on available right-of-way 
or on properties it would need to acquire anyway 
for permanent facilities; however, other sites along 
the corridor could also be needed.  

Elevated guideways, station areas, and retaining 
wall construction usually have the most intense 
construction activities because they are more 
complex and need greater volumes of  materials, 
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equipment, and workers.  Some streets would be 
partially or fully closed to through traffic, and I-5 
lane closures would be needed; however, local 
access would be maintained.  Trucks and heavy 
equipment would be used throughout much of  the 
construction period. 

In Segment A, the alternatives with a NE 130th 
Street Station (A5, A7, A10, and A11), or a NE 
145th Street Station (A1, A3, A10, and A11) would 
have longer construction periods and more I-5 
lane or street closures and detours.  Alternative 
A1 would also reconstruct the NE 185th Street 
overpass, with potential I-5 lane closures.  In 
Segment B, the alternatives all cross over part or 
all of  I-5 but at different locations.  Alternative 
B4 has a median station that would close the 
existing freeway transit station during construction, 
affecting express bus service at that location.  In 
Segment C, all of  the alternatives have an option 
to cross I-5 lanes from a median alignment, which 
would require I-5 lane closures. 

Sound Transit has built on several decades of  
previous planning and environmental review to 
define the alternatives for this Draft EIS.  A light 
rail connection between King and Snohomish 
counties was part of  the 1996 Regional Transit 
System Plan and EIS (Sound Transit 1996), which 
resulted in the Sound Move program.  The Sound 
Transit Regional Transit Long-Range Plan (adopted 
July 7, 2005) and its Final Supplemental EIS on 
the Regional Transit Long-Range Plan (June 2005) 
formed the basis for the ST2 Plan.  The ST2 Plan 
identified the project that is now the Lynnwood 
Link Extension (Sound Transit 2005a, 2005b, 
2008).

In 2010, Sound Transit conducted early scoping 
and an Alternatives Analysis that considered 
a broad range of  alternatives for the project, 
including light rail and bus rapid transit alignments 
along I-5, SR 99, and other arterials in the project 
area.  The September 2011 Alternatives Analysis 
Report and SEPA Addendum identified the most 
promising alternatives for further study in this EIS.  

Sound Transit and FTA conducted the 
environmental scoping process for the EIS from 
September 30, 2011, through October 31, 2011.  
In December 2011, the Sound Transit Board 
approved Motion M2011-87, which directed 
Sound Transit to study light rail alternatives along 
I-5.  The motion also removed from further 
consideration previously studied alternatives such 
as bus rapid transit and light rail alignments along 
SR 99 and 15th Avenue NE. 

In response to the Sound Transit Board’s direction, 
Sound Transit performed additional planning 
and analysis on light rail alternatives that included 
station sites and alignments on the east and west 
sides of  I-5.  The Board then approved Motion 
M2012-17, which identified the alignment and 
station alternatives now considered in the Draft 
EIS.  Chapter 2 of  the Draft EIS provides more 
information about the alternatives development 
process, including the alternatives Sound Transit 
removed from further consideration. 
 
S.5 tranSPortation EffECtS

This section summarizes conditions by 2035 with 
the light rail alternatives in place compared with 
the No Build Alternative. For context, the project 
corridor is already highly congested.  Travel on 
I-5 through the corridor currently takes up to 
three times longer during peak hours than at some 
other times.  Currently, average speeds during peak 
periods along I-5 range from 23 miles per hour 
(mph) to 40 mph, which makes travel times highly 
variable and unpredictable.  Vehicles in the HOV 
lanes move somewhat better, but peak period 
travel times for HOVs are still more than double 
compared to free flow.  By 2035, conditions on I-5 
are expected to worsen as 4 to 12 percent more 
vehicles attempt to use the corridor during peak 
hours, which is already at 98 percent or more of  its 
capacity today. 

About 20,000 transit riders travel daily north and 
south on the I-5 corridor between Seattle and 
Lynnwood.  Buses can use HOV lanes in some 
but not all sections.  Travel times are not reliable, 
in part because of  a reversible center roadway 

S.4 aLtErnativES dEvELoPmEnt S.5 tranSPortation EffECtS
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between Northgate and Seattle.  The lack of  
reliability is a major problem for both riders and 
transit operators. 

traNSit riderShiP, traveL timeS, aNd 
Service QuaLity
By 2035, between 60,000 and 70,000 transit trips 
are expected on the Lynnwood Link Extension 
each day, compared to about 34,000 trips using 
buses in the corridor north of  Northgate for the 
No Build Alternative. 

Transit travel times to regional destinations would 
be shorter and much more reliable with any of  
the light rail alternatives, with trips to Northgate 
from Lynnwood up to 12 minutes faster and trips 
to downtown Seattle from Lynnwood up to 16 
minutes faster than with the No Build Alternative 
in the morning peak period.  In addition, the light 
rail alternatives would provide more frequent 
service, more passenger capacity, and more reliable 
operations with light rail separated from traffic—
all of  which would markedly improve transit 
service quality. 

The Lynnwood station would be the busiest of  
the new light rail line, with nearly 20,000 boardings 
daily.  In general, the different alignments would 
have similar ridership, but some of  the station 
options would have more riders than others; in 
particular, the station at the Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center would have more riders than a 
station in the median of  I-5.  While the median 
station would serve the same area, it would require 
longer walks, creating a longer total travel time for 
riders compared to a station at the transit center 
and park-and-ride.  

regioNaL traveL 
By 2035, ridership on any of  the light rail 
alternatives would help reduce travel in the region 
by more than 300,000 miles per day, compared 
with the No Build Alternative, and riders would 
save about 30,000 hours in travel time daily.

 
 
 

automoBiLe traveL through the Project 
corridor
During the morning and evening peak hours, 
freeway travel times with the light rail alternatives 
would be similar to or slightly better than with the 
No Build Alternative in most locations.  Freeway 
congestion and unreliable travel times would still 
occur, but there would be an alternative to using 
the freeway or other street routes.  

Freeway oPeratioNS
By 2035 with the No Build Alternative, freeway 
operations would worsen over today’s already 
congested conditions.  Depending on the location, 
traffic volumes would increase 4 percent to 12 
percent during the peak periods, and average 
speeds would drop to about 25 mph.  The freeway 
would be at or over capacity during the heaviest 
travel times. 

The light rail alternatives would result in similar 
conditions in most locations, and congested 
conditions would still remain. 

The Segment A light rail alternatives with a station 
at NE 145th Street (A1, A3, A10, and A11) 
would slightly increase traffic and congestion in 
that interchange area, compared to the No Build 
Alternative.  The Segment A alternatives that 
would modify the NE 130th Street interchange 
without a station would improve traffic flow in that 
area (A1 and A10), while the elevated alternatives 
with a station at NE 130th Street (A7 and A11) but 
with no changes to the interchange could result in 
slightly slower I-5 traffic near NE 130th Street. 

Other interchanges or freeway conditions north 
of  NE 145th Street to Lynnwood would likely not 
be appreciably affected by the light rail alternatives 
compared to the No Build Alternative. 

arteriaLS aNd LocaL StreetS 
With the No Build Alternative in 2035, traffic 
volumes would increase by about 0.6 percent to 
1.3 percent per year, which would cause delays 
at more of  the intersections in the study area 
than compared to today.  The light rail alternative 
would draw more trips to station areas, which 
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could increase intersection delays in some 
locations.  However, the alternatives could mitigate 
the impacts by adding turn lanes or modifying 
intersections. 

In Segment A, all of  the light rail alternatives 
would require mitigation to address congestion at 
five to eleven intersections.  The alternatives with 
three stations (A5, A7, A10 and A11) have the 
highest numbers of  affected intersections.

In Segment B, one intersection would be below 
standard with the No Build Alternative and with 
all the light rail alternatives.  Since this intersection 
would operate the same in 2035 with or without 
the project, no mitigation is proposed. 

In Segment C, five intersections would operate 
below service standards with the No Build 
Alternative.  Two additional intersections would 
have worsened operations with all the light rail 
alternatives. Mitigation measures would address 
these impacts. 

other traNSPortatioN eFFectS
Sound Transit also examined potential impacts 
on property access and circulation, nonmotorized 
facilities, parking, freight, and safety and found 
there would be no substantial impacts from the 
Lynnwood Link Extension.  However, where 
interchange modifications are being considered, 
potentially at NE 130th Street and NE 145th 
Street, the Washington State Department of  
Transportation (WSDOT) and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) could consider 
modifying local street access, which could include 
restricted turn movements, driveway consolidation, 
alternative access for some properties or property 
acquisitions.

coNStructioN imPactS 
Project construction could increase congestion and 
delays for travel on I-5 and local streets, resulting 
in slower trips for vehicles and transit. Sound 
Transit would typically have construction sites 
within the WSDOT right-of-way on I-5 and from 
local streets or acquired properties adjacent to the 
project corridor; trucks and equipment would need 

access to the construction areas.  All the light rail 
alternatives would generate truck trips throughout 
much of  the construction period to haul debris 
and deliver materials and equipment. 

Construction could cause short-term lane 
closures or restrictions on I-5, particularly when 
light rail structures are being built over travel 
lanes or interchanges, or when ramps are being 
modified; some of  the closures, while short term, 
could increase congestion and delays.  For the 
alternatives that would rebuild I-5 overcrossings, 
closures of  the crossing streets during construction 
would also require detours.  Alternatives that 
realign or reconstruct local streets would require 
closures and detours, some of  which could last 
for several months.  For light rail structures above 
local streets, Sound Transit would also need to 
implement short-term closures and detours. 

The alternatives that would place light rail stations 
or facilities at existing transit centers or park-and-
rides could temporarily reduce parking supply 
and alter access or transit service.  This would be 
expected at the NE 130th Street and NE 145th 
Street Stations in Segment A. In Segment B, 
Alternatives B1, B2, and B2A would temporarily 
reduce surface parking east of  the existing 
garage at the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center.  
Alternative B4 would close the Mountlake Terrace 
Freeway Station, which would affect transit service 
to the transit center and park-and-ride.  In Segment 
C, all the alternatives would temporarily reduce 
transit parking, but the Lynnwood Transit Center 
and most of  the park-and-ride would still operate 
throughout project construction.  
 
S.6 EnvironmEntaL EffECtS

The Draft EIS discusses the project’s impacts 
at two levels: the full project from Northgate to 
Lynnwood, and then by segment, where there 
would be some localized differences in impacts.  
Table S-1 compares the overall environmental 
effects of  the No Build Alternative against the 
full project, while Tables S-2 to S-4 provides 
measures of  impacts by individual alternative 
in each segment, showing primary differences 

S.6 EnvironmEntaL EffECtS
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in environmental impacts.  The sections below 
briefly summarize the primary types of  impacts 
by environmental topic and note where some 
alternatives would have different impacts compared 
with others. 

Acquisition, Displacement, and Relocations.  
While the alternatives are designed to use I-5 and 
other public rights-of-way as much as possible, 
acquisitions would be required along sections of  
the entire project corridor.  Between 66 and 166 
properties could be fully acquired, depending on 
the alternative choices, and between 60 and 85 
additional properties could be partly acquired.  
Property impacts would be greatest in Segment 
A, where the I-5 right-of-way is the narrowest.  
Most of  the acquisitions would be residential 
properties, but a church would also be affected 
by the Segment A at-grade alternatives.  In 
Segment B, considerably fewer parcels would 
be affected, and the Segment B alternatives 
would largely avoid displacements.  Segment C 
would require acquisitions of  commercial and 
residential parcels, and Alternative C1 would have 
notably more acquisitions and displacements 
than the other alternatives.  Sound Transit will 
compensate owners for acquired properties and 
will offer relocation assistance to the displaced 
users, consistent with the agency’s acquisition and 
relocation policies and federal requirements. 

Land Use.  Land use would not be adversely 
affected as a result of  the Lynnwood Link 
Extension.  Acquisitions, both full and partial, in 
all segments would represent only a small portion 
of  the land available.  All alternatives would be 
generally consistent with regional and local plans 
and policies.  Indirectly, land use changes could 
occur in station areas, such as at the Mountlake 
Terrace Transit Center or its freeway station, at NE 
145th Street or NE 185th Street, at 220th Street 
SW, or at the Lynnwood station, where local plans 
or policies allow redevelopment with mixed-use, 
higher-density, transit-oriented development. 

Economics.  Property acquisition would displace 
some businesses in Segment C and employees 

could be affected by business disruptions or 
relocations.  Local jurisdictions would have a 
slight initial reduction in property tax revenue as 
land is converted to a transportation use.  The 
project could provide economic benefits to local 
economies due to increased activity in station 
areas.  Construction could also temporarily 
improve economic activity through construction 
employment as well as the purchase of  materials, 
although the beneficial effects could extend for 
many years.  However, construction activities could 
also temporarily affect the visibility and patronage 
of  some businesses nearest to the light rail route, 
primarily in Segment C.

Neighborhoods.  The proposed project would 
be on the borders of  existing neighborhoods 
and would have minor effects on community 
facilities or services.  In Segment A, an ethnic 
Latvian Evangelical Lutheran Church could be 
displaced by Alternatives A1, A5, or A10, although 
this impact could be avoided by redesigning the 
church’s access.  Alternative B2A would displace 
five residences.  Alternative C1 would displace a 
condominium complex and over 30 businesses.  
Temporary construction impacts, including dust, 
noise, and traffic congestion, would affect the 
edges of  neighborhoods adjacent to the alternative 
alignments in all segments.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources.  Visual impacts 
would be caused by removing mature trees and 
dense vegetation that currently screen parts of  
I-5.  Some of  the alternatives would have light rail 
guideways or stations that would be prominent 
in views by residents, park users, or travelers, 
particularly when the alternatives are elevated near 
neighborhoods or public areas with established 
views.  This scenario occurs for all alternatives 
in Segment A, for Alternatives B2 and B2A in 
Segment B, and for Alternatives C1 and C2 in 
Segment C.  Much of  the southern end of  the 
project corridor has noise walls along the east 
side of  I-5 and most would need to be relocated, 
which could require new or taller noise walls.  
During construction, views would also be affected 
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as Sound Transit clears the right-of-way and 
constructs the new facilities.

Simulated View of Light Rail near NE 143rd Street 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
The light rail alternatives would decrease pollutants 
and greenhouse gases from vehicle emissions on 
the regional level compared with the No Build 
Alternative.  The project would be consistent with 
federal air quality standards at local and regional 
levels.  During construction, there would be 
increased emissions from construction equipment 
and trucks, as well as more fugitive dust and 
particulates associated with grading and excavation.

Noise and Vibration.  There are residences and 
other noise- and vibration-sensitive properties 
along the entire project corridor.  Most of  the 
properties that would need mitigation from noise 
impacts are in Segment A, but some noise impacts 
needing mitigation are projected along Segments 
B and C.  Mitigation for long-term vibration 
impacts would also be needed in Segment A.  With 
potential mitigation measures that would include 
noise walls beside the light rail alignment, noise 
barriers along elevated guideways, residential 
sound insulation, and vibration-dampening design 
measures, there would be no remaining long-term 
impacts.  Construction-related noise and vibration 
would be produced by heavy equipment and 
construction tools, and most noise would be 
generated during the early phases of  construction.

Ecosystem Resources.  There would be no 
adverse impacts on threatened or endangered 
species.  The light rail alternatives would cross 
several streams and tributaries in the project 
corridor, including Thornton Creek, McAleer 

Creek, and Scriber Creek, and would affect aquatic 
resources, vegetation, habitat, streams, wetlands, 
and buffers.  The range of  impacts among the 
light rail alternatives would be similar, and in most 
locations the impacts could be avoided or reduced 
through further design measures.  In Segment 
B, Alternative B2A would have more potential 
impacts to a wetland area, and in Segment C, 
Alternative C2 would have more potential impacts 
on Scriber Creek and its wetlands than the other 
alternatives.  

Wetland Near Scriber Creek in Lynnwood

Water Resources.  There would be no water 
quality impacts resulting from stormwater 
because Sound Transit would comply with 
local government stormwater management 
requirements.  However, the project would increase 
the amount of  existing impervious surface areas.  
The Segment C alternatives could place structures 
in the Scriber Creek floodplain, but Sound Transit 
would provide compensatory floodplain storage.  
Construction impacts would be controlled by 
permit requirements and best management 
practices.
Energy Impacts.  There would be no long-term 
energy impacts compared with the No Build 
Alternative because the light rail alternatives would 
result in lower energy consumption regionally.  
Construction would temporarily increase energy 
consumption but would not notably alter regional 
energy supply or demand.

Geology and Soils.  The project is in a seismically 
active area; therefore, localized geologic hazards 
and risks are possible.  However, the use of  
engineering measures would reduce the risk of  
harm from seismic events.
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Hazardous Materials.  Contaminated soil or 
groundwater is anticipated on several sites that 
could be acquired, but these sites would be 
remediated before or during light rail construction, 
which would be a beneficial effect.  Segment C 
alternatives would require the acquisition of  several 
sites with known or likely contamination.

Cultural, Archaeological, and Historic 
Resources.  Five historic resources in the Area 
of  Potential Effects are eligible for listing on the 
National Register of  Historic Places, including 
Northgate Elementary, the Northgate Plaza 
Apartments, a former parsonage in Seattle, a 
residence in Shoreline, and a former school 
in Mountlake Terrace.  None of  the light rail 
alternatives would physically alter any of  the 
historic structures or acquire historic property; no 
adverse impacts would occur.  There would be no 
adverse impacts on known archaeological sites, 
and no traditional cultural properties have been 
identified in the project corridor. 

Parks and Recreational Resources.  There are 
numerous parks and recreational resources near the 
light rail alternative routes.  In Segment A, Jackson 
Park Golf  Course would be affected by changed 
views, mostly with the elevated alternatives, but 
there would be no direct physical impacts on the 
park.  All Segment A alternatives would place light 
rail along the western edge of  Ridgecrest Park, 
which would change views and remove mature 
trees. Alternative A1 would require a corner of  
a parcel containing the Shoreline Stadium.  In 
Segment B, North City Park would have partially 
changed views but no direct physical impacts.  In 
Segment C, elevated guideways with all the light 
rail alternatives would cross the Interurban Trail.  
Alternative C1 would cross over a corner of  
Scriber Creek Park, and Alternative C2 would cross 
near the park; both would have visual impacts.

Lynnwood Link Extension 

Figure G-32. Viewpoint 9
Jackson Park Golf Course

View to the north
Simulation: Alternatives A3, A7 and A11

Simulation of Jackson Park Golf Course with Elevated Alternatives

Other Environmental Impacts.  There would be 
no adverse impacts from electromagnetic fields or 
to public services, safety and security, or utilities.

S.6.1 Potential mitigation measures
Sound Transit is committed to meeting the federal, 
state, and local environmental regulations and 
permit requirements that would apply to the 
project.  The project would include reasonable 
mitigation measures to avoid significant adverse 
impacts where possible.  The Draft EIS identifies 
potential mitigation measures that Sound Transit 
could apply to avoid or reduce the impacts 
identified for the project alternatives.  The Record 
of  Decision will explicitly make mitigation 
measures a condition of  any federal approval the 
project receives.  A number of  the mitigation 
measures would also be further detailed through 
final design and permitting.  Several environmental 
elements analyzed in the EIS would have no 
adverse impacts requiring mitigation after 
standard project measures are applied, including 
cultural, archaeological, and historic resources; 
electromagnetic fields; geology and soils; energy; 
and water resources.  The following discussion 
summarizes key areas where mitigation measures 
are expected to be needed.

Transportation.  Where alternatives would worsen 
highly congested intersections that do not meet 
the standards of  local jurisdictions, Sound Transit 
would work with local jurisdictions to develop 
mitigation measures such as added turn lanes, 
intersection/signalization improvements, traffic 
management, or other strategies. 
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Table S-1. Summary of Environmental Effects of No Build versus Light Rail 
Alternatives (All Segments)

Project Resource Comparison Factor No Build Alternative Light Rail Alternatives

Transportation

Daily corridor ridership 
for 2035 33,800 riders on buses 60,000 to 70,000 riders 

on light rail

Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT) for 2035 98,870,000 98,550,000 to 

98,560,000

AM peak travel time for 
2035 – Lynnwood to 
Downtown Seattle

43 minutes 27–29 minutes

Transit travel time 
savings at AM peak 0 14–16 minutes

Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and 
Relocations

Total property 
acquisitions (full or 
partial)

0 126–251

Land Use Consistency with 
Regional and Local 
Growth Management 
Plans

Low High

Water Resources Change in impervious 
surfaces

No direct change 41 to 54 acres, 
mostly non-pollutant 
generating surfaces

Ecosystem Resources Total acres of ecosystem 
resources affected

0 9.6–24

Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gases

Annual carbon dioxide 
equivalent reduction 
(2035)

No reduction 71,905 metric tons

Energy Regional transportation 
energy consumption 
2035 (per thousand 
British thermal units)

500,802 498,353

Electromagnetic Fields 
(EMF)

Potential for EMF 
exposure impacts

No new sources No impacts

Geology and Soils Risk of worsening 
geologic and soils 
conditions

None None to low

Public Services and 
Utilities

Demand for services Population growth and 
development could 

increase demand

Development could 
increase demand for 

services; all alternatives 
would be similar

Potential for service 
disruption during light 
rail operation

Not applicable Unlikely
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Table S-2. Comparison of Segment A Alternatives
Alternative A1 A3 A5 A7 A10 A11

Stations

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th, NE 

155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Alignment

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated
Mixed At-Grade 

and Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Categorya Measure

Capital Cost Rangeb 2012 dollars (in millions) $670 to $770 $700 to $810 $650 to $750 $740 to $850 $660 to $750 $750 to $870

Ridership 2035 daily boardings (net) c 10,600 10,600 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000

Station Area Transit-Oriented 
Development

Qualitative rating of potential under 
existing conditions 
(limited-moderate-strong)

NE 145th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

NE 145th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

NE 130th 
Street: limited 

NE 155th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

NE 130th 
Street: limited 

NE 155th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

NE 130th 
Street: limited 

NE 145th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

NE 130th 
Street: limited 

NE 155th 
Street: limited 

NE 185th 
Street: limited-

moderate

Transportation 

Number of intersections requiring 
mitigation 5 7 11 9 10 8

I-5 bridges rebuilt
NE 117th, NE 

130th, and NE 
185th Streets

--- NE 130th Street --- NE 130th 
Street ---

I-5 ramps relocated
NE 130th 

Street north 
off-ramp

NE 145th 
Street north 

on-ramp

NE 130th Street 
north off-ramp ---

NE 130th 
Street north 

off-ramp

NE 145th 
Street north 

on-ramp

Realigned streets
1st Avenue NE 
5th Avenue NE 
7th Avenue NE

1st Avenue NE 1st Avenue NE 
7th Avenue NE 1st Avenue NE 1st Avenue NE 

7th Avenue NE 1st Avenue NE

Number of parking spaces removedd 29 73 89 77 96 84

Property

Number of parcels affected 114 106 127 116 121 106

Number of residences displaced 111 107 122 115 118 107

Businesses and institutions potentially 
displaced 1 0 1 0 1 0

Estimated WSDOT right-of-way 
needed (acres) 26 20 20 19 25 20
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Alternative A1 A3 A5 A7 A10 A11

Stations

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th, NE 

155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Alignment

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated
Mixed At-Grade 

and Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Categorya Measure

Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources Low-medium-high impact Medium High Medium High Medium High

Ecosystem Resources
Wetland / buffer acres affected 0.7 / 0.8 0.7 / 0.7 0.7 / 1.2 0.7 / 1.2 0.7 / 0.7 0.7 / 0.7

Acres of vegetation removed 2 1 2 1 2 2

Noise

Number of properties affected before 
mitigatione 198 366 244 382 231 361

Number of properties affected after 
mitigation 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vibration Number of properties affected before/
after mitigation 8 / 0 2 / 0 14 / 0 3 / 0 13 / 0 2 / 0

Parks and Recreational 
Resources Resources directly affected

Ridgecrest 
Park, Shoreline 

Stadium

Ridgecrest 
Park Ridgecrest Park Ridgecrest 

Park
Ridgecrest 

Park
Ridgecrest 

Park

a Only categories with notable impacts or differences among alternatives are shown; Chapters 3 and 4 include the full results for all environmental topics.
b Range reflects contingencies for a conceptual level design. Figures rounded to the nearest $10 million.
c The net boardings reflect ridership at all the segment stations, less the drop in ridership that would occur at the Northgate Station; the more sizeable drop is with a station located at NE 130th Street, which overlaps more with the Northgate   

Station ridership area than a station at NE 145th Street.  All Segment A alternatives with three stations have a lower net ridership than the two station alternatives.
d Includes on-street and off-street parking. Does not include park-and-ride spaces.
e Includes park-and-ride noise impacts.
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Table S-3. Comparison of Segment B Alternatives
Alternative B1 B2 B2A B4

Stations One: Mountlake 
Terrace Transit Center

One: Mountlake 
Terrace Transit Center

Two: Mountlake 
Terrace Transit Center 
and 220th Street SW

One: Mountlake 
Terrace Freeway 

Station

Alignment I-5 East Side to I-5 
Median

I-5 East Side to I-5 
West Side

I-5 East Side to I-5 
West Side

I-5 East Side to I-5 
Median

Categorya Measure

Capital Costb 2012 dollars (in millions) $340 to $390 $390 to $450 $450 to $520 $310 to $360

Ridership 2035 daily boardings (net) c 4,600 4,600 4,800 3,600

Station Area Transit-Oriented 
Development

Qualitative rating of potential under 
existing conditions (limited-moderate-
strong)

Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center: 

moderate-strong

Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center: 

moderate-strong

Mountlake Terrace 
Transit Center: 

moderate-strong 
220th Street SW: 

moderate

Mountlake Terrace 
Freeway Station: 

moderate

Property

Number of parcels affected 5 18 18 6

Number of residences displaced 0 5 5 0

Estimated WSDOT right-of-way 
needed (acres) 14 15 16 15

Transportation Number of parking spaces removedd 0 7 11 0

Ecosystem Resources
Wetland / buffer acres affected Less than 0.1 / 0.6 0.5 / 1.3 1.7 / 0.9 0.1 / 0.7

Acres of vegetation removed 5 11 11 3

Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources

Qualitative rating 
(low-medium-high impact) Low High High Low

Noise 

Number of properties affected before 
mitigationd 135 177 175 129

Number of properties affected after 
mitigation 0 0 0 0

a Only categories with notable impacts or differences among alternatives are shown; Chapters 3 and 4 include full results.
b Range reflects contingencies for a conceptual level design. Figures rounded to the nearest $10 million.
c Net boardings within the segment, less any reduction in ridership that could occur in other segments with an additional station.  Adding station at 220th Street SW reduces ridership at Lynnwood by 200 daily boardings.
d Includes park-and-ride noise impacts.

Alternative A1 A3 A5 A7 A10 A11

Stations

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Two: NE 145th 
and NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th, NE 

155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 155th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Three:  
NE 130th,  

NE 145th, and  
NE 185th 

Streets

Alignment

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated
Mixed At-Grade 

and Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Mixed 
At-Grade and 

Elevated
Mostly 

Elevated

Categorya Measure

Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources Low-medium-high impact Medium High Medium High Medium High

Ecosystem Resources
Wetland / buffer acres affected 0.7 / 0.8 0.7 / 0.7 0.7 / 1.2 0.7 / 1.2 0.7 / 0.7 0.7 / 0.7

Acres of vegetation removed 2 1 2 1 2 2

Noise

Number of properties affected before 
mitigatione 198 366 244 382 231 361

Number of properties affected after 
mitigation 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vibration Number of properties affected before/
after mitigation 8 / 0 2 / 0 14 / 0 3 / 0 13 / 0 2 / 0

Parks and Recreational 
Resources Resources directly affected

Ridgecrest 
Park, Shoreline 

Stadium

Ridgecrest 
Park Ridgecrest Park Ridgecrest 

Park
Ridgecrest 

Park
Ridgecrest 

Park
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Table S-4. Comparison of Segment C Alternatives
Alternative C1 C2 C3

Stations 200th Street SW At transit center At park-and-ride

Categorya Measure

Capital Costb 2012 dollars (in millions) $300 to $350 $270 to $310 $270 to $340

Ridership 2035 daily boardings (net) c 19,400 to 19,800 19,400 to 19,800 19,400 to 19,800

Station Area Transit-Oriented 
Development

Qualitative rating of potential under existing conditions 
(limited-moderate-strong)

200th Street SW 
Station: moderate-

strong

Lynnwood Transit 
Center: moderate-

strong

Lynnwood Park-and-
Ride: moderate-strong

Property

Number of parcels affected 106 29 15

Number of residences displaced 77 1 0

Businesses and institutions displaced 31 3 1 

Estimated WSDOT right-of-way needed (acres) 1 1 3

Transportation
Realigned streets --- --- 208th Street SW

Number of parking spaces removed 8 4 0

Ecosystem Resources
Wetland / buffer acres affected Less than 0.1 / 0.5 - 0.9 0.9-1.0 / 0.5 – 0.9 0.2 / 0.5 - 1.0

Acres of vegetation removed 1 1 1-2

Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources

Qualitative rating 
(low-medium-high impact) High High Medium

Noise 
Number of properties affected before mitigationd 286–293 109–116 6–20

Number of properties affected after mitigation 0 0 0

Parks and Recreational 
Resources Resources directly affected

Interurban Trail, 
Scriber Creek Park, 
Scriber Creek Trail

Interurban Trail, 
Scriber Creek Trail

Interurban Trail, 
Scriber Creek Trail

a Only categories with notable impacts or differences among alternatives are shown; Chapters 3 and 4 include full results.
b Range reflects contingencies for a conceptual level design. Figures rounded to the nearest $10 million.
c Ridership range reflects total boardings at this station, but adjusted to reflect ridership changes caused by additional station(s) in Segment A or B and their effect on ridership in this segment. 
d Includes park-and-ride noise impacts.
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Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations.  
Sound Transit would provide compensation and 
relocation assistance to parties affected by property 
acquisitions, consistent with Sound Transit policy 
and applicable federal regulations.

Noise and Vibration.  Noise and vibration 
impacts would be mitigated by installing vibration 
reduction measures, such as special track work, 
noise walls (either at-grade or as part of  elevated 
guideways), building insulation, or other measures. 

Visual Quality.  For areas where high impacts are 
anticipated, Sound Transit would apply design or 
aesthetic treatments to reduce the impacts of  the 
project facilities, and provide landscaping and other 
screening features. 

Ecosystem Resources.  During conceptual 
design, final design, and permitting, Sound Transit 
will first strive to avoid and minimize ecosystem 
impacts.  If  impacts are unavoidable, Sound 
Transit would mitigate impacts in accordance with 
applicable federal regulations and local critical area 
ordinances and their permit requirements.  For 
example, Sound Transit is committed to no net 
loss of  wetland functions and wetland areas on a 
project-wide basis.    

Parks and Recreational Facilities.  Mitigation 
measures could be compensation or replacement 
for directly affected properties, restoration or 
enhancement for any affected features or facilities, 
or landscaping.  For parks or trails affected during 
construction, signage, detours, and other measures 
would help avoid temporary closures of  the 
properties.

Hazardous Materials. Any hazardous materials 
sites in the construction area would be investigated 
and addressed to avoid the potential for exposure 
or spread of  hazardous materials during 
construction.  

Construction.  Detailed construction mitigation 
would help minimize or avoid construction 
impacts for each area of  the environment.  This 
includes transportation mitigation to reduce the 

potential for delays due to truck traffic, detours, 
and lane or street closures.  To minimize impacts 
on communities, businesses, and public services, 
Sound Transit’s would have a 24-hour construction 
hotline for the project.  Construction period 
outreach and communication would include 
notices of  key construction activities, such as 
changes to transportation facilities or routes.  Best 
management practices for construction would be 
applied to reduce impacts on air quality and water 
quality, and from noise and vibration or hazardous 
materials. 

S.6.2 Section 4(f)
Section 4(f) refers to a U.S. Department of  
Transportation (USDOT) statute that restricts 
FTA’s ability to approve a project that adversely 
affects significant parks, recreation resources, 
fish and wildlife refuges, and historic properties.  
Table S-5 lists the Section 4(f) properties that the 
project may potentially impact or “use.”  If  the 
impact would be minor and not alter the resource’s 
functions and characteristics, Section 4(f) 
procedures allow de minimis impact findings, with 
concurrence from the official with jurisdiction over 
the Section 4(f) resource; otherwise, the project 
must consider avoidance alternatives.

S.6.3 environmental justice
The Lynnwood Link Extension would be in or 
near some neighborhoods with minority and 
low-income populations.  Presidential Executive 
Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice to Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, and USDOT Order 
5610.2 direct Sound Transit and FTA to identify 
and meaningfully engage low-income and minority 
populations, and to consider environmental effects 
that could fall predominantly on those populations. 

The environmental justice analysis indicates 
the proposed project would not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minority and low-income populations after all 
mitigation, enhancements, and offsetting benefits 
are considered.  Construction and operation 
impacts could affect areas with minority or 
low-income populations, but planning and 
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Table S-5. Potential Section 4(f) Impacts
Section 4(f) Resource Alternatives Potential Use 
Ridgecrest Park, City of Shoreline All Segment A Alternatives Anticipated de minimis. Preliminary 

concurrence on de minimis received 
from City of Shoreline. Light rail 
facility would be located on western 
part of the park, removing trees that 
provide an existing visual buffer. 
Park would experience property and 
visual impacts but this would not 
impair park functions. 

Shoreline Stadium, Shoreline Public 
Schools

Alternative A1 Anticipated de minimis. Preliminary 
concurrence on de minimis received 
from Shoreline School District. Minor 
right-of-way acquisition would 
affect a parcel and parking near the 
stadium. 

Interurban Trail, Snohomish County 
Public Utility District, City of 
Lynnwood

All Segment C Alternatives Temporary occupancy. Elevated 
guideway over trail, with temporary 
trail closures. Visual impacts, but the 
trail’s primary functions, features, 
and attributes would be retained.

Scriber Creek Trail, City of Lynnwood Alternatives C2 and C3 Temporary occupancy. Elevated 
guideway over trail, with temporary 
trail closures. Visual impacts, but 
the trail’s functions, features, or 
attributes would be retained.

Scriber Creek Park, City of Lynnwood Alternative C1 Potential de minimis with Alternative 
C1 after applying mitigation. 
Guideway and structures would 
cross a corner of the park, removing 
trees and vegetation, and creating 
visual impacts. Coordination 
continuing with City of Lynnwood.

outreach, proposed design measures, mitigation 
measures, and best management practices would 
reduce or minimize environmental impacts, 
avoiding high and adverse environmental impacts.  

Proposed mitigation and enhancement measures 
would be applied across all neighborhoods.  In 
addition, the populations that could be affected 
by construction and operation of  the Lynnwood 
Link Extension are in areas that would benefit 
from improved access to transit, improved transit 
reliability, reduced travel time, and increased 
regional access. 

S.6.4 ability of alternatives to meet the 
Purpose and Need

The project’s Purpose and Need, detailed in 
Chapter 1 of  the Draft EIS, is summarized in 
Table S-6, to show how effective the light rail 
alternatives would be in meeting the purpose and 
need of  the project.

S.6.5 estimated Project costs
With six alternatives in Segment A, four in 
Segment B, and three in Segment C, there are 
72 possible segment combinations that could 
be linked to create the full 8.5-mile extension 
from Northgate to Lynnwood, with total capital 
costs ranging from $1.2 billion to $1.7 billion, 
depending on the choice of  alternatives.  The 
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Table S-6. Consistency with Project Purpose and Need
Purpose and Need No Build Alternative All Light Rail Alternatives
Provide reliable, rapid, and efficient 
transit service with sufficient 
capacity to meet current and 
projected demand

No Yes

Forecast year 2035 transit travel 
times from Lynnwood to Northgate 
(AM peak period)

26 minutes 14 to 16 minutes

Forecast year 2035 transit travel 
times from Northgate to Lynnwood 
(PM peak period)

24 minutes 14 to 16 minutes

Provide a mobility alternative to 
travel on congested roadways No Yes

Support the region’s adopted land 
use, transportation, and economic 
development plans

No Yes

Extend the regional light rail system 
in support of the Sound Transit 
Long-Range Plan

No Yes

Implement a financially feasible 
system that seeks to preserve and 
promote a healthy environment 

No Yes

estimated capital cost of  each light rail alternative 
is presented in Tables S-2, S-3, and S-4.  All of  the 
light rail alternatives are estimated to cost about 
$15 million per year to operate and maintain, but 
their costs would vary by several hundred thousand 
dollars annually, depending on how many stations 
are included.  Chapter 5 provides additional details.  
 
S.7 ComPariSon of ridErShiP, 

This section summarizes the primary differences 
in ridership, environmental impacts, and benefits 
among the light rail alternatives. 

S.7.1 Segment a: Seattle to Shoreline
All Segment A alternatives would displace a similar 
number of  residences through acquisitions.  The 
primary differences in property impacts are at the 
stations, although the elevated alternatives would 
be better able to avoid impacts in some areas.   

All Segment A alternatives would replace existing 
noise walls and install new noise walls, barriers, and 
other mitigation for noise impacts.  The mostly 

elevated alternatives (A3, A7, and A11) would 
have the most noise impacts.  Impacts with the 
elevated alternatives would require mitigation on 
the structure.  All alternatives also replace existing 
noise walls in some locations. 

All alternatives would acquire an edge of  
Ridgecrest Park in Shoreline.  The mostly elevated 
alternatives (A3, A7, and A11) would have more 
impacts on views from the Jackson Park Golf  
Course.  Alternative A1 has a roadway realignment 
that would affect part of  the Shoreline Stadium 
parking lot.

Alternatives featuring three (A5, A7, A10, and 
A11) stations rather than two (A1 and A3) would 
have higher costs.  While three stations would 
slightly increase ridership in Segment A, the extra 
station would slightly lengthen travel times. 

The NE 145th Street Station alternatives (A3, A7, 
and A11) would displace residential properties, 
require street or interchange modifications, and 
place a multistory parking garage near residences.  
However, it would serve several populous 

S.7  ComPariSon of aLtErnativES
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neighborhoods in Seattle and Shoreline, and it 
would have direct I-5 access.  The NE 155th Street 
Station (A5 and A7) would also displace residences 
and add a multistory garage in a mostly residential 
area, but it would not have direct I-5 access. 

The NE 130th Street Station (A3, A7, and A11) 
would increase costs, but it could be paired with 
either a NE 145th Street or NE 155th Street 
Station with little difference in other environmental 
effects.  It would slightly increase boardings in 
Segment A but it would not notably increase 
system ridership because it would cause riders to 
shift from Northgate Station. 

The NE 185th Street Station would have similar 
ridership for all options. At-grade alternatives 
(A1, A5, and A10) would have more street and/
or bridge reconstruction, while the elevated 
alternatives would have more visually prominent 
guideways and an elevated station.  While all of  the 
alternatives would displace residential properties, 
the alternatives with parking to the east of  I-5 
(A3, A5, A7, A10, and A11) would displace more 
residences.

S.7.2 Segment B: Shoreline to mountlake 
terrace

The Segment B alternatives vary in their station 
location at the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center, 
whether they continue north in the I-5 median or 
cross to the west side of  I-5, or whether they offer 
a station at 220th Street SW.  Alternatives B2 and 
B2A would cross to the west of  the freeway, while 
Alternatives B1 and B4 would stay in the median. 

Alternatives B2 and B2A would have higher 
visual impacts as a result of  the elevated guideway 
crossing over I-5 and their proximity to residences 
from 233rd Street SW to 220th Street SW.  Existing 
dense vegetation would be cleared on the west side 
of  I-5. Alternatives B1 and B4 would have lower 
visual impacts because more of  their alignments 
would be in the I-5 median, although Alternative 
B4 would have a prominent pedestrian bridge over 
I-5.

Alternative B2 and B2A alignments along the 
hillside west of  I-5 would remove about 11 acres 
of  forest cover compared with 5 acres with 
Alternative B1 and 3 acres with Alternative B4.  
Alternatives B2 and B2A would affect the most 
wetlands and wetland buffer because they would 
cross a large portion of  the second largest wetland 
in the study area.  Alternative B2A would create 
the most impervious surface and require more 
mitigation measures to protect water resources.

During construction,  Alternative B4 would need 
to close the bus ramps at the current freeway 
transit stop for the Mountlake Terrace Transit 
Center.  This would affect transit service to the 
transit center for several years. 

The Segment B alternatives would have different 
ridership, depending on whether a station is sited at 
the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center (Alternatives 
B1, B2, and B2A) or its nearby freeway transit 
stop (Alternative B4); a freeway station would 
take longer for riders to access, which would 
comparatively reduce ridership.  Alternative B2A 
would provide an additional station at 220th 
Street SW, but the project’s overall ridership would 
not notably increase.  The added station would 
attract riders, but there would then be fewer riders 
boarding at the Mountlake Terrace Transit Center 
and Lynnwood. 

Alternatives B1, B2, and B2A would best support 
potential transit-oriented developments in 
Mountlake Terrace’s planned town center because 
their station would be east of  I-5, at the existing 
park-and-ride, with an entrance south of  236th 
Street SW.  This would be closer to the planned 
town center than the Alternative B4 freeway 
station.

S.7.3 Segment c: mountlake terrace to 
Lynnwood

Alternative C1 would displace a condominium 
complex and two business parks, displacing up 
to 77 residences and 31 businesses.  In contrast, 
Alternative C3 would displace one business, and 
Alternative C2 would displace three businesses, 
with no residential impacts. 
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Alternatives C1 and C2 would have higher visual 
impacts because of  the elevated guideway near 
residential properties and Scriber Creek Park. 

Alternative C2 would cross the Scriber Creek 
wetland complex and affect the largest amount of  
stream and wetland buffer area.  Alternative C1 
would cross north of  the wetlands.  Alternative C3 
would cross near the southern end of  the Scriber 
Creek wetland complex. 

As for Scriber Creek Park, Alternative C1 would 
have columns and a section of  the elevated 
guideway within the park along Cedar Valley 
Road, which would alter this corner of  the park.  
Alternative C2 would not be in the park but would 
have visual impacts, primarily along the Scriber 
Creek Trail.  Alternative C3 would not affect the 
park. 

All of  the Segment C alternatives would serve 
the same area and have similar opportunities 
to support transit-oriented developments, but 
the station site choices would offer different 
opportunities for developing the area over time.  
The Alternative C1 station at 200th Street SW 
would be closer to the designated town center 
for Lynnwood.  This alternative would have few 
impacts on the existing transit center and park-and-
ride during construction, but it would displace 
more existing uses than the other two alternatives.  
Alternatives C2 and C3 would temporarily reduce 
the current parking capacity at the Lynnwood 
Transit Center for the construction of  a park-and-
ride garage.  Alternative C3 also has the option to 
relocate the existing transit center at the same time 
as light rail is built, or the transit center could be 
relocated later, potentially as part of  future transit-
oriented development plans.  However, Alternative 
C3’s tail track would transect a large parcel that 
would otherwise have more area available for 
future transit-oriented development. 

In other respects, including transportation 
performance, accessibility, and overall transit-
oriented development, the Segment C alternatives 
would have similar effects.  

 
S.8 PubLiC and agEnCy invoLvEmEnt

Sound Transit and FTA have been engaging the 
public and agencies since the start of  early scoping 
for the project’s alternatives analysis in 2010.  
They initiated the Draft EIS with formal public 
environmental scoping in September and October 
of  2011, which included meetings with the public 
and agencies as well as an open comment period 
and public notices and advertisements.  Sound 
Transit continued to host public events and 
meet with agencies and interested groups as the 
Draft EIS was being prepared in 2012 and early 
2013.  The release of  the Draft EIS comes with 
a formal public review and comment period, 
including meetings and hearings, as described in 
Section S.11, Next Steps.  Chapter 6 of  the Draft 
EIS has additional details about the project’s 
public involvement and agency coordination 
plan, including how Sound Transit and FTA are 
engaging low-income and minority populations in 
the project.   
 
S.9 arEaS of ControvErSy and 
iSSuES to bE rESoLvEd

Public and agency comments suggest limited 
project-related controversy.  In Segment A, two of  
the alternatives (A5 and A7) feature a station at NE 
155th Street, which the City of  Shoreline opposed 
in a comment letter during environmental scoping.  
In Segment C, the Edmonds School District has 
concerns about potential use of  its property by 
Segment C alternatives.  The City of  Lynnwood 
and the Edmonds School District have expressed 
concerns about the Lynnwood site alternative for 
Sound Transit’s Link Operations and Maintenance 
Satellite Facility, a separate project that would 
support the operations of  the Lynnwood Link 
Extension and planned systemwide service for 
ST2. Site alternatives for the maintenance facility 
are also being considered in Bellevue.  Additional 
areas of  controversy might be identified during the 
Draft EIS comment period.

Issues yet to be resolved relate to agreements that 
Sound Transit must secure to be able to use parts 

S.8 PubLiC and agEnCy invoLvEmEnt

S.9 arEaS of ControvErSy and iSSuES  
to bE rESoLvEd
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of  the I-5 right-of-way for the project, to modify 
any I-5 interchanges, or to modify other parts of  
the freeway, such as shoulders.  These approvals 
would be made by WSDOT and FHWA during 
final design, and these agencies could request 
modifications or place other conditions on the 
project.  If  Sound Transit is not able to use the 
right-of-way as anticipated in the current design of  
the alternatives, this could affect the project’s costs 
and impacts.  However, Sound Transit has worked 
successfully with WSDOT and FHWA to obtain 
approvals for right-of-way use for other Sound 
Transit projects.

Project funding also remains an issue to be 
resolved. Sound Transit is proposing the project as 
a candidate for FTA’s New Starts grants program.  
Recent legislation has changed some of  the 
requirements for the program, and its longer-term 
funding levels are not known.   

Potential stations at NE 130th Street, NE 155th 
Street, and 220th Street SW were not evaluated in 
the ST2 planning process, which analyzed ridership 
and cost for each station, and are not currently 
included in the ST2 Plan.  Further evaluation of  
consistency with the ST2 Plan would be required 
before any of  these stations could be added to 
the Lynnwood Link Extension, or before the 
NE 145th Street Station could be replaced or 
eliminated. 
 
S.10  SignifiCant unavoidabLE a 
dvErSE imPaCtS

With the avoidance, mitigation, and minimization 
measures detailed in Chapter 3, Transportation 
Impacts and Mitigation, and Chapter 4, 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation, significant 
adverse impacts would be avoided for most 
alternatives.  However, some impacts might not be 
mitigated.  Mature vegetation would be removed 
for all alternatives and replaced by light rail 
facilities, and there would be related loss of  habitat.  
This would also result in longer-term visual 
impacts that would not be immediately mitigated 
by replacement vegetation or landscaping.  
Temporary construction impacts, such as freeway 

lane closures, street closures, or truck traffic, could 
cause congestion and inconveniences in some 
locations, and these impacts could be significant.  
 
 
 
The next steps for the Lynnwood Link Extension 
are described in the following paragraphs.  Figure 
S-9 presents a project schedule summary.

draFt eiS
The Draft EIS will be available for an extended 
comment period of  60 days (45 days are 
required) that includes a public hearing and other 
opportunities for the public and agencies to 
comment in person or in writing.  The comment 
period will begin on July 26, 2013 and end on 
September 23, 2013. The Draft EIS Fact Sheet 
provides further details on how to comment, and 
the times and locations for the public hearings. 

After the close of  the Draft EIS comment period, 
the Sound Transit Board will consider public 
and agency comments received as well as the 
information in the Draft EIS.  The Board will 
then identify a Preferred Alternative for the Final 
EIS, which will be evaluated along with the other 
alternatives.  The final decision on the project 
alternative to be built will not be made until after 
the Final EIS is issued. 

FiNaL eiS
The Final EIS will analyze the Preferred 
Alternative along with the other proposed light rail 
alternatives and No Build Alternative, and it will 
respond to the comments received on the Draft 
EIS.  Work on the Final EIS is anticipated to begin 
in the latter part of  2013, with publication in 2014.

SouNd traNSit deciSioN
Following review of  the Final EIS, the Board will 
select the project alternative to be built. 

record oF deciSioN
FTA will issue the Final EIS and publish its 
Record of  Decision (ROD) for the project.  The 
ROD is expected to document findings by FTA 
that the project has met the requirements of  

S.11 nExt StEPS

S.10 SignifiCant unavoidabLE  
advErSE imPaCtS
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Lynnwood Link Extension
Draft EnvironmEntaL impact statEmEnt S-33

SUMMARY

NEPA and related environmental regulations.  
It will describe FTA’s decision on the project, 
alternatives considered, the public opportunity 
to comment, the public and agency comments 
and responses, the basis for the decision to 
approve the project, and the mitigation measures 
required.  Other federal agencies responsible 
for issuing permits or approvals for the project 
also have NEPA responsibilities and may issue 
their own environmental determinations.  These 
determinations are expected to occur later, 
following the Final EIS and FTA ROD.

Begin Service 2023

Construction (2018-2023)

Design and Permitting 
(2015-2017)
• Final design, obtain permits and approvals, acquire

Develop Final EIS and Conduct Preliminary Engineering 
(2013-2014)
• Develop Final EIS for release: 2014
• Sound Transit Board selects project to be built: 2014
• FTA issues Record of Decision: 2014

Develop Draft EIS and Conduct Conceptual Engineering 
(2011-2013)
• Notice of Intent published: September 30, 2011 
• EIS Scoping and Public Comment: September to October 2011
• Sound Transit Board identified EIS alternatives: April 2012
• Publish Draft EIS for Public and Agency Comment: Summer 2013
• Sound Transit Board identifies Preferred Alternative for Final EIS: Fall 2013

Alternatives Analysis 
(2010-2011)
• Early Public Scoping: October 2010
• Alternatives Analysis Report and SEPA Addendum: September 2011

2010 20232011 2013 2015 2018

rights-of-way: 2015-2017

Figure S-9
Estimated Project Schedule

Figure S-9. Project Schedule
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Council Meeting Date:   July 29, 2013 Agenda Item:  9(b)  
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Ronald Wastewater Interlocal Agreement 
DEPARTMENT: CMO, City Attorney 
PRESENTED BY: Debbie Tarry, Assistant City Manager 
 Ian Sievers, City Attorney 
 Mark Relph, Public Works Director 
ACTION:     ____ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

__X__ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:  
The City of Shoreline and the Ronald Wastewater District jointly entered into an 
Interlocal Operating Agreement (Agreement) in 2002 (Attachment A) to unify sewer 
services with City operations through an assumption process.  The Agreement outlines 
the unification process between the City and the District which is to occur in October 
2017.   
 
Under the State’s utility special purpose district assumption statute (35.13A RCW), the 
City could have assumed the District after the City’s incorporation; however, the 
Agreement provides that the City will wait until October 2017 to assume the District. 
During that time, the District has and will continue to operate as a special purpose 
district in Shoreline under the guidance of a franchise agreement with the City.   
 
On June 27, 2013, the District filed a lawsuit against the City in King County Superior 
Court, and on July 5, 2013, the City was served with the suit (Attachment B).  The 
District is asking the Court to set aside the District’s promises to negotiate a transition 
plan and to cooperate with assumption including commitments not to protest and to 
execute the final dissolution of the District. In addition the District is asking that the 
Court require a public vote as part of the assumption. 
 
Three of the current District Commissioners approved the Agreement in 2002.  
Commissioners Wadekamper and Lind approved the Agreement as District 
Commissioners and Commissioner Ransom, who did not vote to sue the City, approved 
the Agreement as a City Councilmember.  Tonight staff will provide an update to 
Council regarding implementation of the Agreement and the actions by the District to 
oppose it.   

RECOMMENDATION 
There is no required formal action this evening.  This is an update on the City’s 
continued implementation of the joint Interlocal Operating Agreement. 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager JU City Attorney IS 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The City and Ronald Wastewater (sewer) District (the District) entered into an Interlocal 
Operating Agreement (Agreement) in 2002, co-authored and agreed to by both 
organizations, to unify sewer services with City operations. The Agreement outlines the 
unification process between the City and the District which is to occur in October 2017.  
The City will acquire the sewer utility through an assumption, which means all assets, 
reserve funds, employees, equipment and any District debt will be assumed by the City 
and the Ronald Wastewater District will cease to exist as a separate government entity. 
Procedures for an orderly and predictable transition of the sewer utility from District to 
City ownership are outlined in the 2002 Agreement.   
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Shoreline residents incorporated in 1995 in large part to receive better, more efficient 
services for their tax dollars.  One way for the City to provide more efficient services 
includes unifying water and sewer utilities with City operations to create one-stop 
shopping for City residents and businesses.  One of the utilities considered for 
consolidation was the District. 
 
The Ronald Wastewater District is a special purpose district providing only sewer 
service, whose service boundaries are identical to Shoreline’s boundaries with the 
exception of the exclusion of the Highlands and the addition of Point Wells.  Special 
purpose districts have typically been used throughout the state as a means to provide 
service in rural or unincorporated areas where local governments (i.e. cities and towns) 
were either unwilling or unable to provide service.   
 
As areas around the state became more dense and urban, primarily due to the Growth 
Management Act, the efficiency and effectiveness became an issue for many 
communities.  This is especially true when the community begins to expand the need for 
services (i.e. becomes more urban) and the use and coordination of limited resources 
becomes more of a focus. 
 
Planning Policies Designating Cities as Providers of Urban Services 
Washington’s Growth Management Act, passed in 1991, recognized the problem of 
multiple layers of government and encouraged urban areas to incorporate noting, in 
part, that it is appropriate that urban services be provided by cities.  The Legislature 
further clarified in the Growth Management Act that cities should be the primary 
providers of urban services to provide the best coordination of capital improvements to 
support growth.  
 
King County County-wide Planning Policies has a framework policy implementing the 
expected transformation of urban service delivery to cities: 
 

Cities are the appropriate provider of local urban services to Urban Areas either 
directly or by contract… Within the Urban Area, as time and condition warrant, 
cities should assume local urban services provided by special purpose districts. 
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Finally, Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan, updated in December 2012, includes goals 
and policies that call for the City to transition into being a full service utility provider over 
the next 15 years: 
 

Goal U II. Facilitate the provision of appropriate, reliable utility services, whether 
through City owned and operated services, or other providers. 
 
Policy U2. Pursue alternative service provision options that may be more 
effective at providing services to our residents, including acquiring portions of the 
Seattle Public Utility water system, potential assumption of Ronald Wastewater 
District, and examining options with regard to the expiration of the Shoreline 
Water District franchise (scheduled for 2027). 

 
Shoreline Actions toward Utility Consolidation 
Early Shoreline City Councils realized that consolidating utility services in Shoreline 
would reduce inefficiencies associated with multiple governmental entities operating in 
the same jurisdiction, and therefore reviewed all forms of utilities, including 
consideration of a municipal electric utility.  Early actions regarding utilities include 
forming the City’s own stormwater utility and terminating the franchise of the investor 
owned solid waste provider to consolidate those operations and provide local control 
through forming our solid waste utility.  Council next considered consolidation of Ronald 
Wastewater District, which culminated with the 2002 Interlocal Operating Agreement. 
 
Utility consolidation continues to be a City goal.  Council invested in surplus space in 
City Hall, which opened in 2009, for future expansion of its utility operations as the 
District assumption includes integrating district employees as city employees and the 
anticipated future inclusion of water utility personnel.   
 
In a 2010 report to Council, the Citizen Advisory Committee on Long-Range Financial 
Planning recommended, in part, that the City consider the merits of service efficiency 
and effectiveness with the lens of a resident of the community who is paying for a 
variety of services.  They posed the question: Can the community reduce the total cost 
to the citizen by looking for opportunities to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of 
all services?  Many cities, including past Shoreline Councils, tend to look at the 
acquisition and assumption of special purpose districts as a way to further the 
effectiveness and efficiencies of service for their citizens. 
 
Council has since moved forward with the passage of 2012’s Proposition 1 to authorize 
purchase the water system from Seattle Public Utilities and the purchase of the 
Brugger’s Bog Maintenance Facility from King County this month to accommodate 
future utility maintenance facility needs. 
 
2002 Interlocal Operating Agreement (Agreement) with Ronald Wastewater District 
To further the goal of consolidating services, the City and District entered into an 
Interlocal Operating Agreement in 2002 to unify sewer services with City operations. 
Instead of “purchasing” the sewer system, the City will acquire the sewer utility through 
an assumption, which means all assets, reserve funds, employees, equipment and any 
District debt will be assumed by the City and the Ronald Wastewater District will cease 
to exist as a separate government entity. Procedures for an orderly and predictable 
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transition of the sewer utility from District to City ownership are outlined in the 2002 
Agreement.   
 
Although RCW 35.13A would have allowed the City to commence assumption of the 
District in 2002, it was determined that it benefited the District ratepayers and City 
residents to delay the assumption to allow time to plan for the transition.  In order to 
facilitate a smooth consolidation, the City and District agreed to a 15-year timeframe for 
the transition.  
 
As the merger date comes closer, the District has taken actions to oppose and renege 
on the Agreement.  The following are relevant dates and actions related to the District’s 
gestures to amend the Agreement.  Copies of letters referenced below can be found on 
the City’s Ronald Wastewater Assumption webpage. 
 
March 2011 Meeting – District Requests to Consider the Agreement  
The District initiated a meeting with the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and City Manager to ask 
Council to reconsider terms of the Agreement.  The District made this request so that 
the District would not be bound by the assumption proceedings noted in the Agreement 
at the close of the Agreement term. 
 
There was no interest from Council at that time in initiating changes to the existing 
Agreement which, Council noted in the August 12, 2011 response letter, is consistent 
with long-term City goals and capital planning.  
 
Ronald Wastewater District Proposal to Merge with Shoreline Water District 
The City received a joint invitation on December 28, 2011 from the District and the 
Shoreline Water District (Water District) asking Shoreline to consider abandoning its 
Agreement with the District for transition and transfer of that district to the City.  The 
rationale provided was efficiencies and coordination.   
 
As noted above, the Legislature further clarified in the Growth Management Act that 
cities should be the primary providers of urban services to provide the best coordination 
of capital improvements to support growth.  Staff concluded at the time that with the 
potential purchase of the SPU water system and the existing Agreement with the 
District, the efficiencies and coordination would be far greater by unifying those utilities 
under the City, which will accomplish the goal of unification of planning under a single 
legislative body. 
 
May 11, 2012 Council Letter to the District – Cease Opposition to Assumption 
Council’s letter noted violations of Section 4.8 of the Agreement, which states, “The 
District agrees to take no action to protest or challenge the assumption of the District 
following the terms of this Agreement or any extension thereof.”  Council expressed 
concerns with District published Frequently Asked Questions where the District clearly 
stated ‘No’ to the question of whether the District agreed to be assumed by the City.  
Council again noted the response in the August 12, 2011 letter in regard to 
reconsideration of the assumption provision in the Agreement, and reiterated the City’s 
expectation that the District would honor the Agreement. 
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May 25, 2012 Council Letter to District – Expressing Concern with the District 
Increasing Commissioners 
The Council letter expressed concern over the District’s vote to increase the number of 
commissioners from three to five, at an added cost of approximately $60,000 per year, 
when the District will cease to exist in less than five years. 
 
October 9, 2012 District Takes Position Opposing Shoreline’s Proposition 1 – SPU 
Purchase 
The District Commissioners voted October 9, 2012 to oppose the SPU purchase.  The 
reasons given include that the District believes that a locally controlled, independent 
special purpose district is the best method for providing efficient and cost-effective utility 
service, and wanted voters to consider Ronald taking over SPU water service instead.  
The resolution concluded that if the City acquires SPU water, it makes it unlikely that the 
SPU water system would become part of a merged water-sewer district serving the 
whole city. 
 
May 14, 2013 Letter to Ronald Wastewater District – Concern Regarding Proposed 
Transfer of District Facilities in Pt. Wells Service Area to Woodway 
The City Manager sent a letter expressing concern over a proposed Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the District and City of Woodway to transfer the 
District’s facilities in unincorporated southwest Snohomish County (Point Wells) to 
Woodway.  The letter noted Section 4.5 of the Agreement which specifically requires 
that the District consolidate its service areas, including such areas as the 
unincorporated southwest Snohomish County (Point Wells) which is in the City’s future 
annexation area.   
 
The letter further notes that as such the City has a definite interest and investment in 
any and all assets of the District, and as such offered to assist in an analysis of the 
costs and benefits of such an asset sale or transfer. 
 
May 22, 2013 Special Council Meeting Authorizing City Manager to File Action to 
Enforce Agreement with the District 
While the District delayed the decision on the proposed MOU with Woodway for the 
Point Wells service area, the City was concerned that the District’s potential actions 
would significantly harm the Shoreline ratepayers, who are also Shoreline residents.   
 
The staff report noted that even though the preferred course of action for the City is for 
the District to comply voluntarily with the provisions of the Agreement, the recent District 
actions have created such a concern that staff recommended legal action.  Staff 
believed it in the best interest of Shoreline residents to file a temporary restraining order 
to stop the negotiations of and potential sale or transfer of District assets to Woodway.  
 
Ultimately the decision was made to delay legal action until the City Manager and the 
District’s General Manager discussed the City’s concerns. 
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June 12, 2013 District General Manager Letter to City Manager 
The letter lays out the District’s concerns and offers that the District is compliant with the 
Agreement, and that the District has studied the assumption provision in the Agreement 
and concludes it invalid and unenforceable.  
 
June 20, 2013 City Manager Letter to District Re: Joint Council / Commission Meeting to 
Discuss Transition 
The letter responds to the June 12, 2013 letter that the City believes the Agreement is 
valid and, as such, invites the Commission to meet with Council at the August 12, 2013 
Shoreline Council meeting to discuss transition planning as outlined in Section 5.6 of 
the Agreement (that joint meeting has since been postponed).  
 
June 27, 2013 District Files Suit to Try and Invalidate Sections of Agreement related to 
Assumption 
On June 27, 2013, the District filed a lawsuit against the City in King County Superior 
Court, and on July 5, 2013, the City was served with the suit (Attachment B).  The 
District is asking the Court to set aside the District’s promises to negotiate the transition 
and to cooperate with assumption including commitments not to protest and to execute 
the final dissolution of the District.  Specifically the District is requesting that the Court 
find sections 4.8 and 5.6 of the Agreement invalid and allow the District to challenge or 
protest the assumption before the end of the Agreement and renege on its grant of a 
power of attorney to dissolve the District after assumption.  The District’s suit further 
requests that the Court determine that the District be allowed to sell or negotiate the 
sale of District assets located outside of the City limits (Section 3.8.2).  The District is 
also asking that the Court require a public vote as part of the assumption.   
 
July 22, 2013 Council Authorizes Outside Counsel to Defend District’s Lawsuit 
On July 22, the City Council authorized the City Manager to execute a contract not to 
exceed $60,000 with Kenyon Disend, PLLC to provide legal assistance in responding to 
and defending the City against the District’s lawsuit disputing the terms of the 2002 
Agreement. 
 
Summary 
The City continues to honor the Agreement, and fully expects to assume the District at 
the completion of the Agreement.  Staff continues to believe that this is the best course 
of action for the City and the utility’s ratepayers, due to the following reasons: 
 

• The City is the most efficient for consolidation through reduced overhead and 
streamlined operational costs;  
 

• City assumption of the District provides ratepayers with a more transparent 
process for rate-setting and decision-making by having a single group of 
Shoreline-elected officials accountable to Shoreline voters; 
 

• Utility consolidation will create a ‘One-Stop Shop’ for utilities in Shoreline – 
customer service, combined utility billing, permitting, utility coordination and long-
range planning, etc;  
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• The Agreement specifically calls for Ronald’s cooperation with assumption and 
dissolution of the district; 
 

• The City believes it has the legal authority to assume the District; therefore there 
is no need to vote as the citizens are the same as the District ratepayers; 
 

• The Agreement is a valid, binding document which was developed and signed by 
two of the existing District Commissioners; 
 

• The State’s Growth Management Act and King County’s County-wide Planning 
Policies designate cities as the appropriate provider of urban services to urban 
areas and the City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for the City to be a full service 
utility provider; and  
 

• City consolidation of utilities provides a more comprehensive and coordinated 
approach to reinvesting in Shoreline infrastructure, aiding in redevelopment of 
different parts of the City. 

 
As we are now less than four years from the time in which the City and District are 
supposed to commence the assumption including integrating  District staff and 
operations, there is a great deal of planning that needs to happen to ensure an orderly 
changeover.  Staff is currently evaluating options to respond to the lawsuit and next 
steps for transition planning. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
There is no required action; this is an update on the City’s continued implementation of 
the Ronald Wastewater Agreement. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – 2002 Interlocal Operating Agreement  
Attachment B – Ronald Wasterwater District Summons Complaint 
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