
 
AGENDA 

 
CLICK HERE TO COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS 

STAFF PRESENTATIONS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS MEETING 

 

Monday, June 2, 2014 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 10 people are signed 
up to speak, each speaker will be allocated 2 minutes. Please be advised that each speaker’s testimony is being recorded. 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 April 28, 2014 7a1-1
 Minutes of Business Meeting of May 5, 2014 7a2-1 
 Minutes of Special Meeting of May 12, 2014 7a3-1 
 Minutes of Business Meeting of May 12, 2014 7a4-1 
 Minutes of Business Meeting of May 19, 2014 7a5-1 

    
    

8. ACTION ITEMS  
    

(a) Adoption of Ordinance No. 688 - Stay Out of Drug Area 8a-1 7:20
    

(b) Adoption of Ordinance No. 691 - Amending the 2014 Budget by 
Increasing the Appropriation in the Limited Tax General Obligation 
Bond Fund 2013 
 

8b-1 7:50

    



9. STUDY ITEMS  
    

(a) Continued Discussion of Concurrency and Impact Fees 9a-1 8:00
    

(b) Discussion and Update – Sound Transit 9b-1 8:35
    

10. ADJOURNMENT  9:05
    
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, April 28, 2014 Conference Room 303 - Shoreline City Hall 
5:45 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North  
 
PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, 

McConnell, Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
 
STAFF: Debbie Tarry, City Manager; John Norris, Assistant City Manager; Dick Deal, 

Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Director; Bonita Roznos, City Clerk 
 
GUESTS: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)/Tree Board: Chair Katie Beth, 

Vice-Chair Jesse Sycuro, Boardmembers John Hoey, Garry Lingerfelt, Al Wagar, 
Betsy Robertson, Christine Southwick, and Youth member Vadim Dolgov 

 
At 5:49 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor Winstead. 
 
Mayor Winstead welcomed members of the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services  
(PRCS)/Tree Board and introductions were provided. Ms. Tarry stated the joint meeting  
provides an opportunity for discussion of the 2014 Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services/Tree  
Board Work Plan, the Urban Forestry Strategic Plan, and PRCS Board responsibilities. Mr. Deal 
provided background on the Boardmembers and commented on their wealth of professional 
expertise and enthusiasm. He stated the PRCS/Tree Board was created to provide citizens an 
opportunity to have input on park maintenance and operations, design matters, programs and 
services in sports, leisure, cultural activities, and on the management of trees on City-owned 
public and right-of-way property. He stated the Board acts in an advisory capacity to the City 
Council. Mr. Dea1 reviewed the 2014 PRCS/Tree Board Work Plan, cited accomplishments, 
reviewed upcoming events, commented on the growing public arts collection, and stated that the 
final draft of the Urban Forest Strategic Plan will be presented for adoption at tonight’s City 
Council meeting.  
 
Boardmembers commented on approving applications for the Sunset Park Community Art 
Project, Piano Time, the Arts Strolls, and stated that funding for the arts were adversely impacted 
by a decrease in new developments. They suggested expanding the 1% funding source to other 
capital projects in Public Works and proposed a bond measure to assist with funding for the arts. 
Councilmembers explained that the Aurora Project impacted Arts’ funding and stressed the 
importance of considering the status of current bond measures prior to introducing a new bond.  
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Councilmembers expressed their gratitude for the Board’s work and commented on the 
remarkable job done on the Urban Forestry Strategic Plan. Councilmembers asked about the 
condition of the Shoreline Pool, the Shoreline School District Joint Use Agreement, and the 
agreement with Shoreline Community College. 
 
Mr. Deal responded that the pool is in the best shape and best management to generate revenue. 
He explained the desire to have the new superintendent participate in the Shoreline School 
District Joint Use Agreement process, and that the agreement for Shoreline Community College, 
reached in 1985, needs to be updated. He commented on the Board’s role in the agreement 
process. A discussion ensued about joy riding in Sunset Park. Mr. Deal stated that staff has made 
it more difficult for vehicles to get to the turf area and explained that bids are being pursed to 
install a fence as a deterrent. Councilmembers asked about the revised tree list, recommended 
adding it to the work plan, and requested a review of the effectiveness of the Tree Ordinance. 
Mr. Deal responded that Phase I implementation will include a review of the tree list. Ms. Tarry 
commented that the Planning Department tracks tree removal requests and that an update on the 
Tree Ordinance can be provided to Council in June/July.  
 
Councilmembers asked Boardmembers to address the impact of the additional duties of the Tree 
Board to PRCS responsibilities. Boardmembers responded that the focused for the past year has 
been on urban forestry which required identification and development of a strategic plan and 
with that accomplished there can now be a balanced focus on arts, parks and trees. 
 
Boardmembers appreciated the opportunity to work with Elizabeth Walker, Terra Firma 
Consultant and city staff. They recommended education and outreach to inform citizens of PRCS 
Board duties and responsibilities, and to communicate the Urban Forestry Strategic Plan and the 
importance of keeping a viable tree canopy in Shoreline. A recommendation was made to utilize 
Shoreline Community College mailers to assist with the education piece, and Boardmembers 
expressed their appreciation for seeing citizen’s comments and recommendations included in the 
plan. Mr. Deal concluded the presentation by explaining the next steps for the Board which will 
include a review of the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan to identify top priorities for 
implementation.  
 
At 6:47 p.m. the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Bonita A. Roznos, Deputy City Clerk  
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING 

   
Monday, May 5, 2014  Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
 
PRESENT: Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, Salomon, and Roberts 
 
 ABSENT: Mayor Winstead and Councilmember McConnell 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 7:03 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Deputy Mayor Eggen, who presided.  
  
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL 
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers 
were present with the exception of Mayor Winstead and Councilmember McConnell. 
 
Upon motion by Councilmember Hall, seconded by Councilmember Salomon and carried 
5-0, Mayor Winstead and Councilmember McConnell were excused. 
 
3.  REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER 
 
Debbie Tarry, City Manager, provided reports and updates on various City meetings, projects 
and events.   
 
4. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 
Councilmember Hall expressed thoughts of sadness at the passing of Billy Frank Jr., tribal leader 
of the Nisqually Tribe. Councilmember Hall stated that Mr. Frank was a strong voice for the 
protection of Puget Sound and the environment, a leader of salmon recovery efforts, and a 
leading activist for tribal fishing rights leading up to the Boldt Decision. He offered his sincere 
condolences to the Frank family.  
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen reported attending the International Community Health Services (ICHS) 
Gala, a fundraiser to raise money for affordable health care services. He stated a new ICHS clinic 
is scheduled to open in Shoreline, at 165th and Aurora, this summer.   
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5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Lance Young, Shoreline, speaking on behalf of Interurban Trail Society, commented on the 
Vegetation Management section of the Seattle City Light (SCL) Franchise Agreement. He 
thanked Councilmembers and staff for the work completed to incorporate vegetation 
management into the draft document. He stated the Letter of Understanding signed in August 
2012 and the Franchise Agreement need clearer guidelines regarding right-of-way tree trimming 
and replacement heights. He commented on inconsistencies recently found on SCL’s website and 
in the vegetation management list submitted to the federal government. He requested 
clarification on the tree list and height requirements, and stated he sent an email to the City with 
two recommendations.  
 
John Demur, Shoreline, commented on the Project M9 at the University of Washington and the 
research being conducted on modeling Cascadia (mega) 9.0 magnitude earthquakes. He 
presented a chart on earthquakes and stated the last mega quake was in 1700 and the state of 
Washington fell five feet. He commented on the cliff falling down and the potential for a tsunami 
at Points Wells. He submitted documents on Project M9 and the Cascadia Earthquakes for 
Council to review. 
 
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

 
   The agenda was adopted by unanimous consent. 
 
7. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Upon motion by Councilmember Roberts, seconded by Councilmember Hall and carried 5-
0, the following Consent Calendar items were approved: 
 

a) Minutes of Business Meeting April 7, 2014 and Minutes of Special Meeting of April 
14, 2014  
 

b) Adoption of Res. No. 344 – Revisions to Council Rules 
 
8. ACTION ITEMS 
 

a)  Adoption of Res. No. 358 and Authorization to Make a Formal Application to the 
Washington State Public Works Board for the Stormwater Utility Pipe Repair and  
Replacement Program Capital Improvement Project 

 
Mark Relph, Public Works Director, presented the report requesting authorization to make a 
formal application to the Public Work Board (PWB) for the Stormwater Utility Pipe Repair and 
Replacement Program 2014-2019 Capital Improvement Project. He stated the City identified 
pipes that are in critical and poor condition and have prioritized pipe replacement according to 
risk. He recalled that in 2013 the City identified cash and bonds as a long term strategy to 
finance the project. He stated the PWB has made available competitive low interest loans for 
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these types of projects and are soliciting applications. He reviewed the estimated cost of the 
project and stated the PWB loan is a lower interest rate option than bonds. 
 
Councilmember Salomon asked if the PWB was defunded by the Legislature. Mr. Relph 
responded that he is not sure of the future status of the PWB, but stated that there is available 
funding. He explained that staff is recommending pursuing both the PWB loan and bond options. 
Deputy Mayor Eggen questioned if the PWB interest rate would be lower than the CIP cost of 
living rate. Mr. Relph responded the rate would be at 2.55% which is not as low as in past years.    
 
Councilmember Roberts moved adoption of Resolution No. 358 - Authorization to Make a 
Formal Application to the Washington State Public Works Board for the Stormwater 
Utility Pipe Repair and  Replacement Program Capital Improvement Project. 
Councilmember Salomon seconded the motion, which carried 5-0.  
 
9. STUDY ITEMS 
 

a)  Discussion of Seattle City Light Franchise Agreement 
 
John Norris, Assistant City Manager, provided an overview of the Seattle City Light (SCL) 
franchise review process and reminded Council that much of the franchise negotiation was 
completed at the end of 2013. He explained the original agreement was established in 1998 and 
expires in July 2014. He stated the agreement is for 15 years, which is the maximum time 
allowed under Shoreline Municipal Code (SMC).  
 
Mr. Norris briefly reviewed all sections of the proposed Franchise Agreement, and highlighted 
portions of the negotiated agreement. He explained the 8% rate differential added to the SCL 
base rate for Shoreline customers and that 6% returns to the City’s general fund as a contract fee 
payment. The contract fee is paid in consideration for the City agreeing not to establish its own 
utility for the length of the contract.  He reviewed the Undergrounding section and stated that 
undergrounding projects will be funded by Shoreline ratepayers as a project line item on 
ratepayers’ bills. He then touched on language under City Use of SCL Property explaining the 
City is a big user of the Interurban Trail and commented on the continued consideration of fair 
market value for the use of their property.  Mr. Norris stated there are no changes to the 
Enforcement and Alternate Dispute Resolution sections. He reviewed the Vegetation 
Management section and explained vegetation management consists of balancing two interests - 
continuity and safety of the utility system’s operation and the health of the urban forest and its 
environmental function. He explained the language in the new agreement provides more clarity 
for management and regulation of trees. He provided information on tree related power outages 
during storm events, stating there are on average 50 outages per year that last 3-5 hours, and 
without vegetation management there would possibly be more outages. Mr. Norris then provided 
Council a list of considerations when approving franchise agreements. He stated overall SCL is 
performing fairly well and recalled the high service ratings it received from the 2012 polling 
data. He concluded the report by stating the applicant’s proposal is reasonable to meet future 
community needs and stated proposed Ordinance No. 686 is scheduled to come back to Council 
for adoption on May 19, 2014.  
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Councilmember Roberts noted the outages map identifies areas of the city with frequent power 
outages and asked if SCL plans to address these areas. He asked if SCL would be amendable to 
Mr. Young's amendment to section 6.9.4. Mr. Norris provided information on the Innis Arden 
outages, stated he would ask SCL for more information and submit Mr. Young’s clarifying 
language. He also commented that SCL would not set different clearance standards.  
 
Councilmember McGlashan stated the franchise agreement looks great but noted issues with 
vegetation management. He expressed concern over SCL’s unwillingness to include specifics on 
tree trimming regulations in the franchise agreement, and stated he is particularly concerned with 
the last line of section 6.9.4 that reads "best practice". He asked if Shoreline will be able to 
renegotiate the agreement if other cities receive a better one, and requested a synopsis of what 
happened in the meetings with other cities on the issue of vegetation management. Mr. Norris 
responded SCL’s concern is worker safety, continuity of the electric system, and resources. He 
will be tracking agreements from other cities as they come forward and referred to section 22 in 
the agreement which provides the City the right to request a different standard. He stated that 
other cities were not as vocal regarding the issue of vegetation management.  
 
Councilmember Salomon brought up privacy issues on the Interurban trail when trees are cut 
down and asked if replacement trees could be of a reasonable height. He asked for clarification 
regarding the vegetation management changes and the impact on SCL’s operations. Mr. Norris 
stated there are no minimum height tree replacement requirements and SCL declined to include 
them when he requested they be added. He explained that SCL allowed the City to include 
language on how SCL will govern City trees on their private property and stated asking for more 
stipulations would be challenging. He explained that the vegetation management plan improves 
communication regarding SCL planning and activities, and holds SCL accountable. 
Councilmember Salomon asked if Shoreline ratepayers have subsidized undergrounding projects 
in other jurisdictions. Mr. Norris responded that the Mercer Project was subsidized by Shoreline 
ratepayers, and that he attempted to renegotiate this item in the agreement with no success due to 
the complexity of creating new rate classes.   
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen stated that he does not want to establish rules that endanger people or 
contribute to more outages, and supports moving forward with the tree trimming language 
presented by Mr. Young. He commented on reviewing his electric bill and discovering three 
undergrounding projects that make up 2% of his total bill. He requested that staff identify Seattle 
undergrounding projects charged to Shoreline ratepayers.  Mr. Norris responded that he will ask 
SCL for the information and report back to Council.  
 
Councilmembers commended staff on the negotiation of the agreement.  
 
At 8:37 p.m., Deputy Mayor Eggen declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
_____________________________ 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, City Clerk 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING 

 

   
Monday, May 12, 2014 Conference Room 303 - Shoreline City Hall 
5:45 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
 

PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, 
McConnell (6:41 p.m. arrival), Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
 
STAFF: Debbie Tarry, City Manager; John Norris, Assistant City Manager; Rachael 

Markle, Planning & Community Development Director; Miranda Redinger, 
Senior Planner; Paul Cohen, Planning Manager; Steve Szafran, Senior Planner;  
and Bonita Roznos, Deputy City Clerk 

 
GUESTS: Planning Commission:  Chair Keith Scully; Vice-Chair Easton Craft, 

Commissioners Jack Malek, David Maul, Bill Montero, Donna Moss and Terri 
Strandberg.  

 
At 5:56 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor Winstead. 
 
Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner provided the context of the meeting.  She commented on the 
similarities and differences, and the opportunities and challenges to support a Light Rail Station 
at 145th or 185th street.  She reviewed the 145th Street Station Subarea Plan Schedule and stated 
the authorization for the City Manager to execute a contract with OTAK, Inc. for the 
development of the 145thh Street Station Subarea Plan will be presented to Council for adoption 
at the May 19, 2014 City Council Meeting. She presented discussion questions, commented on 
the role of City Council and the Planning Commission in the initial stage of the process, and 
stated their attendance at public meetings and workshops will be beneficial.   
 
Ms. Tarry commented that this meeting provides Council with an opportunity to share their 
vision for 145th Street. 
 
Councilmember Hall expressed concern about the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists at the 
freeway interchange, suggested a separated non-motorized crossing bridge, and proposed a 
bridge at 147th. He communicated that he does not want the station to become a regional auto 
destination center, and recommended collecting data from residents that live outside the 
immediate area and will utilize the station.  He wants to avoid creating a tunnel feel on Aurora 
resulting from high-rise buildings and suggested that the Urban Land Institute participate in the 
discussion.  Deputy Mayor Eggen stressed the importance of pedestrian accessibility, stated a 
major high-rise development and taller buildings are more conducive off I-5, and mentioned the 
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need to be sensitive to Paramount Park residents.    He recommended a walk about of the area.  
Councilmember Roberts commented that the project presents an opportunity to develop 145th 
from Aurora to 15th Avenue.  Councilmember McGlashan noted the challenge of getting a bridge 
approved in Sound Transit’s budget and supported having high-rises off I-5.  Councilmember 
Salomon mentioned the challenge of the City working on 145th project in a multi-agency 
environment. Commissioner Scully stated that the community meetings are well attended, that 
more concern has been expressed at the 145th neighborhood meetings, and that he believes 
opportunities for development are greater at the 145th location.   Commissioner Scully explained 
the benefit of Councilmembers attending the public meetings and workshops.  Commissioner 
Craft recommended integration of other plans with 145th as it is the entrance to Shoreline, and 
commented on the need for east and west arterial connectivity to I-5.  Commissioner Moss 
suggested inviting businesses from the Seattle side of 145th to attend the meetings.  Ms. Redinger 
commented on the monthly standing walk abouts and stated the 145th Street Route Development 
Plan and the Transit Service Integration Plan will assist with the planning process.  She 
explained that outreach to the community involves households and business in the City of 
Shoreline.  Councilmember Hall recalled that the scope of the planning area was intentionally 
limited to the City of Shoreline.    
 
Ms. Redinger stated that the 145th Station Citizen’s Committee meetings are held the first 
Thursday of the Month, from 7:00- 8:30 p.m., in City Hall Room 301, and commented on 
stakeholder meetings.  She announced that the Station Subarea Design Workshops will be held 
on June 3 & June 12, 2014 and at Celebrate Shoreline, mentioned the developer’s workshop 
scheduled for June 3, and outreaching to Fircrest residents.   
 
Councilmember Hall proposed creating a vision to support the building of a bridge, suggested 
adopting a position for major state highway improvements, and lobbying for the improvements 
to 145th to be included in the State Transportation Package.   He commented on King County 
Metro’s refusal to run buses on 145th due to congestion issues.  Councilmember Roberts 
commented that improvement to 145th and the transit station benefits the 32nd and 46th 
Legislative Districts, and recommended obtaining their support.  Deputy Mayor Eggen supports 
lobbying the state legislature, recommends a bus route loop that includes 145th, 155th and 15th 
Avenue, and recommended including the King County Mobility Coalition in the 145th 
discussions.   Mayor Winstead recommended undertaking this endeavor as a regional project.  
Ms. Tarry recalled the $250,000 allocated for development of the 145th Route Development Plan 
to assist in the discussion when meeting with state legislators to present the City of Shoreline’s 
vision.  She stated that various scenarios for the subarea plan will be researched and presented to 
Council.   
 
Councilmember Roberts stated he will attend the May 22nd meeting, and Councilmember Hall is 
providing the opening address at the June 12th meeting.  
 
At 6:40 p.m. the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Bonita A. Roznos, Deputy City Clerk 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING 

 
   
Monday, May 12, 2014 Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m.  17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, 

McConnell, Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
  
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 7:00 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor Winstead, who presided.  
  
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Winstead led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers were 
present. 
 

a) Proclamation of Armed Services Day 
 
Mayor Winstead read the proclamation, declaring May 17, 2014 Armed Services Day in the City 
of Shoreline. The proclamation was received by Rex Clark, WWII Veteran; Harriett Christenson, 
Nurse, Korean War;  and Bill Ziebarth, Vietnam Veteran and Chairman of the Elks Lodge 1800, 
Shoreline, WA. They commented on the significant contributions our military personnel make in 
keeping our nation and the world safe. Members of the Elks Lodge 1800 were also present.  
  
3.  REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER  
 
Debbie Tarry, City Manager, provided reports and updates on various City meetings, projects 
and events.  
  
4.  COUNCIL REPORTS  
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen reported attending a press conference where King County Executive Dow 
Constantine outlined a plan to address the reduction in Metro’s transit service providing a 
solution to the failure of King County Proposition 1. The plan allows cities to buy back transit-
service hours at full cost and purchase new transit routes. Councilmember Roberts asked if 
Executive Constantine provided information on costs. Deputy Mayor Eggen responded that he 
can get that information for Council and provide it at a later date. 
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5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Janet Prichard, Republic Services, Bothell resident, commented on the solid waste contract and 
asked Council to keep three things in mind when negotiating for a new contract:  market rates, 
recycling rates, and performance expectations.  
 
Tom McCormick, Shoreline, asked Council to imagine 500-600 cars driving on their street each 
day and then increase that to 4,000. He stated the Point Wells Subarea Plan calls for an increase 
to 4,000 cars and has a potential higher limit to 12,000. He commented that he does not oppose 
the Point Wells development but wants the scale of the project to be commensurate with the 
Richmond Beach area.  He expressed concern that the City is selling Richmond Beach residents 
short, and that staff is holding hands with the developer to receive anticipated mitigation funding. 
He stated nothing requires the City to amend the Subarea Plan to increase the car limit over 
4,000. He advocated for preserving the lifestyle currently experienced by Richmond Beach 
residents.    
 
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
Councilmember Hall requested removal of item 7c, Adoption of Ord. No. 685 amending the 
2014 Budget for Uncompleted 2013 Capital and Operating Projects and Increasing 
Appropriations in the 2014 Budget,  from the Consent Calendar and placing it as Action 
Item 8a. 

 
The agenda was adopted by unanimous consent as modified.  
 
7. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Upon motion by Councilmember McGlashan, seconded by Deputy Mayor Eggen and 
unanimously carried, the following Consent Calendar items were approved: 
 

a) Minutes of Business Meeting of April 14, 2014, Minutes of Business Meeting of 
April 21, 2014 and Minutes of Special Meeting of April 21, 2014 

 
b) Approval of expenses and payroll as of April 25 in the amount of $1,869,310.84 
 

*Payroll and Benefits:  

Payroll           
Period  Payment Date 

EFT      
Numbers     

(EF) 

Payroll      
Checks      

(PR) 

Benefit           
Checks           
(AP) 

Amount      
Paid 

3/30/14-4/12/14 4/18/2014 
55247-
55441 13102-13120 56601-56608 $575,326.45 

$575,326.45 

*Accounts Payable Claims:  

Expense 
Register 
Dated 

Check 
Number 
(Begin) 

Check        
Number          

(End) 
Amount        

Paid 
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4/16/2014 56528 56539 $17,724.22 
4/16/2014 56540 56565 $72,394.37 
4/16/2014 56566 56569 $1,311.83 
4/17/2014 56570 56584 $780,765.48 
4/17/2014 56585 56600 $145,575.81 
4/22/2014 56609 56609 $9,147.54 
4/22/2014 56610 56611 $69,816.34 
4/23/2014 56612 56612 $34,774.75 
4/23/2014 56613 56648 $78,175.04 
4/24/2014 56649 56667 $84,299.01 

$1,293,984.39 

 
 

8. ACTION ITEMS 
  

a) Adoption of Ord. No. 685 Amending the 2014 Budget for Uncompleted 2013  
       Capital and Operating Projects and Increasing Appropriations in the 2014 Budget. 
 

Robert Hartwig, Administrative Services Director, pointed out a correction to the Ordinance 
language and mentioned the third “whereas” was included to capture both carry over items and 
supplemental budget requests. 
 
Councilmember McGlashan moved adoption of Ordinance No. 685 amending the 2014 
salary schedule for the communications program. The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember McConnell. 
 
Councilmember McGlashan stated his support for the Ordinance. Councilmember Hall 
commented on budget carryovers and supplemental budget requests, and stated that supplemental 
requests should not be scheduled on the Consent Calendar but rather go through the annual 
budget process, or be a separate ordinance. For this reason, he will not be supporting the 
Ordinance. Deputy Mayor Eggen stated it would be helpful to have an ordinance identifying 
carryovers and another ordinance for supplemental requests, and stated he will support the 
Ordinance. Councilmember Roberts stated it would be more efficient to have separate ordinances 
to distinguish between routine carryovers and new expenditures. 
 
The motion carried 6-1 with Councilmember Hall voting in opposition. 
 

b) Adoption of Res. No. 357 - Growing Transit Communities Regional Compact 
 
Rachael Markle, Planning & Community Development Director, reviewed the history, purpose, 
and goals of the Growing Transit Community (GTC) Strategy. She explained the GTC presents 
consensus approaches for developing thriving neighborhoods around high capacity transit areas, 
provides tools and resources to implement regional and local plans, and explained what signing 
the contract means. She concluded recommending Council adopt Resolution No. 357 authorizing 
the City to sign onto the GTC Regional Compact and to appoint two Councilmembers to serve 
on the PSRC Transit Oriented Development Advisory Board.  
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Councilmember Roberts moved adoption of Resolution 357 - Growing Transit 
Communities Regional Compact. The motion was seconded by Councilmember Hall. 
 
Councilmember Roberts spoke to his motion supporting the compact and stated the importance 
of working with regional partners on transportation issues. Deputy Mayor Eggen served as the 
City’s representative on the GTC Board and stated he worked with other Councilmembers to 
remove an unfunded double rate mandate requirement for affordable housing. He recommends 
that Council sign the Compact and asked staff what cities have already signed. Councilmember 
Hall offered his support for the Compact, and mentioned the social, economic, and 
environmental benefits of successful station areas. He stated that the Shoreline community is 
linked to the region through this plan and that the success of the region depends on having 
successful stations. Councilmember McGlashan remarked that the Compact also includes high 
capacity transit. Ms. Markle responded the names of participating cities will be provided to 
Council.  
 
The motion carried unanimously.  
 
Mayor Winstead asked Councilmembers to let her know if they are interested in serving as a 
PSRC Transit Oriented Development Advisory Boardmember.  
 

c) Motion to Authorize Councilmember Roberts to Support the Proposed Sound Cities 
Association's (PSCAA) Public Issues Committee Policy Position at the May 14, 2014 
Public Issues Committee (PIC) Meeting 
 

Scott MacColl, Intergovernmental Relations Program Manager, recounted that Councilmember 
Roberts represents Council on the PIC Committee and is asking for direction on how to vote on a 
draft Sound Cities Association’s public policy position for the upcoming May 14, 2014 PIC 
meeting. He explained that PSCAA is a special-purpose regional government entity, serving 
King, Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap Counties. He stated Shoreline’s dues are $28,229.00 and 
that PSCAA is proposing to increase dues for 2015 by $.25 per capita, a 44% increase for 
Shoreline, and shared that PIC is proposing to oppose the rate increase. He concluded the report 
by stating staff’s recommendation is to support the proposed PIC position, and support attaching 
any PSCAA rate increase to a tangible number such as the Implicit Price Deflator or the 
Consumer Price Index which are better measures of rate inflation. Councilmember Hall asked for 
PSCAA’s current rate. Ms. Tarry responded that it is .56 cents. 
 
Councilmember McGlashan moved to authorize Councilmember Roberts to support the 
proposed Sound Cities Association’s PIC policy position of opposing the rate increase by 
PSCAA at the next meeting. Council Member Hall seconded the motion.  
 
Councilmember McGlashan asked clarifying questions regarding the dues, commented about the 
insufficient response regarding the reasons for the increase, stated the increase is too high, and 
supports PIC’s policy position. Councilmember Salomon asked about the background of the 
organization, and its ability to efficiently use tax dollars and achieve appointed goals. He stated 
his belief that asking for .25 cents per capita is not a lot, and they are charging dues in 
accordance with what they are tasked with accomplishing - providing clean air. He does not 
think the Council should take such a firm position, and stated he is not in support of the motion.  
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Mr. MacColl explained the dues requirement is a subjective position, and rates last rose in 2009 
under a different scrutiny. He commented that PSCAA performs good work, like burn bans, and 
commented on a performance list provided by Executive Director Craig Kenworthy.  
 
Councilmember Roberts read the amendment proposed by the City of Kirkland, stated he 
recommends that the City of Shoreline propose a similar amendment, and requested that the City 
send a letter to PSCAA reflecting Councilmembers’ concerns.  Councilmember Hall commented 
that PSCAA is a good agency pursing a good goal, and maintained that air quality is important 
but believes a 45% increase is too large. He stated his support for Snohomish County's response, 
recommended a simple policy statement, commented on attaching the increase to the CPI, and 
stated he will be supporting PIC’s position.  Deputy Mayor Eggen asked if Mr. Kenworthy 
provided an explanation of why PSCAA needs this amount of money at this time, and stated he 
does not have enough information to move forward with the increase.  
 
Ms. Tarry explained that Mr. Kenworthy’s explanation focused on work PSCAA did to get 
Pierce County in compliance with particulate matter standards, and replenishing those funds. She 
stated he also expressed concern about changes in standards for smog and ozone related 
pollutions which may result in compliance issues for King and Snohomish Counties, and the 
potential loss of federal transportation dollars.  
 
Councilmember McConnell commented that 45% is a huge increase, recommended that 
Councilmembers Roberts ask PSCAA to come back with a more transparent proposal, and stated 
she supports PIC’s policy position. Mayor Winstead stated she also supports PIC’s policy 
position.  
 
The motion carried 6-1 with Councilmember Salomon voting in opposition.  
 
Mayor Winstead called for recess at 8:05 p.m. Mayor Winstead reconvened the meeting at 8:10 
p.m. 
  
9. STUDY ITEMS 
 

a) Discussion of Concurrency and Impact Fees 
 
Ms. Tarry introduced Alicia McIntire, Senior Transportation Manager, Julie Ainsworth-Taylor, 
Assistant City Attorney, and Randy Young, Henderson, Young and Associates, to provide the 
staff report. Mr. Young provided an overview on the proposed Concurrency Ordinance 689, and 
Impact Fees Ordinance 690. He recalled Council’s adoption of the Transportation Master Plan in 
2011 which included direction to update concurrency methodology and to consider adopting 
impact fees. He explained that concurrency methodology is required by statute and defined 
concurrency as the comparison of existing and planned capacity to trips resulting from growth. 
He commented on level of service standards and the anticipated growth of 5,000 new housing 
units and 5,000 new jobs in Shoreline by 2030. He reviewed the objectives of the Concurrency 
Ordinance and provided justification to change concurrency methodology.  
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Mr. Young explained the impact fee mitigation and reviewed existing and proposed mitigation 
methodologies. He commented on the Growth Management Act (GMA), demonstrated the Trip 
Generation Calculator, and identified projects that can accommodate growth. He explained that 
impact fees are a way to correct traffic problems that occur with growth without cost to 
taxpayers. He reviewed rules regulating GMA impact fees, recommended a 97% fee, provided a 
list of adjustments of costs per trip, fees per use, and reviewed a list of exemptions/reductions. 
He recommended delayed implementation to allow current projects to be completed without 
incurring new fees. He shared experiences typically heard from cities with impact fees and 
offered alternatives to mitigation.  
 
Mr. Young stated staff is scheduled to return on June 2, 2014 for additional discussion and on 
July 21, 2014 for adoption of Ordinance 689 and 690.  
 
Councilmembers discussed change of use scenarios, and the potential to apply fees that would 
make it financially impossible to proceed with a project; and asked for clarification that impact 
fees are charged regardless of where the development takes place, and that collected fees will be 
used for road projects in locations different from the development site. Questions were asked 
about the timing of switching to a different impact fee program, the inclusion on 145th Street, 
how developers are charged when new cars are added to the system, and about amending the 
project list to adjust fees. Concern was expressed over the impact fee being charged to 
restaurants. It was asked if certain uses can be exempt, and if an interlocal agreement for 
reciprocal impact fees can be executed with adjacent communities.  Ms. McIntire explained the 
proposed ordinance allows for a reduction for previous use if the building is vacant for more than 
12 months. Mr. Young commented that the impact fee occurs for change of use on broad 
category changes, and affirmed that impact fees will support road improvements at all locations 
impacted by growth. He explained that the 145th Street project would be added to the project list, 
that the cost per trip would increase, and added that project lists and impact fees adjust with 
every update to the Transportation Master Plan, Comprehensive Plan, or with increases in level 
of service. Mr. Young advised that all proportional impacts must be calculated and that all land 
use categories have to be treated equally. He stated fee implementation should not be used for 
economic development purposes, commented on SEPA, and added that reciprocal impact fees 
can be unequal and in additional to the City’s regular impact fees.  
 
Councilmembers discussed quantifying trips that do not begin or end in Shoreline to ensure 
developers are not charged for growth they are not initiating and required to mitigate; asked if 
the Light Rail Station Area rezone was taken into consideration; inquired how the proposed 
Concurrency and Impact Fees Ordinances affect Points Wells; requested clarification if the City 
could exempt commercial development and apply impact fees only to residential projects; and 
remarked on low income housing exemptions at 50% of Area Median Income (AMI).  Ms. 
McIntire explained that Light Rail’s growth has been accounted for in the Transportation Master 
Plan. Mr. Young remarked that the ordinances apply within the City of Shoreline’s boundaries 
and has no effect on Point Wells, and that the exemption is allowed only for low income 
housing. Mr. Young also remarked that state statutes now place the AMI key threshold at 80%.   
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Councilmember Hall commented that he would like to further discuss the two exemptions 
presented in the staff report, low incoming housing and the deferral process. Mayor Winstead 
requested that these items return for discussion at the June 2, 2014 City Council Meeting.   
 

b) Discussion of Council Goals 
 
John Norris, Assistant City Manager, explained that 2014-2016 Council Goals were discussed at 
the Strategic Planning Retreat on April 11 and 12, 2014. He pointed out that there is a continued 
focus on goals that address Vision 2029, and sustainable neighborhoods, environment, and 
services. He reviewed the Council’s major goals, goal action steps, and explained the item is 
being brought back for Council adoption on May 19, 2014. A discussion ensued regarding the 
progress indicators. Mr. Norris stated that as goals are being implemented, indicators will be 
updated, added, and eliminated as appropriate. 
 
At 9:23 p.m., Mayor Winstead declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, City Clerk 
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CITY OF SHORELINE 
 

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL 
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING 

   
Monday, May 19, 2014    Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall 
7:00 p.m.           17500 Midvale Avenue North 
  
PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, 

McConnell, Salomon, and Roberts 
  

ABSENT: None 
  
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 7:03 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor Winstead, who presided.  
  
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Winstead led the flag salute. Upon roll call by the City Clerk, all Councilmembers were 
present. 
 
3. REPORT OF CITY MANAGER 
 
Debbie Tarry, City Manager, reviewed language that staff is recommending be added to the 
Urban Forest Strategic Plan, agenda item 7d. Ms. Tarry provided reports and updates on various 
City meetings, projects and events.  
 
4. COUNCIL REPORTS 
 
Councilmember Roberts reported attending the Sound Cities Association’s Public Issues 
Committee Meeting and stated the position opposing the rate increase proposed by the Puget 
Sound Clean Air Agency was adopted. He reported that estimates for purchasing Metro Service 
hours were presented by Metro Transit representatives at the Pre-PIC meeting, and stated details 
still need to be worked out. 
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen reported attending the Sound Cities Association Financial Committee 
meeting and the King County Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee 
Meeting, and stated both agencies anticipate increasing rates by 5% to meet rising inflation and 
cost.  
 
Mayor Winstead announced the formation of a joint assumption transition subcommittee of two 
City Councilmembers and two Ronald Wastewater District Boardmembers. Councilmembers 
McConnell and Roberts have been appointed to serve on the Committee.  
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5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Diane Pottinger, General Manager, North City Water District, commented on the Utility 
Unification and Efficiency Study (UU&ES), and noted it is unclear why the City desires to go 
into the water and sewer utility business. She questioned the addition of a fifth assumption to the 
study, and the status of the SPU acquisition, and commented on utility, sewer, City overhead, 
water and general capital fund assumptions and costs. She requested that Council postpone 
adoption of the UU&ES and asked that staff and consultants review her comments as well as 
comments from the public. 
 
Ginny Scantlebury, Shoreline, asked Council to think about their pending decision to assume the 
Ronald Wastewater District (RWD) and commented that citizens continue to express a desire for 
a vote. She remarked on the disposition of the law suit, the length of the study, RWD 
efficiencies, a potential for rate increases, and commented that a vote is needed on this matter.  
 
Alvin Rutledge commented that he would like to see more community events that get new 
residents involved. He recommended continuing the parade at Celebrate Shoreline.  
 
Tom Mailhot, Save Richmond Beach, commented on the Point Wells Traffic Corridor Study and 
the effects of the project. He reviewed a list of questions and stated that all needed mitigation 
cannot be anticipated. He expressed the need to see the results of the study prior to identifying 
mitigations.  
 
Lance Young, Shoreline, Interurban Trail Tree Society, commented on his proposed 
recommendation to the Vegetation Management Section on the Seattle City Light Franchise 
Agreement to provide clearer guidelines for replacement trees.  
 
Tom Jamieson, Shoreline, commented on the UU&ES, provided a history of decisions voted on 
by the people of Shoreline, and questioned why Council does not want a vote on the Ronald 
Wastewater Assumption.  
 
John Demuri, Shoreline, stated he commented about earthquakes at a previous City Council 
Meeting. He read information about seduction type earthquakes and asked if there is liquefaction 
at the Point Wells area. He left reports for Council’s review.  
 
Tom McCormick, Richmond Beach, commented on an email he sent the City requesting release 
of the Transportation Corridor Study (TCS) to allow residents the opportunity to scrutinize the 
document and provide input. He commented that the developer and staff are conducting a peer 
review of the study and believes citizens should be able to do the same. He recalled the history of 
Point Wells legislation and commented on extension requests. 
 
Ms. Tarry commented on the release of the TCS and stated the City is currently reviewing the 
traffic impact analyses developed by BSRE that model traffic behavior. She explained there are 
questions regarding the assumptions made developing the model, and anticipates this process 
taking another two weeks. She agreed with the speakers regarding the mitigation issues. Ms. 
Tarry stated the peer review process provides an opportunity to clarify differences, better 
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understand assumptions, and resolve engineering technical issues that will enable the staff to 
explain the information and correctly respond to the public. She stated the City is in the process 
of responding to the public record requests, and commented that the UU&ES is on the agenda for 
discussion this evening. She stated that she responded to Ms. Pottinger’ questions, and recalled 
that the North City Water District was invited to participate in the study but declined. 
 
6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
The agenda was adopted by unanimous consent. 
 
7. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Councilmember Salomon requested that Adoption of the Urban Forest Strategic Plan, item 
7d, be removed from the Consent Calendar and placed as Action Item 8a. Upon motion by 
Councilmember Salomon, seconded by Councilmember McGlashan and unanimously 
carried, the following Consent Calendar items were approved as amended: 
 

a)  Correction to Approved April 7, 2014 Business Meeting Minutes  
 Minutes of Business Meeting of April 28, 2014 
 

b) Adoption of Council Goals 
 

c) Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Contract with Doolittle Construction, LLC 
for 2014 BST Project 

 
d) Moved to item Action Item 8a. 
 

e) Authorize the City Manager to Approve a Contract with OTAK, Inc. for the 145th 
Street Station Subarea Plan 

 
8. ACTION ITEMS 
 

a) Adoption of Urban Forest Strategic Plan 
 
Councilmember Salomon moved adoption of the plan without the amendments received 
today. Councilmember Roberts raised a point of order and asked for a motion to adopt the plan 
and then have Councilmember Salomon offer an amendment motion to remove the language. 
 
Councilmember McGlashan moved adoption of the Urban Forest Strategic Plan. The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnell.  
 
Dick Deal, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Director, commented on the language 
reviewed in the City Manager’s Report and stated that it strengthens the document, does not 
change the intent, and provides further guidance for tree planting.  
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Councilmember Salomon moved to remove the proposed language received today “views", 
and "and recognize that listed species may not be appropriate in some circumstances (for 
example, where they interfere with infrastructure and views)". The motion was seconded 
by Deputy Mayor Eggen.  
 
Councilmember McGlashan stated he will not be supporting the amendment and recognizes the 
listed tree species may not be appropriate in some circumstances, for example, when they 
interfere with infrastructure and views. Councilmember Hall commented that the language does 
not change the regulatory requirements, communicated the challenge of introducing new 
information at the last minute, and stated he will be supporting the amendment. Councilmember 
Roberts questioned the affect of adding the recommend language, specifically the word “views”, 
and asked who selects the trees to put in a right-of-way. Mr. Deal explained adding the word 
“views” to the plan formalizes the replacement process and commented on the process which 
takes into consideration the width of the right-of-way. Deputy Mayor Eggen expressed concern 
about evaluating last minute changes and commented on the value in taking time when making 
legislative decisions.  
 
Councilmember Salomon withdrew his motion to amend the main motion. 
 
Deputy Mayor Eggen moved to postpone the item to the June 2, 2014 Council Meeting. 
Councilmember McConnell seconded the motion. The motion failed 3-4 with Deputy 
Mayor Eggen, and Councilmembers McConnell and Salomon voting in favor; and Mayor 
Winstead and Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall, and Roberts in opposition. 
 
Councilmember Salomon moved to remove the proposed language received today “views, 
and recognize that listed species may not be appropriate in some circumstances (for 
example, where they interfere with infrastructure and views)”. Councilmember Hall 
seconded the motion. The motion failed 3-4 with Councilmembers Hall, Salomon, and 
Roberts voting in favor; and Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, and Councilmembers 
McGlashan and McConnell voting in opposition.  
 
A vote was taken on the main motion to adopt the Urban Strategic Plan. The main motion 
to adopt the Urban Forest Strategic Plan with the recommended language was 
unanimously approved. 

 
b) Adoption of Ordinance No. 686 Extending the Seattle City Light Franchise  

 Agreement   
 
John Norris, Assistant City Manager, recalled the May 5, 2014 presentation regarding adoption 
of Ordinance No. 686 Extending the Seattle City Light Franchise Agreement. He explained, at 
City Council’s direction, additional language was negotiated in the Vegetation Management 
Clearance Distances Section 6.9.4, and that language was added acknowledging that currently 
established and replacement trees are subject to clearance distances. He stated that the Seattle 
City Light’s standard D9-80 has been attached to the franchise, and reviewed the Shoreline 
Municipal Code Franchise Consideration requirements.   
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Councilmember McGlashan moved adoption of Ordinance 686. Councilmember 
McConnell seconded the motion.  
 
Councilmember McGlashan stated his support for the motion and expressed appreciation for the 
work completed by everyone involved in the process. Councilmember Hall asked for 
clarification on the franchise signing process. Mr. Norris stated typically the other party accepts 
the franchise after City Council authorization.  
 
 The motion was unanimously approved. 
 

c) Acceptance of the Utility Unification and Efficiency Study and Authorizing Notices  
of Intent for Assumption of Ronald Wastewater District in Accordance with the 2002  
Interlocal Operating Agreement 

 
Councilmember Roberts commented on the public comments received this evening from North 
City Water District and asked how long will it take staff to respond to the comments.  
Councilmember McConnell expressed her desire to proceed with the staff report and the 
adoption of the study. Councilmember McGlashan stated his preference to have staff respond to 
public comments prior to proceeding with the discussion.  
 
Councilmember Hall moved Acceptance of the Utility Unification and Efficiency Study and 
Authorizing Notices  of Intent for Assumption of Ronald Wastewater District in 
Accordance with the 2002  Interlocal Operating Agreement. 
  
Councilmember Hall spoke to the motion and stated he understands that the North City Water 
District (NCWD) does not support the Utility Unification & Efficiency Study (UU&ES); 
however, the City Council needs to move forward with the City’s business. He commented that 
the UU&ES is a study and not a decision, and explained that dialogue regarding the study will 
continue. Deputy Mayor Eggen commented that the UU&ES will form future decisions, asked if 
staff is able to speak to the comments, and inquired as to impending deadlines. Ms. Tarry 
responded that the Letter of Intent needs to be filed within 180 of December 9, 2013, and 
therefore Council needs to act by June 2, 2014. She stated that previous questions presented by 
Ms. Pottinger have not impacted the data and conclusions in the report, and that after skimming 
the letter provided tonight, stated the comments do not affect the outcome of the study. She 
recalled that NCWD was invited to participate in the study and declined.  
 
Mayor Winstead affirmed that staff will continue to work with Ms. Pottinger and address her 
concerns. Councilmember Roberts commented on the scope of the study. Mr. Relph responded 
that is it an overview and broad based study.  
 
Mark Relph, Public Works Director, introduced Gail Tabone, EES Consulting, and stated that 
tonight’s report focuses on the changes since the April 21, 2014 Draft Report presentation. Ms. 
Tabone presented the objectives of the final study, an overview of options, a list of direct saving 
to the utility, responded to questions from Ronald Wastewater District and NCWD, and 
highlighted the benefits to other city departments.   
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Deputy Mayor Eggen asked questions regarding administrative services and employees costs. 
Ms. Tabone responded the employee costs would be charged to the appropriate department. 
Councilmember Roberts asked if there are scenarios where the City’s cost will increase as a 
result of the assumptions, such as the use of the City Attorney, and asked about the potential for 
rate increases or additional cost to ratepayers and the City resulting from the mergers. Mr. Relph 
responded that the intent is to evenly distribute costs and he does not anticipate an additional 
increase in the general fund, but rather a demonstrated savings to Surface Water Utilities. He 
stated the study reveals a strong opportunity for savings for ratepayers and city functions. 
 
Councilmember Hall commented that his RWD bills have nearly doubled in the last 10 years and 
asked if there is a limit to how fast or how high a utility can raise its rates. Mr. Relph responded 
that he is not aware of a limit, and Ms. Tarry added that excess fund balance and fund reserve are 
not permitted.  Ms. Tabone concurred that there are no legal requirements to raising rates but 
utilities must cover their costs. Councilmember Hall recounted the past two election cycles and 
commented that the public elected RWD candidates that support the merger. 
 
Councilmember McConnell commented on being visible and accountable to Shoreline citizens 
and stated she is comfortable that the public wants the City Council to move forward on this 
issue. Deputy Mayor Eggen commented on the special purpose districts formed by cities as 
presented in Ms. Pottinger’s comments, noted that they are all out of state, and asked if staff is 
aware of municipalities moving to special purpose districts. Both Mr. Relph and Ms. Tabone 
stated they were not aware of municipalities moving to form special purpose districts.  
 
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Mayor Winstead complimented the staff on the hard work involved in the preparation of the 
study.   
 
9. STUDY ITEMS 
 

a)  Introduction to 185th Street Station Subarea DEIS 
 
Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner, and Mandy Roberts, Otak, provided the staff report. Ms. 
Roberts reviewed the project timeline, and presented the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) Process scheduled for publication on May 30, 2014; the final EIS and Subarea Plan 
Adoption process; DEIS Content and Highlights; Related Alternatives, and DEIS Topics for 
Analysis. She stated the next step in the process includes selecting a preferred alternative and 
preparing a planned action ordinance and final EIS. She anticipates the City Council’s preferred 
alternative and further analysis taking place in July or early August, the final EIS to be 
completed in October, and ready for City Council review and adoption in November/December.  
 
Ms. Roberts commented on the volume of public input and explained the public review period 
for the DEIS is scheduled for May 30 through July 10, 2014, culminating with the Planning 
Commission’s Public Hearing on July 10, 2014.  She reviewed Alternate 1 which has no 
proposed zoning changes; Alternative 2 supporting some growth; and Alternative 3 which 
supports substantial growth to the substation area. She explained that Alternatives 2 & 3 require 
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zoning changes. Ms. Redinger presented mitigation measures and commented on housing 
affordability and choices, green buildings, mix use options, zoning, utilizing incentive versus 
mandates, and stated staff will be looking for direction from the City Council. Ms. Roberts 
recommends advocating for state and federal funding for infrastructure improvements, and 
commented on increasing pedestrian and bicycle accessibility on 185th Street to the light rail 
station.   
 
Councilmembers commended staff on the work completed and expressed appreciation for public 
and community participation; reflected on the importance of this project; commented on the 
value of seeing the full build out scenario; and shared that the growth rate of 2.5% per year over 
sixty-one years does not make the growth so scary. Councilmembers questioned how staff 
arrived at the growth scenario numbers; asked about the future use of school properties; inquired 
on the level of difficulty to reconfigure the street grids and sidewalks; and questioned cottage 
housing zoning. It was pointed out that cottage housing is not appropriate in a station area zoned 
under 12 units per acre; and preference was shown for using land more efficiently supporting 
multi-story developments. Councilmembers also remarked on Alternative 3, expressed interest in 
seeing more height and density off Interstate 5, and commented on only receiving four scoping 
comments.  Ms. Roberts explained that growth scenario numbers were calculated based on 
existing zoning and proposed zoning at full capacity, and that the up-zoning land maximum build 
ability was used. She also reviewed proposed school use recommendations, stated that the 
proposed zoning map has been vetted with the public, and emphasized that good transitions are 
buffered with a R-18 zone. Ms. Redinger stated the reconfiguration of the street grid can be 
addressed in the capital project process or as redevelopment occurs, and commented that staff 
has received several comments requesting up-zoning.  
 
Ms. Redinger announced walking tours for185th are scheduled for the second Friday in the 
months of June, July, August and September from 2:00-4:00 p.m.; and for 145th they are 
scheduled for the fourth Friday in the months of June, July, August and September from 2:00-
4:00 p.m.  
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 9:34 p.m., Mayor Winstead declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Jessica Simulcik Smith, City Clerk 
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Council Meeting Date: June 2, 2014  Agenda Item:  8(a) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Adoption of Proposed Ordinance No. 688 – Stay out of Drug Area 
(SODA) 

 DEPARTMENT: Shoreline Police Department  
 City Attorney’s Office 
PRESENTED BY: Shawn Ledford, Shoreline Police Chief  
 Scott Strathy, Shoreline Police Captain  
 Chad Devore, Shoreline Police Sergeant  
 Julie Ainsworth-Taylor, Assistant City Attorney  
ACTION: _X__ Ordinance     ____ Resolution     ____ Motion                   

____ Discussion    ____ Public Hearing 
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT: 
Currently, the City does not have regulations in place that authorize the Prosecuting 
Attorney’s Office, in consultation with Shoreline Police, to request that the court prohibit 
individuals (pre-trial or post-trial) from congregating in designated areas known for drug 
use and sales or other types of related criminal activity.  Several cities in the region 
have adopted Stay-Out-of-Drug Area (SODA) regulations that provide this authority in 
their jurisdictions.  If adopted, proposed Ordinance No. 688 would provide these 
regulations in Shoreline and provide the court with specific delineated areas of the City 
known for drug-related activities to utilize for this purpose. 
 
Shoreline Police and City staff have made several presentations to the Council on 
proposed SODA regulations.  On January 27, 2014, the Shoreline Police’s Special 
Emphasis Team (SET) gave a presentation to the Council at a dinner meeting which 
included a video of narcotics transactions occurring along Aurora Avenue North. On 
April 21, 2014, Police and  City staff gave a joint presentation introducing a draft SODA 
ordinance.  The ordinance reflected, based on Police experiences, a recommendation 
for the areas to be delineated for SODA designation and establishment of enforcement 
regulations. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
There is a nominal financial impact related to the use of SODA regulations. Shoreline 
Police Officers will have the discretion to physically book an individual subject to a 
court-issued SODA Order into jail for a violation of that Order, which would incur a cost 
for jail time.  In some cases, this cost will be avoided, as the responding Officer can 
choose to cite and release that individual instead of book them into jail.  Irrespective of 
this issue however, SODA regulations will help prevent individuals or groups of 
individuals, specifically drug users and dealers, from congregating in the designated 
SODA area to engage in narcotics transactions and other illegal activity.  This type of 
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congregation often leads to other criminal acts supporting a drug habit, such as 
burglary, car prowl, shoplifting, and other crimes.  By restricting individuals and reducing 
associated illegal activity, Police resources (and costs) will be conserved. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 688 establishing 
designated SODA areas and establishing regulations for the enforcement of these 
areas. 
 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager  DT        City Attorney IS 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Currently, the City does not have regulations in place that authorize the Prosecuting 
Attorney’s Office, in consultation with Shoreline Police, to request that the court prohibit 
drug users and dealers from congregating in designated areas known for drug use, 
sales and other criminal activity.  Both police experience with problem areas and 
detailed crime analysis support the fact that there are certain areas associated with high 
narcotics activity.  For Shoreline, these include locations along Aurora Avenue North, 
the Interurban Trail, the Aurora Village Transit Center, and Echo Lake Park.  If adopted, 
proposed Ordinance No. 688, which is attached to this staff report at Attachment A, 
would provide these regulations in Shoreline and provide the court with specific 
delineated areas of the City known for drug-related activities to utilize for this purpose. 
 
On January 27, 2014, at the Council’s dinner meeting, the Police Special Emphasis 
Team (SET) advised the Council on the need for SODA regulations.  This Council 
discussion included a video of narcotics transactions occurring along Aurora Avenue 
North.  At the April 21, 2014 Council meeting, Shoreline Police and City staff presented 
the draft SODA ordinance along with supporting crime data maps.  The staff report and 
attachments for this April 21 Council discussion can be viewed at: 
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staff
report042114-8b.pdf.   
 

DISCUSSION 
 
In response to the April 21 staff report and presentation, Council raised the following 
questions and concerns regarding the proposed SODA ordinance.   The responses to 
these questions and concerns are provided in italics below. 
 
Size of the Designated SODA Area and Nexus to Criminal Activity 
Council raised a concern about the size of the SODA area.  Specifically, Council 
questioned if there was a sufficient nexus with criminal activity occurring in the SODA 
area versus activity that was occurring elsewhere in the City. 
 
Staff does not believe the size of the SODA, in and of itself, raises a legal issue.  The 
area proposed for SODA designation encompasses the full length of Aurora Avenue 
North, from the City’s southern border at 145th to its northern border at 205th.  This area 
includes the City’s primary commercial core (extending a block off Aurora in either 
direction), the Aurora Village Transit Center, and Echo Lake Park.  This generally 
mirrors Shoreline’s existing Stay-out-of-Prostitution Area (SOAP), SMC 9.10.560(D)..   
All of these areas are known for concentrated criminal activity. 
 
The proposed SODA area, which is attached to this staff report as  Attachment B, 
encompasses 0.66 square miles, which represents 5.7% of the total area of the City of 
Shoreline. Attachment C, Drug Charge and Vice Activity Maps, demonstrates the 
linkage between criminal activity in Shoreline and the boundaries of the SODA.  While 
Police and staff are recommending designation of this entire area, the court retains 
ultimate discretion in issuing a SODA order and can customize the SODA order to 
ensure the required nexus based on the facts and circumstances of the individual 
subject to that order. 
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Stakeholder Outreach 
Council asked whether the Police and/or City staff have spoken with prosecutors and 
defense attorneys about the pros and cons of SODA ordinances. 
 
Staff spoke with City of Shoreline Prosecuting Attorney Sarah Roberts about the 
proposed SODA ordinance, and Ms. Roberts explained that she did not have prior direct 
involvement with SODA orders, so had little to offer on how SODA orders function best.  
However, she did state that she sees similar orders in domestic violence cases and that 
these orders are issued both pre-trial and as part of sentencing.  Staff also sent 
requests to the Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys and the Washington 
Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers for information of their members’ experience 
with SODA.   Neither organization responded to this request.  Staff also contacted 
Professor Katherine Beckett, a criminal/sociology professor at the University of 
Washington who has authored publications on the use of exclusionary orders, including 
SODA and SOAP orders.  Information related to Beckett’s research is included in staff’s 
response to statistical data below. 
 
In addition, staff was forwarded a response received by Councilmember Roberts from 
the ACLU of Washington.  The ACLU opposes such regulations, asserting they are 
“ineffective, expensive, and waste precious tax resources that could be invested instead 
in intervention strategies that address the underlying behavior more effectively.”  The 
ACLU provided two examples of alternative programs – Seattle’s Clean Dreams pre-
arrest diversion program and the Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion program (LEAD).  
Clean Dreams was limited to the Rainier Beach area (renamed C.U.R.B.) and focused 
on peer counseling (in conjunction with assisting with jobs, housing, treatment, and 
education) and pre-arrest diversion for low-level street crimes, meaning that police can 
offer arrestees a choice between going to jail or signing up with Clean Dreams. A 2009 
study by UW Assistant Sociology Professor Alexes Harris found that entering clients 
average 7.7 prior convictions, but that when they left Clean Dreams, only 18% 
reoffended (compared to a statewide recidivism rate of 62%).  The LEAD program is a 
pilot pre-booking program to address low-level drug and prostitution crimes in Belltown 
and Skyway.  The program diverts offenders into treatment and support services 
instead of processing them through the traditional criminal justice systems. LEAD has 
been operating as a pilot program since October 2011, and plans to run until 2015; the 
overall effectiveness of the program has not been reviewed.  Staff’s research did show 
that these diversion programs do have a lower cost than traditional incarceration but the 
City would need to either contract for such services or establish a program of its own. 
 
Statistical Data 
Council asked several questions in regards to statistical data, including the number of 
arrests for drug related activity and the types of arrests, the amount of individuals who 
would be banished at any given time, the effectiveness of other jurisdiction’s SODA 
ordinances, a statistical comparison to the City’s SOAP ordinance, and jail cost data. 
 
While staff was able to compile some of this statistical data, compiling other data was 
not always possible.   Some of the requested information, such as court activity for 
SODA issuance, was simply not available.  Despite this, Police and staff attempted to 
provide as much information as possible to assist the Council in its decision-making 
process. 

8a-4



 

  Page 5  

 
• The number of arrests for drug related activity between 2009-2014, the types of 

arrests, and a map detailing this information. 
 
Attachment C provides the requested map.  Drug Charges are broken into three 
categories – felonies, misdemeanors, and investigations.  Totals are as follows: 
 

Drug Charge 
Type 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 5-year 
Total 

Annual 
Avg. 

Felony 79 48 28 39 46 240 48 
Investigation 59 47 40 28 32 206 41 
Misdemeanor 44 78 36 48 18 224 45 
Unclassified 2 0 0 5 0 7 1 
Total 184 173 104 120 96 677 135 

 
• If every individual arrested with drug-related crime was subject to a SODA order, 

how many individuals would be restricted from entering the SODA at any given 
time? 

 
Utilizing the above data, the amounts shown in the total row would represent how many 
individuals would be restricted from the SODA area per year if a judge issued a SODA 
order for every arrest.  In putting this information together, the Data Analyst attempted 
to eliminate multiple charges for a single individual in order to accurately answer the 
question raised by Council.  Council requested that this data be refined to those arrests 
that resulted in successful prosecutions but this information is not available. 
 

• Data about the effectiveness of Seattle’s SODA; specifically Seattle’s experience 
with its SODA ordinance in relationship to Aurora Avenue. 

 
Data specific to Aurora Avenue was not located.  Data that was available is from 2006 
to 2009 and is based on annual reports issued by the Seattle City Attorney’s Office.  
These reports state that the City of Seattle has limited jurisdiction over drug violations, 
as most are felonies falling under King County jurisdiction.  However, in 2006 the City 
Attorney, in cooperation with the King County Prosecutor, started an incentive-based 
program to address possession of trace amounts of controlled substances.  Under this 
program, arrested individuals are charged with an Attempted Violation of Uniform 
Substance Control Act (VUSCA) – a gross misdemeanor – and given two choices – 
their case will be dismissed in four months so long as the violator stays out of the SODA 
in which he/she was arrested or be charged with felony VUSCA.  The 2007 annual 
reports states that 79% of defendants that opted for the first choice (SODA compliance) 
did not violate the SODA order and 83% did not commit another Attempted VUSCA.  
The 2009 Annual Report shows figures from March 2006 to Dec 2009, in which the 
percentage of defendants not violating the SODA rose to 83% but the percent of 
defendants not committing another Attempted VUSCA fell to 58%.  Subsequent reports 
don’t address this program and Seattle/King County now appears to be utilizing 
L.E.A.D. for low-level offenders.  But, what these reports do show is that a vast majority 
of those subject to a SODA, at least low-level offenders, do not violate the SODA when 
incentives are attached. 
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In addition, in the Katherine Beckett 2010 article, Ms. Beckett speaks to Seattle’s SODA 
and SOAP orders being imposed on those arrested but not convicted as part of deferred 
prosecution.  The article notes that from 2001 to 2005, the proportion of sentenced 
felony drug offenders with a SODA went from about 7% to about 30% (presumably 
because the County decided to start seeking them) but, it could be inferred from this 
data that the these orders are sought/granted for about 30% of offenders. 
 

• Data relating to Shoreline’s SOAP ordinance; specifically how many individuals 
have been arrested for violating a SOAP order since the ordinance’s adoption 
and how many individuals are subject to such an order each year. 

 
The City's SOAP ordinance has been around since the City’s incorporation.  As staff 
was not able to obtain all of the data going back that far, the following information 
represents the number of individuals between 2009 and 2013 who have an underlying 
arrest of pimping or prostitution and the number of individuals that have violated a 
SOAP order.  Unfortunately, staff was not able to obtain the data for the number of 
individuals who were issued a SOAP order for these years. 
 

Vice Activity 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 5-year 
Total 

Annual 
Avg. 

Prostitution/Pimping 
Arrests 

52 38 68 44 25 227 45 

SOAP Order 
Violations 

0 1 9 2 1 13 3 

 
• Costs of jailing individuals for SODA violations; specifically the costs of jailing 

individuals who violated a SOAP order and whether that might increase if the 
SODA was adopted. 

 
Using the statistics from 2013 as an example, if all of the individuals arrested for a drug-
related offense that the City is responsible for incarcerating (misdemeanant, 
investigation, and unclassified) were issued a SODA order, then 50 individuals would be 
impacted.  However, using Seattle’s statistics for compliance (83% don’t violate the 
order); only nine (9) individuals could have been subsequently arrested in 2013 and 
jailed for a SODA violation.  Jail time probably would have been no more than a day or 
two for each SODA violation arrest.  Using the City's current King County Jail bed rate 
of $141.88 per bed day and an average of two jail days per defendant, enforcement of 
SODA violations resulting in jail time would potentially cost around $2,500 per year.  
 
Pre-Trial versus Post-Trial Issuance of SODA orders 
Council questioned both the use and the penalty for violation of a SODA order – a gross 
misdemeanor - for pre-trial SODA orders given that the individual had not been 
convicted of the underlying crime. 
 
As proposed, the SODA regulations may be utilized by the court to impose restrictions 
pre-trial or as part of a convicted individual’s sentence.  A “knowing violation” of a SODA 
order is a gross misdemeanor.  Various cities allow for the use of SODA orders for pre-
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trial and post-trial purposes (e.g. Everett, Tacoma, and Marysville).  RCW 10.66.020(4) 
and .020(5) allow for a Potential Area of Drug Trafficking (PADT) exclusion order in 
either the pre-trial or post-trial setting; RCW 10.66.090 makes a knowing violation a 
gross misdemeanor.  Washington court rules, CrR 3.2 and CrRLJ 3.2 both permit a 
judge to impose restrictions on travel or prohibitions on entering certain geographical 
areas as a condition of pre-trial release. Thus, since it is within the powers of the court 
even without SODA regulations, staff does not see a concern with including pre-trial 
SODA orders within the regulations.  In addition, Shoreline Police experience 
demonstrates the usefulness of pre-trial SODA orders in deterring arrestees from 
immediately returning to the area; which is a common occurrence.  Therefore, Shoreline 
Police and staff continue to recommend the ability to request the court to issue a SODA 
order either pre-trial or as part of sentencing. 
 
As to the penalty, staff recognizes that a SODA order is, in essence, a court order and, 
therefore, subject to a finding of contempt when it is violated.  Contempt of court 
violations result in remedial and/or punitive penalties as provided in RCW 7.21; this 
statute does not expressly provide for criminal charges and also does not restrict the 
remedial or punitive methods the court can utilize. Looking at other jurisdictions, the 
penalty for violations of SODA orders runs from re-arrest (Everett) to misdemeanor 
(Tacoma) to gross misdemeanor (Marysville).  The City’s gross misdemeanor penalty is 
patterned after RCW 10.66.090.  It is within the discretion of the Council to select the 
appropriate penalty for a knowing violation of a SODA order.  However, Police and staff 
are recommending the charge of gross misdemeanor for both pre- and post-trial orders 
to provide a strong deterrent to violating the order. 
 
First Amendment/Constitutional Rights 
Council raised concerns about the constitutionality of the SODA order in regards to 
restriction on travel and First Amendment free speech. 
 
As noted in the original staff report for the April 21 Council meeting, court cases have 
upheld the use of these types of exclusionary orders with specific reference to 
restriction on travel.  See, e.g. State v. McBride, 74 Wn. App. 460 (1994) (upholding 
RCW 10.66 PADT, stating that persons convicted of felonies may be deprived of some 
of their constitutionally guaranteed liberties and, therefore, reasonable restrictions on 
travel during community supervision do not violate a person's constitutional right to 
travel); State v. Schimelpfenig, 128 Wn. App. 224 (2005) (recognizing the ability to 
infringe upon a right to travel and analyzing banishment orders for constitutional 
limitations but noting that well-defined boundaries [such as the SODA boundaries] 
fosters the uniform enforcement of such a restriction).   
 
As to free speech, Council’s concern was that by restricting the right to enter the SODA,  
that the City would be infringing upon other rights, such as free speech.  Specifically if 
that person wished to participate in some activity within the restricted area, such as a 
political demonstration.  The only case providing any insight on this question was the 
McBride court case which, within its analysis of “overbreadth,” concluded that RCW 
10.66 did not reach constitutionally protected speech.  Thus, given the cases involving 
PADT orders and SODA orders that were cited in the April 21 staff report, staff believes 
that it is unlikely such exclusionary orders would rise to a level of violating 
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constitutionally protected rights so long as the issuing court ensures that there is a 
relationship between the crime and the restricting condition. 
 

ALTERNATIVES 
 
Based on the Council’s previous discussion and concerns, Shoreline Police and City 
staff see the following alternatives for the Council’s consideration: 
 
SODA Delineation 
The SODA boundaries are based on criminal activity documented over the past five 
years.  Police and City staff believe that these boundaries, which run the full length of 
Aurora Avenue North and incorporate the Aurora Transit Center and Echo Lake Park, 
adequately delineate areas of concern and Council should accept them.  However, if 
Council believes the designated SODA should be modified, then staff recommends that 
Council provide necessary direction for establishing the boundary and return for future 
adoption.  
 
SODA Violation 
Police and City staff believe by setting the penalty at a gross misdemeanor for both pre-
trial and post-trial violations, a SODA violation provides not only a strong deterrent, but 
uniformity in administration of the regulation.  If Council believes the penalty should be 
modified, staff recommends that Council provide necessary direction and/or propose 
amendatory language that would allow the ordinance to be adopted.  
 

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
There is a nominal financial impact related to the use of SODA regulations. Shoreline 
Police Officers will have the discretion to physically book an individual subject to a 
court-issued SODA Order into jail for a violation of that Order, which would incur a cost 
for jail time.  In some cases, this cost will be avoided, as the arresting Officer can 
choose to cite and release that individual instead of book them into jail.  Irrespective of 
this issue however, SODA regulations will help prevent individuals or groups of 
individuals, specifically drug users and dealers, from congregating in the designated 
SODA area to engage in narcotics transactions and other illegal activity.  This type of 
congregation often leads to other criminal acts supporting a drug habit, such as 
burglary, car prowl, shoplifting, and other crimes.  By restricting individuals and reducing 
associated illegal activity, Police resources (and costs) will be conserved. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 688 establishing 
designated SODA areas and establishing regulations for the enforcement of these 
areas. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A:  Proposed Ordinance No. 688, including Exhibit A 
Attachment B:  Proposed SODA Map  
Attachment C:  Drug Charge and Vice Activity Maps 
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ORDINANCE NO. 688 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, 
WASHINGTON, ADDING A SECTION TO CHAPTER 9.10 
CRIMINAL CODE OF THE SHORELINE MUNICIPAL CODE 
DESIGNATING “STAY OUT OF DRUG AREAS” (SODA) AND 
ESTBLISHING REGULATIONS FOR THE ISSUANACE AND 
ENFORCEMENT OF COURT-ISSUED SODA ORDERS. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Shoreline Municipal Code, Chapter 9.10, provides for the 

prosecution of various criminal offenses within the City of Shoreline; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that local businesses, property owners, and 
the Shoreline Police Department have reported an increase of criminal activity in 
certain areas of the City which seriously impacts the quality of life and the standard of 
commercial activity within the City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the increase in criminal activity is 
directly linked to the illegal sale, possession, and use of drugs controlled by 
Washington’s Uniform Substance Control Act, 69.50 RCW; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that because this Ordinance will 
assist the criminal justice system in dealing with drug-related criminal activity, it 
would be in the best interests of the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the 
City of Shoreline to place geographic restrictions on certain violators with respect to 
illegal drug-related activity; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to designate limited geographic areas of 
the City as “Stay Out of Drug Areas” (SODAs), recognizing that, in addition to the 
predetermined SODA areas, superior and district court judges may, on a case-by-case 
basis, issue orders with prohibited areas for defendants that are different than the 
legislatively-determined SODAs; and 
 

WHEREAS, in conjunction with these designations, the City Council deems it 
appropriate to adopt regulations for the enforcement of SODAs and penalties for 
violations of court-issued SODA orders; 
 

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SHORELINE, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
 
Section 1.  Amendment to Chapter 9.10 Criminal Code. 

Attachment A
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Section 9.10.220, Definitions, is amended and a  new section, Section 9.10.285, Stay 
Out of Drug Areas (SODA), is added to Title 9, Chapter 9.10, Criminal Code, as set 
forth in Exhibit A to this Ordinance. 
 
Section 2.  Severability. 
If any portion of this chapter is found to be invalid or unenforceable for any reason, 
such finding shall not affect the validity or enforceability of any other chapter or any 
other section of this chapter. 
 
Section 3.  Effective Date and Publication. 
A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title shall be published in the official 
newspaper of the City.  The ordinance shall take effect and be in full force on July 1, 
2014. 
 
 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JUNE 2, 2014. 
 
 
 
            

Mayor Shari Winstead 
 
 
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
            
Jessica Simulcik Smith   Ian Sievers 
City Clerk     City Attorney 
 
 
Publication Date: 
Effective Date:  July 1, 2014 

Attachment A
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Shoreline Municipal Code 
 
Title 9 – Public Peace, Morals, and Welfare; Section 9.10 Criminal Code 
Amendments  to SMC 9.10.220; New Section, SMC 9.10.285 
 
Stay Out of Drug Areas (SODA) 
 
Amendment to SMC 9.10.220 – Controlled substances – Definitions 
 
D. “Stay Out of Drug Area” (SODA) means any specifically described area, public or 

private, identified and designated by the City as an anti-drug activity emphasis area 
based on repeat incidents of narcotics-related activity occurring therein. 

 
E. “SODA Order” means an order issued by a superior,  or district court which prohibits 

or restricts a person from entering or remaining in a designated SODA. 
 
New Section, SMC 9.10.285 - STAY OUT OF DRUG AREAS 
 
A. Purpose. 

A court may issue an order prohibiting a person from entering or remaining in a 
designated “Stay Out of Drug Area” (SODA).  This prohibition is one means of 
addressing illegal drug activity; activity that the City finds is threatening the health, 
safety, and welfare of the citizens of Shoreline.  By designating specific areas, public 
or private, within the City of Shoreline as a SODA, the City, in conjunction with the 
court, is working towards eliminating illegal drug possession, use, sales and other 
criminal activity associated with these activities. 

 
B. Designation of Stay Out of Drug Areas. 

1. Certain areas of the City are designated and identified as SODAs based on 
repeat, high-level incidents of narcotics-related activities occurring within the 
area.  The perimeters of a SODA may be defined using street names or numbers 
and shall include all real property contained therein, where drug sales, 
possession of drugs, pedestrian or vehicular traffic attendant to drug activity, or 
other activity associated with drug offenses confirms a pattern associated with 
illegal drug trafficking and use.  The area shall include the full width of streets, 
alleys, and sidewalks on the perimeter, common areas, planting strips, parks and 
parking areas within the area described using the streets as boundaries. 

 
2. The following described areas are identified and designated as a SODA: 

a. Aurora Avenue North from North 145th Street to North 205th Street, 
including one block east and west of Aurora Avenue; 

b. Aurora Transit Center, located at 1524 North 200th Street; 
c. Echo Lake City Park located at 1521 North 200th Street; 
d. Interurban Trail corridor, located between North 145th Street and North 

205th Street. 
 

Attachment A 
Exhibit A 
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The boundaries of the designated SODA identified by this section shall be shown 
and delineated on the “Stay Out of Drug Area (SODA)” map accompanying the 
ordinance codified in this section and hereby incorporated by reference.   The 
SODA map shall be maintained as such and will be on file at City Hall. 
   

3. Designated SODAs shall be reviewed every two (2) years by the City Attorney 
and the Chief of Police to ensure their continued effectiveness.  
Recommendations for de-designation or modification of an existing SODA or for 
the designation of a new SODA shall be subject to approval by the City Council. 

 
C. Issuance of SODA Order. 

1. The City Attorney, after consultation with the Chief of Police, may seek a SODA 
Order from the court as a condition of pre-trial release or a condition of sentence, 
deferral, or suspension for any person. 

 
2. A court may enter a SODA Order prohibiting a person from entering or remaining 

in a designated SODA for up to one year.  The SODA Order shall be in writing 
and shall bear the following language: 

 
“Violation of this court order is a criminal offense under SMC 9.10.285 and shall 
constitute a separate criminal offense. Violators will be subject to arrest.” 

 
3. The court in its discretion may allow a person subject to a SODA order to enter a 

SODA under certain conditional exceptions.  Exceptions to the SODA order may 
include travel to and from and/or remaining in the following locations so long as 
these locations apply to or are used by the person who is subject of the SODA 
order: 

a. Place of residence; 
b. Court/government offices (while open to the public); 
c. Social services provider or treatment center; 
d. Place of employment; 
e. School; 
f. Attorney’s office; or 
g. Medical services. 

 
If the court allows for exceptions in the SODA order, the person subject to that 
order is required to have a copy of the order on his/her person whenever he/she 
is traveling through a restricted designated SODA(s).  Failure to present this 
order upon request by law enforcement is a violation of the SODA order and 
subject to the penalties set forth in this chapter.  For the purpose of this section, 
travel is defined as movement on foot or in a vehicle from one point to another 
without delay. 

 
4. Upon entering a SODA order, the clerk of the court shall forward a copy of the 

order to the City of Shoreline Police Department on or before the next judicial day 
following issuance of the order.  Upon receipt, the Shoreline Police shall enter 
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the order into the appropriate law enforcement information system, noting the 
expiration date of the SODA order. 

 
D. Notice of SODA Order. 

A person is deemed to have notice of the SODA order when: 
 

1. The signature of the person prohibited in the order is affixed to the bottom of the 
order, acknowledging receipt of the order; or 

 
2. The order otherwise indicates that either the person or the person’s attorney 

received a copy of the order. 
 
E. Enforcement Procedure. 

1. If a law enforcement officer has probable cause  to believe that a person subject 
to a SODA order is knowingly violating that order, such person may be 
apprehended and arrested without the necessity for any warrant or additional 
court order. 

 
2. The Chief of Police, in consultation with the City Attorney, shall have the authority 

to promulgate procedures for the administration of this chapter. 
 
F. Penalties. 

1. Any person who knowingly disobeys a SODA order shall be guilty of a gross 
misdemeanor. 

 
2. Any person who knowingly disobeys a SODA order may also be found in 

contempt of court. 
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Council Meeting Date:  June 2, 2014 Agenda Item: 8(b) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Adoption of Ordinance No. 691, Amending the 2014 Budget by 
Increasing the Appropriation in the Limited Tax General Obligation 
Bond Fund 2013 

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services 
PRESENTED BY: Robert Hartwig, Administrative Service Director 
ACTION: __X__ Ordinance      ____ Resolution     ____Motion                      

____ Public Hearing ____ Discussion 
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT: 
The City issued a Limited Tax General Obligation (LTGO) Bond on August 21, 2013 to 
provide funding for the purchase and improvements of the City’s North Maintenance 
(Brugger’s Bog) Facility.  When the 2014 proposed budget was developed, the 2014 
debt service payments were included in the Surface Water Utility Fund budget since the 
utility was a major benefactor of the maintenance facility and planned to participate in 
the repayment of the debt.  However, since the bond that was issued is a LTGO Bond, it 
is an obligation of the City’s governmental funds and therefore debt service payments 
should be made from the City’s General Obligation Bond Fund.  The Surface Water 
Utility is participating in the debt repayment in 2014 by paying for its share of the debt 
repayment and by loaning money to the general government for its share of the 
repayment. 
 
Proposed Ordinance No. 691 amends Section 2 of Ordinance No. 678, the ordinance 
that adopted the 2014 budget, by increasing the appropriation for the Limited Tax 
General Obligation Bond Fund 2013 by $260,823 for the 2014 debt service payments.  
The ordinance does not however reduce the Surface Water Utility debt service payment 
of $260,823, it merely reflects the proper accounting treatment of this transaction in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). 
 
Given that the first debt service payment is occurring on the same date as this 
discussion, staff recommends that Council waive their rules and adopt proposed 
Ordinance No. 691 with just two readings of the proposed ordinance.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
On June 1 the City is required to make an interest payment of $103,979, and on 
December 1, the City is required to make another interest payment of $66,844 and a 
principal payment of $90,000.  This equates to a total 2014 debt service payment of 
$260,823. Proposed Ordinance No. 691 will establish a 2014 appropriation in the 
Limited Tax General Obligation Bond Fund 2013 of $260,823 to provide funding for the 
required 2014 debt service payments. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that Council waive Council Rule 3.5 and approve Ordinance No. 691, 
amending the 2014 budget. 
 
Approved by:   City Manager  DT        City Attorney  IS 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment A:  Proposed Ordinance No. 691 
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Attachment A 
 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 691 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, 
WASHINGTON, AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 678 BY 
INCREASING THE APPROPRIATION IN THE LIMITED TAX 
GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND FUND 2013. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the 2014 Budget was adopted by Ordinance No. 678 and amended by 
Ordinance No. 685; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City issued a Limited Tax General Obligation Bond (LTGO) on 
August 21, 2013; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City is required to make the first debt service interest payment on 
this LTGO Bond in June of 2014; and 
 

WHEREAS, an interest and principal payment is also required in December of 
2014; and 
 

WHEREAS, the 2014 adopted budget does not contain an appropriation for the 
required debt service for the LTGO Bond 2013; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline is required by RCW 35A.33.075 to include all 
revenues and expenditures for each fund in the adopted budget; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SHORELINE, WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 Section 1.  Amendment.  The City hereby amends Section 2 of Ordinance No. 
678, Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, by increasing the appropriation for the 
Limited Tax General Obligation Bond Fund 2013 by $260,823 and by increasing the Total 
Funds appropriation to $77,545,848 as follows: 
             Current                  Revised 

       Appropriation        Appropriation 
 

General Fund $36,843,013  
Street Fund 1,999,037  
Code Abatement Fund 100,000  
State Drug Enforcement Forfeiture Fund 13,800  
Public Arts Fund 55,051  
Federal Drug Enforcement Forfeiture Fund 20,750  
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Property Tax Equalization Fund $0  
Federal Criminal Forfeiture Fund 316,310  
Revenue Stabilization Fund $0  
Unltd Tax GO Bond 2006 1,709,050  
Limited Tax GO Bond 2009 1,662,567  
Limited Tax GO Bond 2013 $0 260,823 
General Capital Fund 4,878,471  
City Facility-Major Maintenance Fund 90,000  
Roads Capital Fund 23,603,999  
Surface Water Capital Fund 5,602,951  
Vehicle Operations/Maintenance Fund 245,273  
Equipment Replacement Fund 127,253  
Unemployment Fund 17,500  

Total Funds $77,285,025 $77,545,848 
 

Section 2.  Effective Date.  A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title 
shall be published in the official newspaper of the City.  The ordinance shall take effect 
and be in full force five days after passage and publication. 
 
 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JUNE 2, 2014 
 
 
             

Mayor Shari Winstead   
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
             
Jessica Simulcik Smith    Ian Sievers 
City Clerk      City Attorney 
 
Publication Date:  
Effective Date:  
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Council Meeting Date:   June 2, 2014 Agenda Item:   9(a) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Continued Discussion of Concurrency and Impact Fees  
DEPARTMENT: Public Works 
PRESENTED BY: Mark Relph, Public Works Director  
 Kirk McKinley, Transportation Services Manager 
 Alicia McIntire, Senior Transportation Planner  
ACTION: ____ Ordinance        ____ Resolution     ____Motion                      

____ Public Hearing __X_ Discussion 
 

 
 
PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT: 
In 2011, Council adopted an updated Transportation Master Plan (TMP). One chapter in 
the plan discussed transportation concurrency and level of service. The plan includes 
policies identifying the transportation levels of service in the City as well as direction to 
adopt an impact fee program. These policies were adopted as part of the 2012 
Comprehensive Plan update. The TMP also includes a suggested framework for 
evaluating transportation concurrency. 
 
The City’s transportation concurrency consultant has made several presentations to 
Council explaining state law addressing transportation concurrency requirements, 
options available for implementation of an impact fee program and a description of the 
transportation concurrency framework included in the TMP. On May 12, 2014, staff 
presented two draft ordinances which establish an updated concurrency methodology 
and impact fee program for Shoreline. The presentation included the Planning 
Commission and staff’s recommendations and supporting documentation for both draft 
ordinances.  Tonight’s discussion will focus on answering Council questions generated 
during the May 12 discussion. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
There is no financial impact associated with tonight’s discussion. The resources needed 
to complete an updated concurrency methodology and impact fee program were 
allocated as part of the TMP update and are still available. Funding has also been 
allocated for development of public information handouts and internal forms as well as 
implementation training for staff once these programs are adopted. Upon adoption of an 
impact fee program, the City would begin implementing the new concurrency system 
and collecting impact fees in conjunction with building permits. Impact fees would be 
applied toward design and construction of the transportation improvements needed to 
accommodate growth and maintain the City’s adopted level of service for transportation 
facilities. Both the concurrency program and the impact fee program have a fee 
structure to capture the administrative costs associated with these programs. 
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Development of these draft ordinances represents a significant investment in both time 
and resources for the City. However, it is staff’s belief that adoption and administration 
of these programs will result in a more streamlined permitting process and will require 
less time to review the transportation impacts associated with development permit 
applications. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No formal action is required at this time. This report is for discussion purposes only. 
Council is scheduled to adopt proposed Ordinance Nos. 689 and 690 and the Rate 
Study for Impact Fees for Transportation on July 21, 2014. 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager   DT City Attorney   IS 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In 2011, Council adopted an updated Transportation Master Plan (TMP). One chapter in 
the plan discussed transportation concurrency and level of service. The plan includes 
policies identifying the transportation levels of service in the City as well as direction to 
adopt an impact fee program. These policies were adopted as part of the 2012 
Comprehensive Plan update. The TMP also includes a suggested framework for 
evaluating transportation concurrency. 
 
The City’s transportation concurrency consultant has made several presentations to 
Council explaining state law addressing transportation concurrency requirements, 
options available for implementation of an impact fee program and a description of the 
transportation concurrency framework included in the TMP. On May 12, 2014, staff 
presented two draft ordinances which establish an updated concurrency methodology 
and impact fee program for Shoreline. The presentation included the Planning 
Commission and staff’s recommendations and supporting documentation for both draft 
ordinances. 
 

BACKGROUND  
 
At the May 12, 2014 Council meeting, staff presented draft ordinances, Planning 
Commission and staff’s recommendations and supporting documentation for an 
updated concurrency methodology and impact fee program for Shoreline. The staff 
report included a detailed description of the proposed ordinances and can be viewed at 
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staff
report051214-9a.pdf. The associated presentation and Council discussion can be 
viewed at http://shorelinewa.gov/government/shoreline-city-council/live-and-video-
council-meetings.  
 
On June 9th, staff will also present a larger look at the fees associated with development 
in Shoreline and in other cities in the Puget Sound region to provide some context for 
both City's economic development goals and the implementation of transportation 
impact fees. 
 
As discussed at the May 12, 2014, some corrections to draft Ordinance No. 690 were 
needed to accurately reflect state law regarding low-income housing exemptions. 
Additionally, the draft ordinance included an incorrect citation for the date of the rate 
study. These changes have been made and are reflected in Attachment A.  
 

DISCUSSION  
 
In response to the staff report and presentation on May 12, Council raised the following 
concerns/issues. Similar issues are grouped together below, and staff responses are 
provided in italics. 
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Deferral of impact fees 
 
• Some do not favor a deferral (proposed SMC 12.35.050.F-J) but, if the City were to 

adopt a deferral of impact fees, keep it simple. A complex program just leads to 
more record keeping and potential issues in the event of bankruptcies and certain 
types of property transfers. Is the option to defer payment of impact fees included 
due to the difficulty in securing construction loans? 
 
The option for a deferral has been requested by the Master Builders Association 
(MBA) when other jurisdictions have developed impact fee regulations. The MBA 
generally represents smaller developers for whom securing construction loans can 
be more challenging than for larger developers.  
 
The impact fee statute (RCW 82.02) does not address the deferral of impacts fees 
despite several attempts by the MBA to amend the statute. In 2013, the Legislature 
was successful in enacting ESHB 1652 which required local governments collecting 
impact fees (school and transportation) for residential building permits to defer the 
payment of the fees in a manner similar to that proposed by staff. However, this bill 
(supported by MBA) was vetoed in its entirety by Governor Inslee. The Governor 
stated that delayed payments of fees could adversely affect local transportation 
services needed to support growth but that he would support a bill targeted to 
provide assistance to small builders. Thus, currently the allowance for a deferral is 
left to Shoreline’s discretion and numerous cities and counties have regulations in 
place in this regard. 

 
As written, proposed SMC 12.35.050(F) allows a deferral only for single-family 
detached residential dwelling units and is permitted until either seven days after the 
sale date or 18 months after issuance of the building permit. To receive a deferral, 
the applicant must record a covenant and lien to ensure both payment of the impact 
fee and notice to a future purchaser. While this delays the payment until the impact 
is generated, the covenant/lien requirement protects the City in those limited 
situations the deferral is utilized. 
 
Cities have taken different approaches in allowing deferrals. While some have 
similar language to that proposed by staff, others allow a variety of development 
activities to benefit from the deferral. For example, the City of Kirkland allows for 
deferral through a development agreement with payment due no later than issuance 
of the certificate of occupancy. A June 2013 report noted that Kirkland has provided 
for deferral since June 2010 and that since December 2012, only six applicants have 
deferred transportation impact fees, totaling $22,950 (in 2012 alone, Kirkland 
collected$1.2 million in fees). The City of Bellevue similarly allows for deferral 
through a development agreement. The City of Sammamish has a rather complex 
system of percentage-based deposits based on plat approval and then building 
permit issuance but does state that building permit applications for single-family 
residential may record a covenant providing for payment through escrow at the time 
of sale. The City of Renton allows for an applicant of a residential subdivision, 
building permit, or planned unit development to defer payment for all of the dwelling 
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units for either seven days or 18 months, the same time parameters being proposed 
for Shoreline, and also a requirement for recording of a covenant. 
 
Since one of the reasons for deferral was to stimulate the building industry, some 
jurisdictions deferral programs have expired or are being phased out. For example, 
Sammamish’s covenant language applies only to permits received by December 
2014. The City of Redmond currently allows for individually-permitted single family 
residential construction to defer payment until drywall/sheetrock inspection but, after 
November 2016, the fees must be paid at the time of building permit issuance.  The 
City of Olympia permitted a deferred payment option, subject to execution and 
recording of an Impact Fee Deferral Agreement, but it terminated on August 1, 
2011. Kirkland originally limited its deferral program to May 2013 but has since 
extended it. 
 
Thus, offering a deferral is a non-mandatory alternative available for the Council and 
can be tailored to assist only those types of developments/developers that the 
Council believes can benefit from the deferral. In addition, the Council can provide 
for an expiration of the deferral. 

 
Low income housing exemption 
 
• Some Councilmembers favor a low income housing exemption, but if the City is 

paying for it from the general fund, then it is really a subsidy, not an exemption, and, 
therefore, the City should require that the housing be guaranteed to remain low-
income for 50 years of affordability at 50% of the King County Area Median Income 
(KCAMI) to qualify.  Presentations about property tax exemptions show that 
affordability at 80% of KCAMI is achievable at market rates in Shoreline. Proposed 
SMC 12.35.070(G) should be changed accordingly. 

 
RCW 82.02.060 (3) establishes the authority for cities to provide an exemption from 
impact fees for low-income housing and sets up the minimum conditions a developer 
must agree to: recording a covenant that prohibits using the property for any 
purpose other than low-income housing. However, unlike, for example, RCW 
43.185A.110 which requires a recipient of an affordable housing loan to preserve the 
affordable rental housing for a minimum of 30 years, RCW 82.02.060 provides no 
mandatory time parameters for retention as low-income. Rather, RCW 82.02.060(3) 
allows for conversion but with a penalty - if the property is converted to non low-
income housing, the property owner must pay the applicable impact fees in effect at 
the time of conversion. Thus, requiring a mandatory use period is in direct contrast 
with this conversion language. 

 
That being said, developers are commonly securing loans/tax credits for these types 
of projects that establish limitations on their conversion.  As noted above, a loan 
under RCW 43.185A requires 30 years, as does the Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) program and its minimum affordability period of 30 years. A similar 
requirement is contained in SMC 20.42.230, which allows density bonuses for 
affordable housing and requires the units to remain affordable for 30 years. Thus, 
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outside conditions may be imposing the time restrictions desired without expressly 
applying them to a RCW 82.02.060(3) impact fee exemption. 
 
In addition, RCW 82.02.060 expressly defines low-income housing to mean "housing 
with a monthly expense, that is no greater than 30 percent of eighty percent of the 
median family income adjusted for family size, for the county where the project is 
located, as reported by the United States department of housing and urban 
development." Setting the requirement at 50 percent of KCAMI would be contrary to 
the statute that grants the City the authority to provide for the exemption. 
 
In the end, the City’s authority to apply the exemption lies within RCW 82.02.060 
and it contains well-defined sideboards. Any exemption allowed by the SMC should 
conform to these statutory requirements. Staff has modified draft Ordinance No. 690 
(Attachment A) for consistency with RCW 82.02.060 as described above. If there is 
concern that too much future housing would qualify for an exemption, Council could 
potentially put in a cap on the number of units that could be eligible for the impact 
fee exemption. However, due to the complexity associated with administering this 
allowance, staff does not recommend establishing a cap. 

 
Vesting 
 
• Some Councilmembers did not like the language in SMC 20.60.140.C.2.f because 

every building permit becomes vested once it is deemed complete and there is still 
some legal ambiguity about vesting building permits based on vested subdivisions, 
even after the Noble Manor case. In the impact fee ordinance, the City says it is the 
building permit that triggers the impact, not the subdivision. So does this language 
mean that building permits don't pay if they are already vested or does it mean that 
building permits don't pay if the buildings were anticipated by a prior vested 
subdivision application? Council understood that this will not matter for commercial 
or multi-family, which will be the bulk of future residential development, but there 
was a concern that the City may have to stipulate to a court finding that extends 
Washington’s extremely generous vesting laws beyond what the legislature has put 
into statute already. Thus, a suggestion was made that would tie the intent of this to 
a specific date. That is, "Any building permit for which an application was deemed 
complete prior to the effective date of this ordinance." Another Council suggestion 
was to make this effective immediately. If staff prefer to choose a date certain in the 
future for an effective date, as long as it aligns the impact fee with the projects 
needed as of the effective date, this could be acceptable to some members of 
Council.  

 
The language of .140(C) states that the City will not issue a building permit unless 
concurrency has been passed or the permit is exempt. Even if a subdivision has 
been approved, the newly created lots would be subject to the City’s impact fee if the 
building permit applications are submitted after the effective date of draft Ordinance 
No. 690. Any building permits that are vested prior to the effective date of this 
ordinance will not be required to pay impact fees. Additional language can be 
included in the ordinance to clarify this issue.  
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Updates to the rate study 
 
• For the definition of rate study, should the following be added: "or as it is later 

amended" or something to that effect, so that the City does not have to amend the 
definition if a new rate study is done? 

• When would the City adjust the impact fee? 
 

Future updates and revisions to the City’s impact fee are likely to accompany 
changes to the City’s Transportation Master Plan and/or Comprehensive Plan. The 
City would also revisit the impact fee if level of service is being compromised in 
unforeseen areas and new projects are needed. Council will want to review any 
future updates or revisions to the impact fee, including the rate study. Additionally, 
draft Ordinance No. 690 incorporates the rate table. Therefore, staff does not 
recommend amending the definition of “rate study”. 

 
Relationship to SEPA mitigation 
 
• In SMC 12.35.070.E, is it clear that this only applies if that decision was made prior 

to the effective date of this ordinance?  
 

If an applicant pays a SEPA mitigation fee for any of the six system improvements 
that are the basis of the impact fee, or if any SEPA mitigation has been ordered for 
portions of any of those projects, the applicant providing the SEPA mitigation is 
entitled to a credit against their impact fee. RCW 82.02.100 prohibits the City from 
requiring a person paying a SEPA mitigation fee for system improvements to pay an 
impact fee for those same system improvements. 
 

Change of land use 
 
• How is the impact fee calculated when there is a change of land use in an existing 

building? 
 

For developed properties that experience a change of land use, if no impact fee was 
paid for the immediately preceding use, the impact fee for the new use will be 
reduced by an amount equal to the current impact fee rate for the immediately 
preceding use. Buildings vacant for less than twelve months would be assessed with 
a reduction based on the most recent legally established use, and those vacant for 
twelve months or more would pay the full impact fee for the new use. Because 
impact fees are calculated based upon broad categories, land use changes within a 
category would not require payment of impact fees. 
 

Timing for adoption of an impact fee program 
 
• What is the best time to adopt an impact fee program? 

 
Jurisdictions have adopted impact fee programs during a variety of economic 
conditions. Research has shown that impact fees have not stalled development nor 
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has reducing or eliminating impact fees served as a mechanism to stimulate 
development.  
 

Improvements to 145th Street 
 
• Should the City annex 145th Street, would the City amend the impact fees to include 

improvements to the roadway? 
 

Because RCW 82.02 defines public facilities to mean those facilities owned and 
operated by the City, and the 145th Street section between Aurora Avenue N (SR 99) 
and Bothell Way NE (SR 522) is a state highway, impact fees could not be collected 
and applied to projects on this segment of the roadway. Projects on the remaining 
segment from Greenwood Avenue N to Aurora Avenue N could be included if they 
are needed to correct anticipated future deficiencies. Similarly, if the corridor is 
declassified as a state highway, the City would be able to include projects needed to 
accommodate growth as part of the impact fees. Depending upon how many 
projects remain for completion, identification of a new project(s) could result in an 
increased impact fee. Improvements to the I-5 interchange could not be funded by 
impact fees. 
 

Exemptions/reductions for specific land uses 
 
• Can the City reduce the impact fee for certain uses, such as restaurants? 
• Can the City exempt all commercial uses and charge for residential uses only? 
 

While RCW 82.02 does not call out “economic development” as a specific exemption 
possibility (as it does for affordable housing) it does say the City can provide for an 
exemption when it has a “broad public purpose.” It could be argued that economic 
development is a broad public purpose. 
 
Staff researched this issue and found that there are not many cities implementing 
this type of exemption (only two were found during staff’s limited investigation). The 
City of Bonney Lake specifically allows for adjustments for economic development. 
The purpose of these adjustments (which can be up to 100%) is to encourage 
certain types of business in certain areas of the city. Bonney Lake’s municipal code 
sets up a pretty elaborate process from the designation of the areas to eligibility 
criteria for businesses seeking an exemption. The City pays for the 
exempted/adjusted funds, which come from an “earmark fund” that the city has set 
up specifically for this purpose. As stated previously, and demonstrated by Bonney 
Lake, the amount of any exemptions from the City’s impact fee will need to be 
covered by the City.  
 
The City of North Bend has adopted an adjustment in the table rates for certain 
types of businesses in a desire to promote those businesses.  North Bend did not 
create a system like Bonney Lake, however, and simply created a reduction for four 
categories of land use before posting on the table.  
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Staff does not believe it is illegal or impossible to create an exemption/reduction for 
certain types of development that the City wants to draw in under the concept of 
“broad public purpose”. It is important to note that it is an exemption that the City 
must then pay for by providing the funding for growth projects. Additionally, the City 
cannot raise the impact fee for other uses in order to make up the loss from the 
exemption(s).   
 
Developing criteria and a rationale for providing an exemption/reduction based on 
economic development will be a complicated process. The City will need to address 
the following issues if choosing to do so: 
 
1. Any impact fee amount that is waived or reduced for "broad public purposes" has 

to be paid by the City from public funds other than impact fees (RCW 
82.02.060.2). Therefore, a City policy to encourage economic development by 
waiving impact fees goes beyond the loss of impact fee revenue to the City and 
requires the City to pay for the economic development's impact fees. 

2. Would using "public funds other than impact fees" to pay the impact fees for a 
private "economic development" violate Washington's constitutional prohibition of 
the use of public funds for private purposes? This is a legal question to be 
considered. 

3. What would be the definition of "economic development"? What type of 
development would qualify for a waiver or reduction, and what type of 
development would not qualify? 

4. How would the City avoid making arbitrary decisions in defining economic 
development and/or deciding which applicants qualify for economic development 
waivers or reductions? 

5. How will the City be assured that the "economic development" for which the City 
pays the impact fees will not go out of business and leave the City with the cost 
of the waived impact fees but no economic benefit?  

 
Interlocal agreements 
 
• Can neighboring jurisdictions enter into agreements to collect impact fees when 

development in one city will impact the transportation network of another? 
 

Yes. An example is the reciprocal impact fees adopted by Bellevue and Redmond 
for the Overlake area. The program involved significant technical analysis and traffic 
modeling to document the impacts of development in each City on the transportation 
network of the other city. Generally the payments to each city are not equal, as the 
impact fees vary. Extensive negotiations were needed to bring each City to the point 
where they could accept the differences in impact fee rates and revenues. The final 
result is that the applicant is required to pay two impact fees to the City that issues 
the building permit. One impact fee is retained by the City for the impacts on its own 
streets. The second impact fee is transferred by the City to the other City to pay for 
the impacts of the development on the other City’s streets. 
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Point Wells development 
 
• Would the Point Wells development be subject to the City’s impact fee? 

 
Because the property is not currently located in Shoreline, the developer would not 
be subject to the City’s impact fees, but is required to provide mitigation as part of 
the SEPA process. Please note that the anticipated growth at this site was not 
included in the City’s traffic model so that the impacts of this development would be 
identified and mitigated separately. 
 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 
 
The draft concurrency methodology was presented to the Planning Commission for 
review and discussion on March 6, 2014. A public hearing was held on March 20, 2014 
and the Planning Commission adopted their recommendation to Council, incorporated 
into Draft Ordinance No. 689 (Attachment A) as Exhibit A, at that time. Attachment D of 
the May 12, 2014 Council packet contains the record of the Planning Commission 
deliberations and recommendation. Council held their first discussion of the proposed 
concurrency methodology and impact fee program (Draft Ordinance Nos. 689 and 690, 
respectively) and the Rate Study for Impact Fees for Transportation on May 12, 2014. 
 
Prior to presenting to the Planning Commission in March, staff contacted Shoreline’s 
regional representative of the Master Builders’ Association (Jennifer Anderson, South 
Snohomish County Manager) to notify them of the City’s efforts to update its 
concurrency methodology and adopt an impact fee program. Staff and Ms. Anderson 
discussed the process to date and the anticipated Planning Commission and City 
Council schedules for this process. Staff offered to meet with her to discuss and answer 
any questions. After the initial Planning Commission meeting, Ms. Anderson contacted 
staff to discuss the impact fee. Staff sent her a link to the May 12, 2014 Council packet 
along with the revised schedule for Council adoption and extended the offer to meet 
with her again. On May 13, 2014, staff met with Ms. Anderson to discuss Shoreline’s 
proposed transportation impact fee. Ms. Anderson’s questions and the City’s response 
to each are included as Attachment D. 
 

COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED 
 
City Council Goal 2 is to “Improve Shoreline’s utility, transportation, and environmental 
infrastructure”. The TMP identifies the necessary transportation improvements to 
accommodate growth over the next twenty years and maintain the City’s adopted 
transportation LOS. Adoption of the updated concurrency methodology coupled with an 
impact fee program will help the City fund design and construction of the needed 
improvements. 
 

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 

There is no financial impact associated with tonight’s discussion. The resources needed 
to complete an updated concurrency methodology and impact fee program were 
allocated as part of the TMP update and are still available. Funding has also been 
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allocated for development of public information handouts and internal forms as well as 
implementation training for staff once these programs are adopted. Upon adoption of an 
impact fee program, the City would begin implementing the new concurrency system 
and collecting impact fees in conjunction with building permits. Impact fees would be 
applied toward design and construction of the transportation improvements needed to 
accommodate growth and maintain the City’s adopted level of service for transportation 
facilities. Both the concurrency program and the impact fee program have a fee 
structure to capture the administrative costs associated with these programs. 
 
Development of these draft ordinances represents a significant investment in both time 
and resources for the City. However, it is staff’s belief that adoption and administration 
of these programs will result in a more streamlined permitting process and will require 
less time to review the transportation impacts associated with development permit 
applications. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
No formal action is required at this time. This report is for discussion purposes only. 
Council is scheduled to adopt proposed Ordinance Nos. 689 and 690 and the Rate 
Study for Impact Fees for Transportation on July 21, 2014. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A:  Draft Ordinance No. 689 
Attachment B:  Revised Draft Ordinance No. 690 
Attachment C:  Rate Study for Impact Fees for Transportation 
Attachment D: Response to questions from the Master Builders Association 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 689 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, 
WASHINGTON, AMENDING SECTION 20.60.140 
“ADEQUATE STREETS” SO AS TO CLARIFY THE 
CONCURRENCY REQUIREMENT FOR NEW 
DEVELOPMENT; PROVIDING FOR EXEMPTIONS FROM 
THE CONCURRENCY TEST; AND AMENDING SECTION 
20.20 DEFINITIONS. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Shoreline is a non-charter optional municipal code 

city as provided in Title 35A RCW, incorporated under the laws of the state of 
Washington, and planning pursuant to the Growth Management Act (GMA), Chapter 
36.70A RCW; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City, as required by the GMA, adopted and has subsequently 
revised a Comprehensive Plan which includes a Transportation Element that plans for 
adequate transportation facilities and sets levels of service and 
 

WHEREAS, the City’s Transportation Element is based on an analysis of 
levels of services, needed improvements to the transportation system and a framework 
for transportation concurrency set forth in the 2011 Transportation Management Plan 
(2011 TMP); and 
 

WHEREAS, in 2000 the City adopted Shoreline Municipal Code Title 20, the 
Unified Development Code, to implement the Comprehensive Plan; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Unified Development Code, Chapter 20.60 Subchapter 4 
includes regulations to ensure adequate streets will be maintained, including levels of 
service and concurrency requirements; and 
 

WHEREAS, RCW 36.70A.070(6)(b) specifically requires adoption and 
enforcement of an ordinance which prohibits development approval if the 
development causes the level of service on a locally-owned transportation facility to 
decline below the standards adopted in the Transportation Element unless 
transportation improvements or strategies to accommodate the impacts of 
development are made concurrent with the development; and 

 
WHEREAS, On March 20, 2014, the Planning Commission held a publically-
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noticed open record public hearing in order to provide interested members of the 
public an opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments. The Planning 
Commission’s recommendations were submitted to the City Council for the Council’s 
initial discussion session on May 12, 2014; and 
 

WHEREAS, on July 21, 2014, the City Council held a publically-noticed open 
record public hearing at which interested members of the public were invited to 
comment on the proposed amendments; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106, the City has provided the 
Washington State Department of Commerce with a 60-day notice of its intent to adopt 
the amendment(s) to its Unified Development Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, the SEPA Responsible Official for the City of Shoreline has 
determined that this amendment to the Unified Development Code is categorically 
exempt from SEPA review pursuant to WAC 197-11-800(19); 
 

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SHORELINE, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  Amendment. 
Title 20 of the Shoreline Municipal Code, is amended as set forth in Exhibit A to this 
Ordinance, amending SMC 20.20 Definitions and SMC 20.60.140 Adequate Streets. 
 
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, by a court of competent jurisdiction, such unconstitutionality or 
invalidity shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of the remaining portions of 
this ordinance or its application to any other person or circumstance. 
 
Section 3.  Publication and Effective Date. 
A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title shall be published in the official 
newspaper of the City.  The ordinance shall take effect and be in full force on 
________________, 2014. 
 
 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 21, 2014. 
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Mayor Shari Winstead  
 
 
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
            
Jessica Simulcik Smith   Ian Sievers 
City Clerk            City Attorney 
 
 
 
Publication Date:  
Effective Date:   
  

9a-14



 
 
 4  

EXHIBIT A 
ADEQUATE STREETS “CONCURRENCY” REGULATIONS 

 
 

SMC 20.60.140 Adequate Streets is hereby amended as follows: 
 
The intent of this subchapter is to ensure that public streets maintain an adequate 
level of service (LOS) as new development occurs. The purpose of this chapter 
is to set forth specific standards providing for the City’s compliance with the 
concurrency requirements of the State Growth Management Act (GMA), 36.70A 
RCW. The GMA requires that adequate transportation capacity is provided 
concurrently with development to handle the increased traffic projected to result 
from growth and development in the city. The purpose of this chapter is to ensure 
that the city’s transportation system shall be adequate to serve the future 
development at the time the development is available for occupancy without 
decreasing current service levels below established minimum standards. 
 
A. Level of Service. The level of service standard that the City has selected as the 
basis for measuring concurrency is as follows: 
 

1. LOS D at signalized intersections on arterial streets and at 
unsignalized intersecting arterials; or 
 
2. A volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.90 or lower for principal and 
minor arterials. 
 

The V/C ratio on one leg of an intersection may exceed 0.90 when the 
intersection operates at LOS D or better. 
 
These level of service standards apply throughout the City unless an alternative 
level of service for a particular streets or streets has been adopted in the 
Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element. 
 
B. Development Proposal Requirements. All new proposals for development 
that would generate 20 or more new trips during the p.m. peak hour must submit 
a traffic study transportation impact analysis prepared by the applicant in 
accordance with the standards established in the City’s Engineering Development 
Manual at the time of application. The estimate of the number of trips for a 
development shall be consistent with the most recent edition of the Trip 
Generation Manual, published by the Institute of Traffic Engineers.  
 
1.  The traffic impact analysis shall include, at a minimum, an analysis of the 

following:  
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a. An analysis of origin/destination trip distribution proposed; 
 
b. The identification of any intersection that would receive the 
addition of 20 or more trips during the p.m. peak hour; and 
 
c. An analysis demonstrating how impacted intersections could 
accommodate the additional trips and maintain the LOS standard. 

 
2. If the traffic impact analysis identifies one or more intersections at which the 

adopted LOS standards are exceeded, the applicant shall mitigate the impacts 
in order to achieve and maintain the adopted LOS standard. 
 

C. Concurrency Required – Development Approval Conditions. A development 
proposal that will have a direct traffic impact on a roadway or intersection that 
causes it to exceed the adopted LOS standards, or impacts an intersection or a 
road segment currently operating below a level of service identified in subsection 
B of this section, will not meet the City’s established concurrency threshold and 
shall not be approved unless: 
 

1. The applicant agrees to fund or build improvements within the 
existing right-of-way that will attain the LOS standards; or 
 
2. The applicant achieves the LOS standard by phasing the project or 
using transportation demand management (TDM) techniques or 
phasing the development proposal as approved by the City of 
Shoreline to reduce the number of peak hour trips generated by the 
project to attain LOS standards.  
 

C. Concurrency Requirement. The City shall not issue a building permit until: 
 
1. A concurrency test has been conducted and passed, or 
 
2. The building permit has been determined to be one of the following 
that are exempt from the concurrency test: 
 

a. Alteration or replacement of an existing residential structure 
that does not create an additional dwelling unit or change the 
type of dwelling unit. 
 
b. Alteration or replacement of an existing nonresidential 
structure that does not expand the usable space or change the 
existing land use as defined in the land use categories as set 
forth in the impact fee analysis land use tables. 
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c. Miscellaneous improvements that do not generate increased 
need for public facilities, including, but not limited to, fences, 
walls, residential swimming pools, and signs; 
 
d. Demolition or moving of a structure. 
 
e. Any building permit for development that creates no 
additional impacts, insignificant and/or temporary additional 
impacts on any transportation facility, including, but not limited 
to: 
 

i. Home occupations that do not generate any additional  
demand for transportation facilities; 
 
ii. Special events permits; 
 
iii. Temporary structures not exceeding a total of 30 
days; 
 

f. Any building permit issued to development that is vested to 
receive a building permit pursuant to RCW 19.27.095 
 
 

D. Available Capacity for Concurrency  
 
1. The City shall determine the available capacity for concurrency as 
of the effective date of this ordinance and record it in the Concurrency 
Trip Capacity Balance Sheet. 
 
2. The City shall update the available capacity in the Concurrency 
Trip Capacity Balance Sheet within twelve (12) months of any of the 
events listed below.   
 

a. Update or amendment of the City’s Transportation element as 
it relates to concurrency management.  
 
b. Total traffic volume increases by 30 percent compared to 
traffic volume at the time the Concurrency Trip Capacity 
Balance Sheet was created, or was updated with new data from 
the traffic model. 
 
c. More than 50 percent of the available capacity in the most 
recent calculation of available capacity has been reserved as a 
result of concurrency tests conducted by the City. 
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3. If none of the events listed in subsection 2 occurs within seven 
years of the most recent calculation of the available capacity, the City 
will update the available capacity recorded in the Concurrency Trip 
Capacity Balance Sheet.  
 
4. Each update of available capacity in the Concurrency Trip Capacity 
Balance Sheet shall carry forward the reservations of capacity for any 
building permits for development that has not been completed prior to 
the update of available capacity.   

 
5. In order to monitor the cumulative effect of exemptions from the 
concurrency test on the available capacity, the City shall adjust the 
available capacity in the Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet to 
record the number of p.m. peak hour trips generated by exempt 
building permits in the same manner as though a concurrency test had 
been performed for the exempt building permits. 
 

E. Concurrency Test. 
 
1. Each applicant for a building permit that is not exempt from the 
concurrency test as provided in SMC 20.60.140(C)(2) shall submit the 
type of development to be constructed pursuant to the building permit, 
the number of square feet of each type of development, and the 
number of dwelling units.  
 
2. The City shall perform a concurrency test for each application for a 
building permit that is not exempt from the concurrency test.   
 
3. The concurrency test is passed if the number of trips from an 
applicant's proposed development is equal to or less than available 
capacity in the Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet that has 
been adjusted to subtract reserved trips . If the concurrency test is 
passed the City shall record the concurrency test results in the 
Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet in order to reduce the 
available capacity by the number of trips that will be generated by the 
applicant’s development. The reservation of capacity shall be valid for 
the same time as the building permit for which it was reserved. 
 
4. The concurrency test is not passed if the number of trips from an 
applicant's proposed development is greater than available capacity 
after it has been adjusted to subtract reserved trips. If the concurrency 
test is not passed, the applicant may select one of the following 
options: 
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a. Amend the application to reduce the number of trips 
generated by the proposed development, or 
 
b. Provide system improvements or strategies that increase the 
city-wide available capacity by enough trips so that the 
application will pass the concurrency test, or 
 
c. Appeal the denial of the application for a concurrency test, 
pursuant to the provisions of subsection H of this section, or 
 

5. The City shall conduct concurrency tests for multiple applications 
impacting the same portions of the transportation network/intersection 
chronologically in accord with the date each application was deemed 
complete pursuant to SMC 20.30.110. 
 
6. A concurrency test, and any results, shall be administrative actions 
of the City that are categorically exempt from the State Environmental 
Policy Act. 
 

F. Reservation of Availability Capacity Results of Concurrency Test 
 
1.  Upon passage of a concurrency test, the City shall reserve capacity 
on behalf of the applicant in the Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance 
Sheet. 
 
2. A reservation of available capacity shall be valid for the same 
period as the approved building permit for which it was made, and 
may be extended according to the same terms and conditions as the 
underlying building permit. 
 
3. A reservation of available capacity is valid only for the uses and 
intensities authorized for the building permit for which it is issued.  
Any change in use or intensity is subject to an additional concurrency 
test of the incremental increase in impact on transportation facilities. 
 
4. A reservation of available capacity is non-transferrable to another 
parcel of land or development proposal.  A reservation of available 
capacity may be transferred to a subsequent purchaser of the land for 
the same uses and intensities.   
 
5. A reservation of available capacity shall expire if the underlying 
building permit expires; the application or permit is withdrawn by the 
applicant; the permit is revoked by the City; application approval is 
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denied by the City; or the determination of completeness expires. 
 

G. Fees. 
 
1. The City shall charge each applicant for a building permit that is not 
exempt from this section a concurrency test fee in an amount to be 
established by resolution by the City Council.   
 
2. The City shall charge a processing fee to any individual that 
requests an informal analysis of capacity if the requested analysis 
requires substantially the same research as a concurrency test. The 
amount of the processing fee shall be the same as the concurrency test 
fee authorized by subsection G.1. 
 
3. The fees authorized in subsections G.1 or G.2 of this section shall 
not be refundable, shall not be waived, and shall not be credited 
against any other fee. 
 

H. Appeals.  Determinations and decisions by the Director that are appealed by 
an applicant shall follow the procedures of SMC 20.30 for an Administrative 
Decision-Type B. 

 
I. Authority. The Director of Public Works, or his/her designee, shall be 
responsible for implementing and enforcing the concurrency requirements of this 
chapter. The Director of the Department of Public Works is authorized to adopt 
guidelines for the administration of Concurrency, which may include the adoption 
of procedural rules to clarify or implement the provisions of this section. 
 
 

SMC 20.20.010 is hereby amended to add the following definition: 
 
“Available Capacity” means the number of motor vehicle trips that can be 
accommodated by the transportation facilities during the p.m. peak period for current 
and planned development while maintaining the adopted level of service standards. 
Available capacity is calculated as set forth in the table below: 
 
Step 1 Calculate the baseline total number of trips on the existing City-

wide network of transportation facilities during the p.m. peak 
period using the most recent traffic counts. 

Step 2 Identify any existing deficiencies of transportation facilities 
compared to the level of service standards set forth in SMC 
20.60.140(A). 

Step 3 Identify capital improvements that will eliminate existing 
deficiencies identified in Step 2. 
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Step 4 Add the improvements from Step 3 to the existing network to 
create the current non-deficient network 

Step 5 Add future development to the current land use.   
Step 6 Identify any future deficiencies of the current non-deficient 

network of transportation facilities compared to the level of 
service standards set forth in SMC 20.60.140(A). 

Step 7 Identify capital improvements that will eliminate future 
deficiencies identified in Step 6. 

Step 8 Add the improvements from Step 7 to create the improved 
network 

Step 9 Calculate the total number of future trips on the improved 
network of transportation facilities during the p.m. peak period 
by the combined total of current and planned development. 

Step 10 Calculate the available capacity by subtracting the baseline trips 
as calculated in Step 1 from the future trips as calculated in Step 
9.  

Step 11 Record the available capacity as the beginning balance in the 
City’s Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet conducted by 
the City pursuant to Step 10. 

 
SMC 20.20.014 is hereby amended to add the following definition: 
 
"Concurrency" means the level of service standard will be achieved and maintained 
for new development by adequate transportation facilities that are in place or will be 
completed no later than six (6) years after occupancy of development. 
 
"Concurrency Test" means a comparison of the number of motor vehicle trips that will 
be generated during the p.m. peak period by development to the available capacity of 
transportation facilities. 
 
“Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet” means the document created and 
maintained by the City to record the available capacity, reservations of capacity, and 
the balance of the available capacity that has been adjusted to reflect reserved trips.  
 
SMC 20.20.032 is hereby amended to add the following definition: 
 

"Level of Service Standard" means the levels of service in SMC 20.60.140.A. For 
the purpose of determining capacity for concurrency, the level of service 
standards shall be compared to the actual levels of service at the p.m. peak period. 

 
 
SMC 20.20.044 is hereby amended to add the following definition: 
 
"Reserve" and “Reservation” means to set aside or otherwise note in the City's 
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Concurrency Trip Capacity Balance Sheet in a manner that assigns capacity to the 
applicant’s building permit and prevents the same capacity from being assigned to any 
other applicant. 
 
SMC 20.20.048 is hereby amended to add the following definition: 
 
"Transportation Facilities" for the purpose of Concurrency means those roads and 
streets functionally classified as principal and minor arterials.  “Transportation 
Facilities” also means signalized intersections on arterial streets and unsignalized 
intersecting arterials.  “Transportation Facilities” does not include those facilities 
specifically identified as exempt in the City’s Transportation Master Plan.  
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 690 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, 
WASHINGTON, ADDING A NEW CHAPTER TO TITLE 12, 
STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES, CHAPTER 
12.35 “IMPACT FEES” TO THE SHORELINE MUNICIPAL 
CODE AUTHORIZING THE COLLECTION OF IMPACT 
FEES FOR TRANSPORTATION FROM NEW 
DEVELOPMENT; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 3.01 FEE 
SCHEDULES. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Shoreline City Council finds that new growth and 

development in the City of Shoreline will create additional demand and need for 
transportation facilities; and 
 

WHEREAS, in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 82.02.050(1), the 
Legislature has stated its intent is to allow the cities to require that new growth and 
development within their boundaries pay a proportionate share of the cost of system 
improvements to serve such new development activity through the assessment of 
impact fees for transportation facilities; and 
 

WHEREAS, in RCW 82.02.050(2), the Legislature has authorized cities to 
impose impact fees subject to the requirements of RCW 82.02.050(3) and (4); and 
 

WHEREAS, RCW 82.02.090(3) defines “impact fee” as a payment of money 
imposed upon development as a condition of development approval to pay for public 
facilities needed to serve new growth and development, and that is reasonably related 
to the new development that creates additional demand and need for public facilities, 
that is a proportionate share of the cost of the public facilities, and that is used for 
facilities that reasonably benefit the new development; and 
 

WHEREAS, RCW 82.020.050(1)(b) and RCW 82.020.060 provide that the 
City may enact a local ordinance providing for impact fees and the limitations and/or 
extent that the local ordinance can provide for the impact fees; and 
 

WHEREAS, RCW 82.020.070(2) provides that impact fees shall be expended 
only in conformance with the Capital Facilities Plan Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan; and 
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WHEREAS, the City Council finds that building permits issued by the City are 
the specific development approval of development activity in the City that can create 
additional demand and need for transportation facilities; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that development activities authorized by 
building permits for, but not limited to new residential, commercial, retail, office, and 
industrial development in the City will create additional demand and need for system 
improvements to transportation facilities in the City, and the City Council finds that 
such new growth and development should pay a proportionate share of the cost of 
system improvements needed to serve the new growth and development; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the public interest, and 
consistent with the intent and purposes of the Growth Management Act (GMA),  
36.70 RCW, and consistent with RCW 82.02.060(1), for the City to adopt impact fees 
which are uniform to the greatest extent practicable; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City has conducted extensive research documenting the 
procedures for measuring the impact of new growth and development on 
transportation facilities, and has prepared the “Rate Study for Impact Fees for 
Transportation,” City of Shoreline, dated April 24, 2014 (“Rate Study”) which utilizes 
methodologies for calculating the maximum allowable impact fees that are consistent 
with the requirements of RCW 82.02.060(1); and 
 

WHEREAS, in developing the impact fees for transportation facilities, the City 
has provided adjustments for past and future taxes paid or to be paid by new growth 
and development, which are allocated or proratable to the same new transportation 
facilities that will serve the new growth and development; and 
 

WHEREAS, the purpose and intent of this chapter is to authorize the 
collection of impact fees for transportation facilities and to provide for certain other 
matters in connection therewith; and  
 

WHEREAS, on July 21, 2014, the City Council held a publically-noticed open 
record public hearing at which interested members of the public were invited to 
comment on the proposed amendments; 
 
 

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SHORELINE, WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

 
Section 1.  Amendment to Title 12 Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 
A new chapter, Chapter 12.35, Impact Fees for Transportation, is added to Title 12 as 
set forth in Exhibit A to this Ordinance. 
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Section 2.  Amendment to Chapter 3.01 Fee Schedules. 
A new section, Section 3.01.015 Transportation Impact Fees, is added to Chapter 3.01 
as set forth in Exhibit B to this Ordinance. 
 
Section 3.  Severability. 
If any portion of this chapter is found to be invalid or unenforceable for any reason, 
such finding shall not affect the validity or enforceability of any other chapter or any 
other section of this chapter. 
 
Section 4.  Effective Date and Publication. 
A summary of this ordinance consisting of its title shall be published in the official 
newspaper of the City.  The ordinance shall take effect and be in full force on 
______________, 2014. 
 
 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON JULY 21, 2014. 

 
 
 
            

Mayor Shari Winstead   
 
 
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
            
Jessica Simulcik Smith   Ian Sievers 
City Clerk            City Attorney 
 
 
Publication Date: 
Effective Date: 
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES 
EXHIBIT A 

 
Title 12, Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places is amended to add: 
 

12.40.010  Authority and Incorporation by Reference. 
A. Pursuant to RCW 82.02.050 – 100, the City adopts impact fees for 
transportation.   
 
B. The rate study “Rate Study for Impact Fees for Transportation,” City of 
Shoreline, dated April 24, 2014 (“Rate Study”) documents the extensive research 
concerning the procedures for measuring the impact of new developments on 
public transportation facilities. The rate study, City Clerk’s Recording Number 
XXXX, is fully incorporated by reference. 
 
C. The Council adopts this chapter to assess impact fees for transportation.  The 
provisions of this chapter shall be liberally construed in order to carry out the 
purposes of the Council in providing for the assessment of impact fees. 
 
12.40.020  Definitions. 
For purposes of this chapter, if not defined below, the definitions of words and 
phrases set forth in SMC 1.05.050, SMC 20.20, and RCW 82.02.090 shall apply 
to this chapter or they shall be given their usual and customary meaning. 
 
“Applicant” is any person, collection of persons, corporation, partnership, an 
incorporated association, or any other similar entity, or department or bureau of 
any governmental entity or municipal corporation obtaining a building permit.  
Applicant includes an applicant for an impact fee credit. 
 
“Building permit” means written permission issued by the City empowering the 
holder thereof to construct, erect, alter, enlarge, convert, reconstruct, remodel, 
rehabilitate, repair, or change the use of all or portions of a structure having a roof 
supported by columns or walls and intended for the shelter, housing, or enclosure 
of any individual, animal, process, equipment, goods, or materials of any kind.  
 
“Capital facilities plan” means the capital facilities element of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan adopted pursuant to RCW 36.70A and such plan as 
amended. 
 
“Director” means the Director or designee of the Department of Public Works. 
 
“Encumbered” means to reserve, set aside, or otherwise earmark impact fees in 
order to pay for commitments, contractual obligations, or other liabilities incurred 
for system improvements. 
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“Impact fee” means a payment of money imposed upon development as a 
condition of development approval to pay for transportation facilities needed to 
serve new growth and development, and that is reasonably related to the new 
development that creates additional demand and need for transportation facilities, 
that is a proportionate share of the cost of the transportation facilities, and that is 
used for facilities that reasonably benefit the new development. An impact fee 
does not include a reasonable permit fee or application fee. An impact fee does 
not include the administrative fee for collecting and handling impact fees, the fee 
for reviewing independent fee calculations, or the fee for deferring payment of 
impact fees. 
 
“Impact fee account” means the separate accounting structure within the City’s 
established accounts which shall identify separately earmarked funds and which 
shall be established for the impact fees that are collected.  The account shall be 
established pursuant to subsection 12.40.110, and shall comply with the 
requirements of RCW 82.02.070. 
 
“Independent fee calculation” means the impact fee calculation, studies and data 
submitted by an applicant to support the assessment of a transportation impact fee 
other than by the use of the rates published in Chapter 3.01.015(A), or the 
calculations prepared by the director where none of the fee categories or fee 
amounts in Chapter 3.01.015 accurately describe or capture the impacts on 
transportation facilities of the development authorized by the building permit.  
 
“Owner” means the owner of record of real property, although when real property 
is being purchased under a real estate contract, the purchaser shall be considered 
the owner of the real property if the contract is recorded. 
 
“Project improvements” means site improvements and facilities that are planned 
and designed to provide service for a particular development project and that are 
necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of the project, 
and are not system improvements.  No improvement or facility included in a 
capital facilities plan adopted by the Council shall be considered a project 
improvement. 
 
“Transportation facilities”, for purposes of this chapter, means the public streets 
and roads owned or operated by the City of Shoreline or other governmental 
entities. 
 
“Rate study” means the “Rate Study for Impact Fees for Transportation,” City of 
Shoreline, dated April 24, 2014. 
 
“Street or road” means a public right-of-way and all related appurtenances, such 
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as curb, gutter, sidewalk, bicycle lanes and other components of complete streets, 
and required off-site mitigation, which enables motor vehicles, transit vehicles, 
bicycles, and pedestrians to travel between destinations.   
 
“System improvements”,  means transportation facilities that are included in the 
City’s capital facilities plan and are designed to provide service to service areas 
within the community at large, in contrast to project improvements. 
 
12.40.030  Establishment of service area. 
A. The City hereby establishes, as the service area for impact fees, the City of 
Shoreline, including all property located within the corporate City limits. 
 
B. The scope of the service area is hereby found to be reasonable and established 
on the basis of sound planning and engineering principles, and consistent with 
RCW 82.02.060, as described in the rate study. 
 
12.40.040  Impact fees methodology and applicability. 
The transportation impact fees in Chapter 3.01.015 are generated from the 
formulae for calculating transportation impact fees set forth in the rate study.  
Except as otherwise provided for independent fee calculations in subsection 
12.40.060, exemptions in subsection 12.40.070, and credits in subsection 
12.40.080, all building permits issued by the City will be charged impact fees 
applicable to the type of development listed in the fee schedule adopted pursuant 
to Chapter 3.01.015. 
 
12.40.050  Collection of impact fees. 
A. The City shall collect impact fees for transportation, based on the rates in 
Chapter 3.01.015, from any applicant seeking a building permit from the City 
unless specifically exempted in subsection 12.40.070. 
 
B. When an impact fee applies to a building permit for a change of use, the 
impact fee shall be the applicable impact fee for the land use category of the new 
use, less any impact fee paid for the immediately preceding use.   
 

1. For purposes of this provision, a change of use should be reviewed 
based on the land use category provided in the rate study that best 
captures the broader use or development activity of the property under 
development or being changed.  Changes of use and minor changes in 
tenancies that are consistent with the general character of the building 
or building aggregations (i.e., “industrial park,” or “specialty retail”), 
or the previous use shall not be considered a change of use that is 
subject to an impact fee.   
 
2. If no impact fee was paid for the immediately preceding use, the 

9a-28



 
 
 7  

impact fee for the new use shall be reduced by an amount equal to the 
current impact fee rate for the immediately preceding use.   
 
3. Buildings vacant for less than 12 months shall be assessed with a 
reduction based on the most recent legally established use as shown on 
a locally owned business license.  
 
4. Buildings vacant for 12 months or more shall pay the full impact 
fee for the new use.  
 

C. For mixed use developments, impact fees shall be imposed for the 
proportionate share of each land use, based on the applicable measurement in the 
impact fee rates in Chapter 3.01.015. 
 
D. Impact fees shall be determined at the time the complete application for a 
building permit is submitted using the impact fees then in effect.  Impact fees 
shall be due and payable before the building permit is issued by the City. 
 
E. Applicants allowed credits prior to the submittal of the complete building 
permit application shall submit, along with the complete application, a copy of 
the letter prepared by the Director setting forth the dollar amount of the credit 
allowed. 
 
F. A building permit applicant may defer payment of impact fees for a single 
family detached residential dwelling unit until the earlier of the seven (7) days 
after the date of the sale of the dwelling unit or eighteen (18) months after 
issuance of the original building permit, whichever occurs first, but only if before 
issuance of the building permit, the applicant: 
 

1. Submits to the Director a signed and notarized deferred impact 
fee application, pays associated administrative fees, and provides 
acknowledgement form for each single family detached residential 
dwelling unit for which the applicant wishes to defer payment of the 
impact fees; 
 
2. Records at the applicant's expense a covenant and lien that: 

 
a. requires payment of the impact fees to the City at the 
earlier of seven (7) days after the date of sale or eighteen (18) 
months after issuance of the original building permit, whichever 
occurs first; 
 
b. provides that if the impact fees are paid through escrow 
at closing of sale, in the absence of an agreement between the 
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buyer and the seller to the contrary, the impact fees shall be 
paid from the seller's proceeds; 
 
c. provides that the seller bears strict liability for the 
payment of the impact fees; 
 
d. requires the seller or seller's agent of property subject to 
the covenant and lien to provide written disclosure of the 
covenant and lien to a purchaser or prospective purchaser. 
Disclosure of the covenant must include the amount of impact 
fees payable and that the fees are to be paid to the City on the 
date of sale; and 
 
e. makes the applicant legally liable for payment of the 
impact fees if the fees are not paid by the earlier of seven days 
after the date of sale or eighteen months after the building 
permit has been issued, whichever occurs first; 
 

G. Payment of impact fees deferred under this subsection shall be made by cash, 
escrow company check, cashier's check or certified check. 
 
H. Upon receipt of payment of impact fees deferred under this subsection, the 
City shall execute a lien release for each single family detached residential 
dwelling unit for which the impact fees have been received. Unless an agreement 
to the contrary is reached between buyer and seller, the seller, at the seller's 
expense, shall be responsible for recording the lien release. 
 
I. The director shall not issue the required building permit until the impact fees 
have been paid or the signed and notarized deferred impact fee application and 
acknowledgement form and deferral fee has been received and approved by the 
City. 
 
J. Not later than one year after the effective date of this Chapter, the Director 
shall report to the Council on the effect of subsection 12.40.050.F-I. The report 
shall include information on the number of applications for deferral, the length of 
time of deferral, the amount of fees deferred, the number of fees and amount not 
paid as required, and any adverse impacts to the ability of the City to construct 
projects made necessary by new development. The report shall also include 
recommendations for changes to address deficiencies identified in the report.  
 
12.40.060  Independent fee calculations. 
A. If, in the judgment of the Director, none of the fee categories set forth in 
Chapter 3.01.015 accurately describes or captures the impacts of a new 
development on transportation facilities, the director may conduct independent 
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fee calculations and the Director may impose alternative fees on a specific 
development based on those calculations.  The alternative fees and the 
calculations shall be set forth in writing and shall be mailed to the applicant. 
 
B. A applicant may opt not to have the impact fees determined according to the 
fee structure in Chapter 3.01.015, in which case the applicant shall prepare and 
submit to the Director an independent fee calculation for the development for 
which a building permit is being sought.  The documentation submitted shall 
show the basis upon which the independent fee calculation was made.  An 
independent fee calculation shall use the same methodology used to establish 
impact fees adopted pursuant to Chapter 3.01.015, shall be limited to adjustments 
in trip generation rates and lengths for transportation impact fees. 
 
C. There is a rebuttable presumption that the calculations set forth in the rate 
study are valid.  The Director shall consider the documentation submitted by the 
applicant, but is not required to accept such documentation or analysis which the 
Director reasonably deems to be inapplicable, inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unreliable.  The Director may require the applicant to submit additional or 
different documentation for consideration.  The Director is authorized to adjust 
the impact fees on a case-by-case basis based on the independent fee calculation, 
the specific characteristics of the development, and/or principles of fairness.  The 
fees or alternative fees and the calculations therefore shall be set forth in writing 
and shall be mailed to the applicant. 
 
12.40.070  Exemptions. 
Except as provided for below, the following shall be exempted from the payment 
of all transportation impact fees: 
 
A. Alteration or replacement of an existing residential structure that does not 
create an additional dwelling unit or change the type of dwelling unit. 
 
B. Alteration or replacement of an existing nonresidential structure that does not 
expand the usable space or change the existing land use as defined in the land use 
categories as set forth in the impact fee analysis land use tables. 
 
C. Miscellaneous improvements which do not generate increased need for 
transportation facilities, including, but not limited to, fences, walls, residential 
swimming pools, and signs; 
 
D. Demolition or moving of a structure. 
 
E. Properties that have undergone prior State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), 
RCW 43.21C, review and received a final decision that includes mitigation 
requirements on the condition that the SEPA mitigation obligation has or will be 
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fulfilled by the time the impact fees, if applicable, would be due. 
 
F. Any development that creates insignificant and/or temporary additional 
impacts on any transportation facility, including, but not limited to: 

 
i. Home occupations that do not generate any additional  demand for 
transportation facilities; 
 
ii. Special events permits; 
 
iii. Temporary structures not exceeding a total of 30 days; 

 
G. Low-income housing provided by federally- or state-recognized non-profit 
organizations.  "Low-income housing" means housing with a monthly housing 
expense, that is no greater than thirty percent of eighty percent of the median 
family income adjusted for family size, for the county where the project is 
located, as reported by the United States department of housing and urban 
development.  As provided in RCW 82.02.060, federally – or state-recognized 
non profit organizations that are developers/applicants of low-income housing, 
including single family residential dwelling units and multi-family residential 
buildings, shall be entitled to an exemption of impact fees under the following 
conditions: 
 
i. The developer/applicant shall execute and record a covenant that prohibits 

using the property for any purpose other than for low-income housing 
except a provided within this subsection; 

ii. The covenant shall, at a minimum, address price restrictions and 
household income limits for the low-income housing; 

iii. The covenant shall run with the land and apply to subsequent owners and 
assigns; 

iv. The covenant must state that if the property is converted to a use other 
than for low-income housing, the property owner must pay the applicable 
impact fees in effect at the time of conversion; 

v. Any claim for an exemption for low-income housing must be made no 
later than the time of application for a building permit. 

vi. Any claim for an exemption for low-income housing not made shall be 
deemed waived. 

 
Covenants shall be record with the applicable county auditor or recording officer. 
 
 
12.40.080  Credits for dedications, construction of improvements, and past 
tax payments. 
A. An applicant may request that a credit or credits for impact fees be awarded to 
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him/her for the total value of system improvements, including dedications of land 
and improvements, and/or construction provided by the applicant.  The 
application for credits shall be presented by the applicant on forms to be provided 
by the director and shall include the content designated in such forms.  Credits 
will be given only if the land, improvements, and/or the facility constructed are: 
 

1. Included within the capital facilities plan; 
 
2. Determined by the City to be at suitable sites and constructed at 
acceptable quality; 
 
3. Serve to offset impacts of the development authorized by the 
applicant’s building permit; and 
 
4. Part of one (1) or more of the projects listed in Table 1 of the rate 
study as the basis for calculating the transportation impact fee, 
however frontage improvements for those projects are not eligible for 
credits unless the Director determines that the frontage improvements 
will not be replaced or significantly changed when the project is 
constructed.. 
 

B. For credits for dedications of real property, the procedures of SMC 2.60.090 
shall be followed if applicable. If the procedures of SMC 2.60.090 are not 
applicable, the following procedures shall be followed: 
 

1. For each request for a credit or credits, the Director shall select an 
appraiser or, in the alternative, the applicant may select an 
independent appraiser acceptable to the Director. 
 
2. Unless approved otherwise by the Director, the appraiser must be a 
Member of the American Institute of Appraisers and be licensed in 
good standing pursuant under RCW 18.40 et.seq. in the category for 
the property to be appraised, and shall not have a fiduciary or personal 
interest in the property being appraised. 
 
3. The applicant shall pay the actual costs for the appraisal and an 
independent review, if required. 
 
4. After considering the appraisal the Director shall provide the 
applicant with a written determination setting forth the dollar amount 
of any credit, the reason for the credit, a description of the real 
property dedicated, and the legal description or other adequate 
description of the project or development to which the credit may be 
applied.  The applicant must sign and date a duplicate copy of such 
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determination accepting the terms of the letter or certificate, and return 
such signed document to the Director before the impact fee credit will 
be awarded. The failure of the applicant to sign, date, and return such 
document within sixty (60) calendar days of the date of the 
determination shall nullify the credit.  If credit is denied, the applicant 
shall be notified in a letter that includes the reasons for denial.  
 
5. No credit shall be given for project improvements. 
 

C. An applicant may request a credit for past tax for past payments made for the 
particular system improvements listed in the rate study as the basis for the impact 
fee.  For each request for a credit for past payments the applicant shall submit 
receipts and a calculation of past payments earmarked for or proratable to the 
particular system improvement for which credit is requested.  The Director shall 
determine the amount of credits, if any, for past payments for system 
improvements. 
 
D. Any claim for credit must be received by the City prior to issuance of the 
building permit.  The failure to timely file such a claim shall constitute an 
absolute bar to later request any such credit. 
 
12.40.090  Adjustments for future tax payments and other revenue sources. 
Pursuant to and consistent with the requirements of RCW 82.02.060, the rate 
study has provided adjustments for future taxes to be paid by the development 
authorized by the building permit which are earmarked or proratable to the same 
new transportation facilities which will serve the new development.  The impact 
fees in Chapter 3.01.015 have been reasonably adjusted for taxes and other 
revenue sources which are anticipated to be available to fund transportation 
improvements. 
 
12.40.100  Establishment of impact fee accounts. 
A. The City shall establish a separate impact fee account for the transportation 
impact fees collected pursuant to this chapter.  Funds appropriated or otherwise 
withdrawn from the impact fees received must be used in accordance with the 
provisions of this Chapter and applicable state law.  Interest earned on the fees 
shall be retained in the accounts and expended for the purposes for which the 
impact fees were collected. 
 
B. On an annual basis, the Director or designee shall provide a report to the 
Council on the impact fee accounts showing the source and amount of all moneys 
collected, earned, or received, and the transportation improvements that were 
financed in whole or in part by impact fees. 
 
C. Impact fees shall be expended or encumbered within ten (10) years of receipt, 
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unless the Council identifies in written findings extraordinary and compelling 
reasons for the City to hold the fees beyond the ten (10) year period, pursuant to 
RCW 82.02.070(3).  
 
12.40.110  Refunds and offsets. 
A. If the City fails to expend or encumber the impact fees within ten (10) years of 
the date the fees were paid, unless extraordinary or compelling reasons are 
established pursuant to subsection 12.40.110, the current owner of the property 
on which impact fees have been paid may receive a refund of such fees.  In 
determining whether impact fees have been expended or encumbered, impact fees 
shall be considered expended or encumbered on a first in, first out basis. 
 
B. The City shall notify potential claimants of the refund by first-class mail 
deposited with the United States Postal Service at the last known address of such 
claimants.  A potential claimant must be the current owner of record of the real 
property against which the impact fees were assessed. 
 
C. Owners seeking a refund of impact fees must submit a written request for a 
refund of the fees to the Director within one (1) year of the date the right to claim 
the refund arises or the date that notice is given, whichever is later. 
 
D. Any impact fees for which no application for a refund has been made within 
this one-year period shall be retained by the City and expended on the system 
improvements for which they were collected. 
 
E. Refunds of impact fees under this subsection shall include any interest earned 
on the impact fees by the City. 
 
F. When the City seeks to terminate any or all components of the impact fee 
program, all unexpended or unencumbered funds from any terminated component 
or components, including interest earned, shall be refunded pursuant to this 
chapter.  Upon the finding that any or all fee requirements are to be terminated, 
the City shall place notice of such termination and the availability of refunds in a 
newspaper of general circulation at least two (2) times and shall notify all 
potential claimants by first-class mail at the last known address of the claimants.  
All funds available for refund shall be retained for a period of one (1) year.  At 
the end of one (1) year, any remaining funds shall be retained by the City, but 
must be expended for the transportation facilities for which the impact fees were 
collected.  This notice requirement shall not apply if there are no unexpended or 
unencumbered balances within the account or accounts being terminated. 
 
G. The City shall also refund to the current owner of property for which impact 
fees have been paid all impact fees paid, including interest earned on the impact 
fees, if the development for which the impact fees were imposed did not occur; 
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provided, however, that, if the City has expended or encumbered the impact fees 
in good faith prior to the application for a refund, the Director may decline to 
provide the refund.  If within a period of three (3) years, the same or subsequent 
owner of the property proceeds with the same or substantially similar building 
permit, the owner can petition the Director for an offset in the amount of the fee 
originally paid and not refunded. The petitioner must provide receipts of impact 
fees previously paid for a building permit of the same or substantially similar 
nature on the same real property or some portion thereof.  The Director’s 
determinations shall be in writing and shall be subject to the appeals procedures 
set forth in subsection 12.40.100. 
 
12.40.120  Use of impact fees. 
A. Pursuant to this chapter, impact fees: 

1. Shall be used for system improvements that will reasonably benefit 
the new development authorized by the building permit; 
 
2. Shall not be imposed to make up for deficiencies in transportation 
facilities; and 
 
3. Shall not be used for maintenance or operation. 
 

B. Impact fees may be spent for system improvements including, but not limited 
to, planning, land acquisition, right-of-way acquisition, site improvements, 
necessary off-site improvements, construction, engineering, architectural, 
permitting, financing, and administrative expenses, applicable impact fees or 
mitigation costs, and any other expenses which can be capitalized. 
 
C. Impact fees may also be used to recoup system improvement costs previously 
incurred by the City to the extent that new growth and development will be 
served by the previously constructed improvements or incurred costs. 
 
D. In the event that bonds or similar debt instruments are or have been issued for 
the advanced provision of system improvements for which impact fees may be 
expended, such impact fees may be used to pay debt service on such bonds or 
similar debt instruments to the extent that the facilities or improvements provided 
are consistent with the requirements of this chapter.  
 
12.40.130  Review and adjustment of rates. 
A. The fees and rates set forth in the rate study may be reviewed and adjusted by 
the Council as it deems necessary and appropriate in conjunction with the annual 
budget process so that adjustments, if any, will be effective at the first of the 
calendar year subsequent to budget period under review. 
 
B. Annually, and prior to the first day of January, the Director shall adjust the 
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fees by the same percentage change as in the most recent annual change of the 
Washington Department of Transportation’s Construction Cost Indices (CCI).   
 
12.40.140  Appeals. 
Determinations and decisions by the Director that are appealed by an applicant 
shall follow the procedures of SMC 20.30 Subchapter 4. 
 
12.40.150  Existing authority unimpaired. 
Nothing in this chapter shall preclude the City from requiring the applicant or the 
proponent of a development authorized by a building permit to mitigate adverse 
environmental impacts of a specific development pursuant to the SEPA, Chapter 
43.21C RCW, based on the environmental documents accompanying the building 
permit process, and/or Chapter 58.17 RCW, governing plats and subdivisions.   
Compliance with this chapter or payment of fees under this chapter shall not 
constitute evidence of a determination of transportation concurrency.  Such 
mitigation shall not duplicate the impact fees charged under this chapter. 
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES 
EXHIBIT B 

 
 

Chapter 3.01 is amended to add: 
 

3.01.015 Transportation Impact Fees. 
 
A. Rate Table 
 

ITE 
Code Land Use Category/Description 

Impact Fee Per Unit @  
$6,124.77 per Trip 

90 Park-and-ride lot w/ bus svc 2,848.02 per parking space 
110 Light industrial  7.78  per square foot 
140 Manufacturing 5.86 per square foot 
151 Mini-warehouse 2.09 per square foot 

210 Single family house (includes 
townhouse and duplex) 5,567.41 per dwelling unit 

220 Apartment (includes accessory 
dwelling unit) 3,607.49 per dwelling unit 

230 Condominium 3,662.61 per dwelling unit 
240 Mobile home park 2,601.80 per dwelling unit 
251 Senior housing  1,190.65 per dwelling unit 
255 Continuing care retirement 1,776.18 per dwelling unit 
310 Hotel 3,722.02 per room 
320 Motel 2,965.00 per room 
444 Movie theater 11.67 per square foot 
492 Health/fitness club 15.37 per square foot 
530 School (public or private) 4.52 per square foot 
540 Junior/community college 11.82 per square foot 
560 Church 3.04 per square foot 
565 Day care center 29.19 per square foot 
590 Library 14.75 per square foot 
610 Hospital  7.15  per square foot 
710 General office 10.76 per square foot 
720 Medical office 19.55 per square foot 
731 State motor vehicles dept 94.21 per square foot 
732 United States post office 22.48 per square foot 

 820 
General retail and personal 
services (includes shopping 
center) 

8.14 per square foot 

841 Car sales 14.97 per square foot 
850 Supermarket 22.23 per square foot 
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ITE 
Code Land Use Category/Description 

Impact Fee Per Unit @  
$6,124.77 per Trip 

851 Convenience market-24 hr 41.31 per square foot 
854 Discount supermarket 22.67 per square foot 
880 Pharmacy/drugstore  13.09 per square foot 
912 Bank 31.85 per square foot 
932 Restaurant: sit-down 22.97 per square foot 
934 Fast food 52.85 per square foot 
937 Coffee/donut shop 67.05 per square foot 
941 Quick lube shop 23,840.66 per service bay 
944 Gas station 21,679.38 per pump 
948 Automated car wash 46.34 per square foot 

 
B.  Administrative Fees. 
 
1. For each impact fee imposed, there shall be charged a non-refundable 
administrative fee equal to the charge for one hour as set forth in the City’s fee 
schedule, SMC 3.01.010.   The administrative fee shall be paid at the time the 
building permit is issued. 
 
2. Request to the Director for an estimate or preliminary determination of impact 
fees shall be charged a non-refundable administrative processing fee as provided 
in SMC 3.01.010(G)(10) Interpretation of Development Code.   The fee shall be 
paid at the time the request is submitted to the City. 
 
3. Each application for a deferral of payment of residential impact fees as 
provided in SMC 12.40.050(F) shall pay a non-refundable administrative deferral 
fee equal to the charge for one hour as set forth in the City’s fee schedule, SMC 
3.01.010.   The fee shall be paid at the time the application for deferral is 
submitted to the City. 
 
4. Any applicant submitting an independent fee calculation as provided in SMC 
12.40.060 shall pay a non-refundable administrative fee to cover the cost of 
reviewing the independent fee calculation.   The fee shall be based on the hourly 
rate set forth in the City’s fee schedule, SMC 3.01.010, times the actual hours 
incurred by the City to perform the review.   The fee shall be paid prior to 
issuance of the Director's determination. 
 
5. Administrative fees shall not be credited against the impact fees. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study is to establish the rates for impact fees for 
transportation1 facilities in the City of Shoreline, Washington. 
 
Rates 
 
The rates for transportation impact fees for new residential development are: 
 
 Type Dwelling Unit   Impact Fee per Unit 
 

 
Single Family 
Apartment 

Condominium 
 

 
$  5,567.41 

3,607.49 
3,662.61 

 
The rates for transportation impact fees for non-residential land uses are listed in 
Table 5. 
 
Impact Fees vs. Other Applicant Contributions 
 
Impact fees are charges paid by new development to reimburse local 
governments for the capital cost of public facilities that are needed to serve 
new development and the people who occupy or use the new development.  
Throughout this study, the term "applicant" is used as a shorthand expression to 
describe anyone who is obligated to pay impact fees, including builders, owners 
or developers. 
 
The impact fees that are described in this study do not include any other forms 
of applicant contributions or exactions, such as mitigation or voluntary 
payments authorized by SEPA (the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW 43.21C), 
system development charges for water and sewer authorized for utilities (RCW 
35.92 for municipalities, 56.16 for sewer districts, and 57.08 for water districts), 
local improvement districts or other special assessment districts, linkage fees, or 
land donations or fees in lieu of land. 
 
Adjustments for Other Sources of Revenue for Transportation Capital 
Improvements 
 
The impact fees in this study recognize the existence of other sources of revenue 
that are available to pay for the capital cost of transportation facilities.  These 
other revenues are accounted for by adjusting (i.e., reducing) the amount of 

                                            
1 Throughout this study the term “transportation” refers to “public streets and roads” defined in 
RCW 82.02.090, including related appurtenances such as curb, gutter, sidewalk, bicycle lanes 
and other components of complete streets. 
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the impact fee rates to adjust for the portion of transportation capital project 
costs that are paid by the other revenues. 
 
Credits for Other Contributions by Applicant 
 
An applicant who contributes land, improvements or other assets that are part 
of one of the impact fee projects may receive a "credit" which reduces the 
amount of impact fee that is due.  This credit is in addition to the adjustment for 
other revenues described in the preceding paragraph. The City has the sole 
right to determine what contributions are acceptable. The improvement by the 
applicant must be part of one or more of the projects listed in Table 1 of this 
study. Frontage improvements for those projects are not eligible for a credit 
unless the Director determines that the frontage improvement will not be 
replaced or significantly altered when the project is constructed. 
 
Who Pays Impact Fees 
 
Impact fees are paid by all types of new development that are not exempted 
by City Code.  Impact fee rates for new development are based on, and vary 
according to the type of land use. 
 
Service Areas for Impact Fees 
 
Impact fees in some jurisdictions are collected and expended within service 
areas that are smaller than the jurisdiction that is collecting the fees.  Impact fee 
programs are not required to use multiple service areas unless such “zones” are 
necessary to establish the relationship between the fee and the development.  
Public streets and roads impact fees are collected and expended in a single 
service area throughout the current boundaries of the City of Shoreline because 
of the compact size of the City and the accessibility of its transportation system 
to all property within the City. 
 
Timing of Payment of Impact Fees 
 
Impact fees are usually collected at the time the local government issues a 
building permit.  In the City of Shoreline the amount of the impact fees are 
calculated at the time the complete building application is submitted. The 
impact fees are paid at the time the building permit is issued unless authorized 
by City Code. 
 
Uses of Impact Fee Revenue 
 
Impact fee revenue can be used for the capital cost of public facilities.  Impact 
fees cannot be used for operating or maintenance expenses. The cost of public 
facilities that can be paid for by impact fees include engineering design studies, 
environmental review, land surveys, right of way acquisition, engineering, 
permitting, financing, administrative expenses, construction, applicable 
mitigation costs, and capital equipment (i.e., signals) pertaining to 
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transportation capital improvements. A separate administrative fee charged 
with the impact fee provides money to pay for the cost of administering the 
impact fee program. 
 
The public facilities that can be paid for by impact fees are "system 
improvements” (which are typically outside the development), and "designed 
to provide service to service areas within the community at large" as provided in 
RCW 82.02.050(9)), as opposed to "project improvements" (which are typically 
provided by the applicant on-site within the development or adjacent to the 
development), and "designed to provide service for a development project, 
and that are necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users 
of the project" as provided in RCW 82.02.050(6). 
 
Expenditure Requirements for Impact Fees 
 
Impact fees must be spent on capital projects contained in an adopted capital 
facilities plan, or they can be used to reimburse the government for the unused 
capacity of existing facilities. Impact fee payments that are not expended or 
obligated within 10 years must be refunded unless the City Council makes a 
written finding that an extraordinary and compelling reason exists to hold the 
fees for longer than 10 years.  In order to verify these two requirements, impact 
fee revenues must be deposited into separate accounts of the government, 
and annual reports must describe revenue and expenditures. 
 
Applicant Options 
 
Washington law provides people who are liable for impact fees several 
alternatives to paying the impact fees calculated in this study.  The applicant 
can submit data and or/analysis to demonstrate that the impacts of the 
proposed development are less than the impacts calculated in this rate study. 
The applicant can appeal to the Hearing Examiner the impact fee calculation 
by the City of Shoreline.  If the local government fails to expend the impact fee 
payments within 10 years of receipt of such payments, the applicant can obtain 
a refund of the impact fees (unless the City Council has made a written finding 
and extension of the deadline pursuant to RCW 82.02.060(3)(a). The applicant 
can also obtain a refund if the development does not proceed, no impacts are 
created, and the City has not expended the impact fees. 
 
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 
 
This impact fee rate study contains four chapters, and an appendix:  
 

• Chapter 1 summarizes the statutory basis for developing impact fees, 
discusses issues that must be addressed, and presents the 
methodology and formulas for determining the amount of the impact 
fee. 

 

9a-45



 Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study 

 
 Henderson,  City of Shoreline, Washington 
Young &  April 24, 2014 
 Company    Page 4 

• Chapter 2 lists the capital improvement project costs of system 
improvements to transportation facilities, and subtracts non-impact fee 
revenues to determine the unfunded cost of eligible transportation 
projects. 

  
• Chapter 3 documents the growth in trips attributable to new 

development, and calculates the cost per growth trip. 
  

• Chapter 4 documents the trip generation rate for each type of land 
use, and calculates the transportation impact fee for each of the land 
use types. 

  
• Appendix A documents the need for additional transportation facilities, 

including identification of existing deficiencies in transportation system 
capacity for current development, capacity of existing transportation 
system available for new development, and additional transportation 
system capacity needed for new development, as specified in RCW 
82.02.050(4). 

 
DATA USED IN THIS STUDY 
 
This impact fee rate study is based on the most recent data provided by the City 
of Shoreline.  
 

9a-46



 Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study 

 
 Henderson,  City of Shoreline, Washington 
Young &  April 24, 2014 
 Company    Page 5 

1. STATUTORY BASIS AND METHODOLOGY  

Local governments charge impact fees for several reasons: 1) to obtain revenue 
to pay for some of the cost of new public facilities; 2) to implement a public 
policy that new development should pay a portion of the cost of facilities that it 
requires, and that existing development should not pay all of the cost of such 
facilities; and 3) to assure that adequate public facilities will be constructed to 
serve new development. 
 
This study of impact fees for transportation for Shoreline, Washington describes 
the methodology that is used to develop the fees, presents the formulas, 
variables and data that are the basis for the fees, and documents the 
calculation of the fees.  The methodology is designed to comply with the 
requirements of Washington State Law. 
 
This study uses data and levels of service standards from the Transportation 
Element and the Capital Facilities Plan Element of the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
 
STATUTORY BASIS FOR IMPACT FEES 
 
The Growth Management Act of 1990 authorizes local governments in 
Washington to charge impact fees. RCW 82.02.050 - 82.02.100 contain the 
provisions of the Growth Management Act that authorize and describe the 
requirements for impact fees. 
 
The impact fees that are described in this study are not mitigation payments 
authorized by the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  There are several 
important differences between impact fees and SEPA mitigations.  Two aspects 
of impact fees that are particularly noteworthy are: 1) the ability to charge for 
the cost of public facilities that are "system improvements" (i.e., that provide 
service to the community at large) as opposed to "project improvements" 
(which are "on-site" and provide service for a particular development); and 2) 
the ability to charge small-scale development their proportionate share, 
whereas SEPA exempts small developments. 
 
The following synopsis of the most significant requirements of the law includes 
citations to the Revised Code of Washington as an aid to readers who wish to 
review the exact language of the statutes. 
 
Types of Public Facilities 
 
Four types of public facilities can be the subject of impact fees: 1) public streets 
and roads; 2) publicly owned parks, open space and recreation facilities; 3) 
school facilities; and 4) fire protection facilities. RCW 82.02.050(2) and (4), and 
RCW 82.02.090(7) 
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Types of Improvements 
 
Impact fees can be spent on "system improvements" (which are typically outside 
the development), as opposed to "project improvements" (which are typically 
provided by the applicant on-site within the development). RCW 82.02.050(3)(a) 
and RCW 82.02.090(6) and (9) 
 
Benefit to Development 
 
Impact fees must be limited to system improvements that are reasonably 
related to, and which will benefit new development. RCW 82.02.050(3)(a) and 
(c).  Local governments must establish reasonable service areas (one area, or 
more than one, as determined to be reasonable by the local government), and 
local governments must develop impact fee rate categories for various land 
uses. RCW 82.02.060(6) 
 
Proportionate Share 
 
Impact fees cannot exceed the development's proportionate share of system 
improvements that are reasonably related to the new development.  The 
impact fee amount shall be based on a formula (or other method of calculating 
the fee) that determines the proportionate share. RCW 82.02.050(3)(b) and RCW 
82.02.060(1) 
 
Reductions of Impact Fee Amounts 
 
Impact fees rates must be adjusted to account for other revenues that the 
development pays (if such payments are earmarked for or proratable to 
particular system improvements). RCW 82.02.050(1)(c) and (2) and RCW 
82.02.060(1)(b)  Impact fees may be credited for the value of dedicated land, 
improvements or construction provided by the applicant (if such facilities are in 
the adopted CFP and are required as a condition of development approval). 
RCW 82.02.060(3)  The City has the sole right to determine what contributions are 
acceptable. 
 
Exemptions from Impact Fees 
 
Local governments have the discretion to provide exemptions from impact fees 
for low-income housing and other "broad public purpose" development, but all 
such exemptions must be paid from public funds (other than impact fee 
accounts). RCW 82.02.060(2) 
 
Applicant Options 
 
Applicants who are liable for impact fees can submit data and or/analysis to 
demonstrate that the impacts of the proposed development are less than the 
impacts calculated in this rate study. RCW 82.02.060(5). Applicants can pay 
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impact fees under protest and appeal impact fee calculations. RCW 
82.02.060(4) and RCW 82.02.070(4) and (5).  The applicant can obtain a refund 
of the impact fees if the local government fails to expend or obligate the 
impact fee payments within 10 years, or terminates the impact fee requirement, 
or the applicant does not proceed with the development (and creates no 
impacts). RCW 82.02.080 
 
Capital Facilities Plans 
 
Impact fees must be expended on public facilities in a capital facilities plan 
(CFP) element (or used to reimburse the government for the unused capacity of 
existing facilities).  The CFP must conform to the Growth Management Act of 
1990, and must identify existing deficiencies in facility capacity for current 
development, capacity of existing facilities available for new development, and 
additional facility capacity needed for new development. RCW 82.02.050(4), 
RCW 82.02.060(7), and RCW 82.02.070(2)  
 
New Versus Existing Facilities 
 
Impact fees can be charged for new public facilities (RCW 82.02.060(1)(a) and 
for the unused capacity of existing public facilities (RCW 82.02.060(7) subject to 
the proportionate share limitation described above. 
 
Accounting Requirements 
 
The local government must separate the impact fees from other monies, place 
them in an interest bearing account, expend or obligate the money on CFP 
projects within 10 years, and prepare annual reports of collections and 
expenditures. RCW 82.02.070(1)-(3) 
 
 
ISSUES RELATING TO IMPACT FEES 
 
Prior to calculating impact fee rates, several issues must be addressed in order 
to determine the need for, and validity of such fees: responsibility for public 
facilities, the need for new revenue for additional transportation facilities, and 
the benefit of transportation facilities to new development. 
 
Responsibility for Public Facilities 
 
In general, local governments that are authorized to charge impact fees are 
responsible for specific public facilities for which they may charge such fees.  
The City of Shoreline is legally and financially responsible for the transportation 
facilities it owns and operates within its jurisdiction.  In no case may a local 
government charge impact fees for private streets or roads, but it may charge 
impact fees for some streets or roads that it does not administer if such facilities 
are "owned or operated by government entities" (RCW 82.02.090 (7).  Thus, a city 
or county may charge impact fees for transportation, and enter into an 
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agreement with the State of Washington for the transfer, expenditure, and 
reporting of transportation impact fees for state roads.  A city may not charge or 
use impact fees on State roads without an agreement with the State, and a City 
CFP that includes state road projects. 
 
Need for Additional Transportation Capacity 
 
The need for additional transportation system capacity is determined by using 
standards for levels of service for transportation facilities and other metrics, such 
as increase in traffic volume. The analysis of needed transportation facilities must 
comply with the statutory requirements of identifying existing deficiency, reserve 
capacity and new capacity requirements for facilities.  An analysis of the need 
for additional transportation facilities is presented in Appendix A. 
 
Need for New Revenue for Additional Transportation Capacity 
 
The need for new revenue for transportation facilities is demonstrated by 
comparing the cost of new facilities through 2030 to the existing sources of 
revenue for the same time horizon.  The City's Transportation Element and CFP 
for transportation facilities does not have enough revenues from other sources 
to pay needed costs without impact fees. 
 
Determining the Benefit to Development 
 
The law imposes three tests of the benefit provided to development by impact 
fees: 1) proportionate share, 2) reasonably related to need, and 3) reasonably 
related to expenditure (RCW 80.20.050(3)). 
 

1. Proportionate Share.  
  
First, the "proportionate share" requirement means that impact fees can 
be charged only for the portion of the cost of public facilities that is 
"reasonably related" to new development.  In other words, impact fees 
cannot be charged to pay for the cost of reducing or eliminating 
deficiencies in existing facilities.   
 
Second, there are several important implications of the proportionate 
share requirement that are not specifically addressed in the law, but 
which follow directly from the law: 
 
• Costs of facilities that will be used by new development and existing 

users must be apportioned between the two groups in determining the 
amount of the fee.  This can be accomplished in either of two ways: (1) 
by allocating the total cost between new and existing users, or (2) 
calculating the cost per trip and applying the cost only to new 
development when calculating impact fees. 
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• Impact fees that recover the costs of existing unused capacity should 
be based on the government's actual cost, rather than the 
replacement cost of the facility.  Carrying costs may be added to 
reflect the government's actual or imputed interest expense. 

 
The third aspect of the proportionate share requirement is its relationship 
to the requirement to provide adjustments and credits to impact fees, 
where appropriate.  These requirements ensure that the amount of the 
impact fee does not exceed the proportionate share. 
 
• The "adjustments" requirement reduces the impact fee to account for 

past and future payments of other revenues (if such payments are 
earmarked for, or proratable to, the system improvements that are 
needed to serve new growth). 

 
• The "credit" requirement reduces impact fees by the value of 

dedicated land, improvements or construction provided by the 
applicant (if such facilities are in the adopted CFP and are required as 
a condition of development approval).  The law does not prohibit a 
local government from establishing reasonable constraints on 
determining credits.  For example, the location of dedicated right of 
way and the quality and design of a donated transportation facilities 
improvement can be required to be acceptable to the local 
government.   

 
Without such adjustments and credits, the fee-paying development might 
pay more than its proportionate share. 
 
2. Reasonably Related to Need.   
 
There are several ways to fulfill the requirement that impact fees be 
"reasonably related" to the development's need for public facilities, 
including personal use and use by others in the family or business 
enterprise (direct benefit), use by persons or organizations who provide 
goods or services to the fee-paying property (indirect benefit), and 
geographical proximity (presumed benefit). These measures of 
relatedness are implemented by the following techniques: 
 
• Impact fees for transportation facilities are charged to properties that 

need (i.e., benefit from) new transportation facilities.  The City of 
Shoreline provides its transportation facilities network to all kinds of 
property throughout the City regardless of the type of use of the 
property. 

 
• The relative needs of different types of growth are considered in 

establishing fee amounts (i.e., different trip generation rates for 
different types of land use). 
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• Applicants can pay a smaller fee if they demonstrate that their 
development will have less impact than is presumed in the impact fee 
schedule calculation for their property classification. Such reduced 
needs must be permanent and enforceable (i.e., via land use 
restrictions). 

 
Shoreline’s transportation facilities serve the entire City, therefore the 
impact fees for these transportation capital improvements are based on a 
single service area that encompasses the City. 
 
3. Reasonably Related to Expenditures.   
 
Two provisions of the law tend to reinforce the requirement that 
expenditures be "reasonably related" to the development that paid the 
impact fee.  First, the requirement that fee revenue must be earmarked 
for specific uses related to public facilities ensures that expenditures are 
on identifiable projects, the benefit of which can be demonstrated.  
Second, impact fee revenue must be expended or obligated within 10 
years, unless the City Council makes a written finding that an 
extraordinary and compelling reason exists to hold the fees for longer than 
10 years. This deadline ensures a benefit to the applicant by prohibiting 
the City from holding the money indefinitely. 

 
METHODOLOGY AND RELATIONSHIP TO CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 
 
Impact fees for transportation facilities begin with the list of projects in the City's 
Transportation Element and Capital Facilities Plan (CFP).  The projects in the 
Transportation Element and CFP are analyzed to identify capacity costs 
attributable to new development.  The costs are adjusted to reflect other 
sources of revenue paid by the new development (and any payments that 
reduce the cost of the facility that is to be paid by impact fees).  The costs are 
calculated per growth trip.  The costs per growth trip are applied to the unique 
trip generation rates for each type of land use.  The amount of the fee is 
determined by charging each fee-paying development for cost of the number 
of growth trips that it generates. 
 
Calculation of Impact Fee Amounts  
 
Five formulas are used to determine the amount of impact fees for 
transportation facilities that are required as a result of new development: 
  
 1. Road2  Cost of  Cost of Capacity  Capacity Cost 
  Project - Existing - for Growth = for Future 
  Costs  Deficiencies  After 2030  Growth 
 

                                            
2 In the formulas and tables in this study, the terms “road” or “roads” is used as a shorthand 
expression for “transportation” (i.e., “public streets and roads” authorized by RCW 82.02.090(7). 
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 2. Capacity Cost  Other Funds  20083-2030 
  for Future - Committed = Growth’s Share 
  Growth  To Projects  of Projects 
 
 3. Future  Current  Growth 
  Trips on - Trips on = Trips on 
  Road Network  Road Network  Road Network   
 
 4. 2008-2030  Growth  “Not Rely  Eligible Cost 
  Growth’s ÷ Trips on - Solely” = per 
  Share  Road Network  Adjustment  Growth Trip 
       
 5. Eligible Cost  Trip  Impact  
  per x Generation = Fee for 
  Growth Trip  Rate per Land Use  Land Use Type 
  

                                            
3 2008 is the baseline year of Shoreline’s most recent traffic model. Development that has 
occurred between 2009 and the present, and increases in trips on Shoreline’s street network 
since 2008 are considered “growth” for the purpose of calculating impact fee costs per trip. 
However, impact fees will be charged only to growth that occurs after the effective date of 
Shoreline’s ordinance adopting impact fees, and growth between 2009 and that effective date 
will not be charged impact fees. 
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2. ROAD SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT COSTS ELIGIBLE FOR 
IMPACT FEES 

This chapter includes a description of the first two formulas, each variable that is 
used in the formula, an explanation of the use of data in the formula, and the 
calculation of 2008-2030 growths’ share of the capital cost of system 
improvements to transportation facilities that are eligible for impact fees. 
 
The transportation projects listed in this chapter are eligible for impact fees 
because the needs analysis of the Transportation Element and CFP projects 
presented in Appendix A meets the requirements of RCW 82.02.   
 

FORMULA 1: CAPACITY COST FOR FUTURE GROWTH 
 
The cost of the capacity of eligible transportation projects for future growth is 
calculated by subtracting the cost of existing deficiencies and the cost of 
capacity not used by 2030 from the total transportation project costs as shown 
in the City's Transportation Element and Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) for 
transportation facilities. 

 
 1. Road  Cost of  Cost of Capacity  Capacity Cost 
  Project - Existing - for Growth = for Future 
  Costs  Deficiencies  After 2030  Growth 

 
There are three variables that require explanation: (A) the costs of transportation 
projects, (B) the cost of existing deficiencies, and (C) the cost of capacity for 
growth after 2030. 
 
Variable (A) Costs of Transportation Projects 
 
The Transportation Element and Capital Facilities Plan identify capital projects 
needed to maintain the City's current transportation system, and to meet the 
additional demands from growth.  The projects in the Transportation Element 
and CFP were analyzed to determine which projects are needed to serve 
growth.  Appendix A presents the results of that analysis.  
 
The costs of transportation projects used in this study include the full cost of the 
project, including engineering, right of way, and construction costs. 
 
The cost of transportation projects does not include any costs for interest or 
other financing.  If the City decides in the future to borrow money for 
transportation facilities, the carrying costs for financing can be added to the 
costs in this study, and the impact fee can be recalculated to include such 
costs. 
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Variable (B): Costs of Existing Deficiencies 
 
Impact fees can be charged for growth’s proportionate share of transportation 
projects, but impact fees cannot be charged for the portion of projects that 
eliminate deficiencies that existed before growth occurred.  The portion of a 
project that eliminates an existing deficiency is not eligible for impact fees, 
therefore the cost of eliminating the existing deficiency is subtracted from the 
total cost of the project.   
 
For transportation segments, the cost of existing deficiency is determined by 
dividing the current deficient traffic volume by the capacity created by the new 
project.  The resulting percent is the portion of the project that is needed for the 
existing deficiency.  That percent is multiplied times the total transportation 
project cost to determine the portion of the cost that is needed to eliminate the 
existing deficiency. 
 
For intersections, the cost of existing deficiency is determined by dividing the 
number of seconds of delay in excess of the standard by the number of seconds 
allowed by the standard.  The resulting percent is the portion of the project that 
is needed for the existing deficiency.  That percent is multiplied times the total 
intersection project cost to determine the portion of the cost that is needed to 
eliminate the existing deficiency. 
 
Variable (C) Costs of Capacity for Growth after 2030 
 
The impact fees in this study are calculated for growth that will occur between 
2008 and 2030, but some of the transportation projects in the Transportation 
Element and Capital Facilities Plan create more capacity than will be used up 
by growth through 2030.  The amount of capacity that is not used by 2030 is 
available for long-term growth that occurs after 2030, but its cost should not be 
included in impact fees for short-term growth. 
 
The cost of growth after 2030 is calculated by determining the unused 
(“reserve”) capacity.  Reserve capacity is the difference between the total 
capacity of the improved transportation facilities and the amount of traffic 
volume in the year 2030 (as forecast by the traffic model). The cost (value) of 
reserve capacity is determined by dividing the reserve capacity by the total 
capacity created by the new project.  The resulting percent is the portion of the 
project that is unused reserve capacity in 2030.  That percent is multiplied times 
the total project cost to determine the portion of the cost that is for capacity for 
growth that will occur after 2030. However, project #6, N 175th St. from Stone to 
Meridian is being constructed in order to relieve congestion on Meridian. As a 
result, the analysis of reserve capacity on N 175th is not applicable to the impact 
fee calculations. 
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CALCULATION OF CAPACITY COSTS FOR FUTURE GROWTH 
 
The calculation of the cost of the capacity of eligible transportation projects for 
future growth is presented in Table 1.  Columns 1 and 2 list the eligible projects 
and total costs from the Transportation Element and CFP.  The total costs are 
reduced by existing deficiency costs and costs of capacity for growth after 2030 
in Columns 3 and 4.  These ineligible costs are subtracted from the total costs, 
and the balance in Column 5 is the cost of capacity for future growth. 
 

TABLE 1 
GROWTH SHARE OF FUTURE PROJECT COST 

# 

(1) 
 
 
 
 

Project 

(2) 
 
 
 
 

Project Cost 

(3) 
 
 

Cost of 
Existing 

Deficiency 

(4) 
Cost of 
Post-
2030 

Reserve 
Capacity 

(5) 
 
 
 

2008 - 2030 
Growth Share  

1. N 185th St/Meridian Ave N: 500 ft NB/SB $ 5,479,125 $199,241 $         0 $ 5,279,884 
2. N 175th St/Meridian Ave N: 500 ft 5,260,356 180,502 0 5,079,854 
3. Meridian Ave N: N 145th St to N 205th St 10,108,030 0 0 10,108,030 
4. NE 185th St: 1st Ave NE to 7th Ave NE 308,068 0 211,797 96,271 
5. N 175th St: Meridian Ave N to I-5 4,269,679 0 0 4,269,679 
6. N 175th St: Stone to Meridian 13,253,502 0 0 13,253,502 
 Totals 38,678,760 379,743 211,797 38,087,220 

 

FORMULA 2: 2008-2030 GROWTH’S SHARE 
 
The 2008-2030 growth share of transportation project cost is calculated by 
subtracting the value of other funds that are committed to the project and 
which will pay for part of growth’s share of the cost (from Table 1). 

 
 2. Capacity Cost  Other Funds  2008-2030 
  for Future - Committed = Growth’s Share 
  Growth  To Projects  of Projects 

 
There is one new variable that requires explanation: (D) other funds committed 
to projects. 
 
Variable (D): Other Funds Committed to Projects 
 
Impact fee rate calculations must recognize and reflect all known sources of 
revenue from new development that are earmarked or proratable to a 
particular impact fee project.  These sources of revenue can include locally 
generated revenues (e.g., taxes, fees or charges, interest, etc.), state and/or 
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federal grants, bonds, or other revenue sources, which are committed to 
transportation capital improvement projects.  The City’s Transportation Element 
and CFP list specific sources of revenue for each project.  The City of Shoreline’s 
impact fee calculations include all non-impact fee revenue, whether paid by 
new development, or paid by existing residents and businesses.  
 
The sources of revenue listed in the City’s Transportation Element and CFP are 
available to pay for the City’s “share” of projects, as well as growth’s “share.”  
The City’s share includes the costs of variables B and C listed above: costs of 
existing deficiencies, and cost of capacity for growth after 2030.  The revenues 
in the City’s plan were analyzed to determine the portion that was available for 
the City’s share and the portion that was for growth’s share.  The City has no 
revenue that applies to growth’s share of project costs. 
 
Revenues that are used for repair, maintenance or operating costs are not 
included because impact fees are not used for such expenses.  Revenues for 
payments of past taxes paid on vacant land prior to development are not 
included because new capital projects do not have prior costs, therefore prior 
taxes did not contribute to such projects. 
 
If an applicant believes that past tax payments were made by his/her property 
and such taxes meet the criteria of RCW 82.02.060(1)(b), an applicant can 
submit documentation and request a special review. 
 
CALCULATION OF 2008-2030 GROWTH’S SHARE 
 
The 2008-2030 growth share of transportation project cost is presented in Table 2.  
Column 1 lists the eligible projects from the Transportation Element and CFP.  
Column 2 lists the capacity cost for future growth (from Table 1, column 5).  The 
capacity costs in Column 1 are reduced by the other revenue that pays for 
growth’s share (Column 3).  The result is shown in Column 4: 2008-2030 growth’s 
share of the transportation improvement projects. 
 

TABLE 2 
NET GROWTH SHARE ELIGIBLE FOR IMPACT FEES 

# 

(1) 
 
 
 

Project 

(2) 
 
 

2008 - 2030 
Growth Share  

(3) 
 

Other Funds 
Committed 
to Projects 

(4) 
Net Growth 

Share (Eligible 
for Impact 

Fees) 
1. N 185th St/Meridian Ave N: 500 ft NB/SB $  5,279,884 $            0 $  5,279,884 
2. N 175th St/Meridian Ave N: 500 ft 5,079,854 0 5,079,854 
3. Meridian Ave N: N 145th St to N 205th St 10,108,030 0 10,108,030 
4. NE 185th St: 1st Ave NE to 7th Ave NE 96,271 0 96,271 
5. N 175th St: Meridian Ave N to I-5 4,269,679 0 4,269,679 
6. N 175th St: Stone to Meridian 13,253,502 0 13,253,502 
 Totals 38,087,220 0 38,087,220 
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3. 2008-2030 GROWTH COST PER GROWTH TRIP 

In this chapter the 2008-2030 growth’s share of the cost of eligible transportation 
projects from Chapter 2 is converted to a cost per growth trip. As in the previous 
chapter, this chapter includes a description of each formula and each variable 
that is used in the formulas, an explanation of the use of data in the formula, 
and the calculation of the unfunded cost per growth trip, using formulas 3 and 
4. 
 
FORMULA 3: GROWTH TRIPS 
 
The growth of trips on Shoreline's transportation system is calculated by 
subtracting the number of trips currently on the transportation system from the 
number of trips that are forecast to be on the transportation system in the year 
2030: 
 
 3. Future  Current  Growth 
  Trips on - Trips on = Trips on 
  Road Network  Road Network  Road Network   
 
There is one new variable used in formula 3 that requires explanation: (E) trips. 
 
Variable (E) Trips (Current and Future) 
 
A traffic demand model is used to analyze traffic on transportation facilities.  
Shoreline's model was run by the City’s transportation planning consultant, DKS 
Associates, and the results used to calculate current and future trips on 
Shoreline's transportation facilities.  The data from the model is presented here as 
p.m. peak hour trips. 
 
CALCULATION OF GROWTH TRIPS 
 
Table 3 shows the future and current trips and calculates the growth trips. 
 

TABLE 3 
GROWTH TRIPS (P.M. PEAK HOUR) IN SHORELINE 

(1) 
 

Origin - Destination 

(2) 
 

2008 Trips 

(3) 
 

2030 Trips 

(4) 
Growth Trips 

(Increase in Trips) 
internal to internal 2,444 3,352 908 

internal to external 7,009 8,846 1,837 

external to internal 8,168 9,766 1,598 

external to external 8,011 9,700 1,689 
Total Trips 25,632 31,664 6,032 
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FORMULA 4: COST PER GROWTH TRIP 
 
The 2008-2030 growth share of cost of transportation projects per growth trip is 
calculated by dividing the 2008-2030 growth share of cost of transportation 
projects by the number of growth trips: 
 
 4. 2008-2030  Growth  “Not Rely  Eligible Cost 
  Growth’s ÷ Trips on - Solely” = per 
  Share  Road Network  Adjustment  Growth Trip 
 
There is one new variable used in formula 3 that requires explanation: (F) “not 
rely solely on impact fees.” 
 
Variable (F) “Not Rely Solely on Impact Fees” 
 
RCW 82.02.050(7) provides that “…the financing for system improvements to 
serve new development … cannot rely solely on impact fees.” The statute 
provides no further guidance, and “not rely solely” could be anything between 
0.1% and 99.9%, thus additional analysis is presented below. 
 
As noted previously, the total cost of all eligible projects is $38.1 million, and 
0.99% of that is for existing deficiencies.  In addition, the future reserve capacity 
equals 0.55% of total costs. The City is required to pay for existing deficiencies 
and reserve capacity costs. The City may or may not eventually recoup the 
costs of future reserve capacity from development that occurs after the 2030 
planning horizon for the transportation improvements. Arguably the 0.99% and 
the 0.55% that will be paid by the City provide sufficient compliance with the 
requirement to “not rely solely on impact fees.” However, in the event that the 
intent of the statute is more narrowly construed to mean that the City should 
“not rely solely on impact fees” for the $38,087,220 cost that is eligible for impact 
fees, an additional 3% reduction ($1,142,617) is made to the impact fee 
calculation. This is accomplished at the end of Table 4, by reducing the cost per 
trip by 3%, and the resulting net cost per trip will be used as the basis for the 
remaining calculations of the transportation impact fee for Shoreline. 
 
CALCULATION OF COST PER GROWTH TRIP 
 
Table 4 shows the calculation of the cost per growth trip by dividing the 2008-
2030 growth share of cost of transportation projects that are eligible for impact 
fees (from Table 2) by the number of growth trips (from Table 3) to produce the 
total cost per growth trip.  The last step in Table 4 is to subtract an amount equal 
to 3% of the total cost per trip in order to determine the eligible cost per trip. 
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TABLE 4 
COST PER GROWTH TRIP 
(1) 

Description 
(2) 

Amount 

Growth Share of Project Costs $ 38,087,220 

P.M. Peak Hour Growth Trips 6,032 

Cost per P.M. Peak Hour Growth Trip $    6,314.19 

RCW 82.02.050 (2) "cannot rely 
solely on impact fees" -3.00% 

Net Cost per P.M. Peak Hour Growth 
Trip $    6,124.77 
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4. IMPACT FEE RATES FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES 

In this chapter the eligible cost per growth trip (from chapter 3) is converted to 
an impact fee rate per unit of development for a variety of land use categories.  
As in the previous chapter, this chapter includes a description of the formula 
and each variable that is used in the formula, an explanation of the use of data 
in the formula, and the calculation of the impact fee, using formula 5. 
 
FORMULA 5: IMPACT FEE RATES FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES 
 
The impact fee for each category of land use is determined by multiplying the 
cost per growth trip times the number of trips generated per unit of 
development of each category of land use: 
 
 5. Eligible Cost  Trip  Impact  
  per x Generation = Fee for 
  Growth Trip  Rate per Land Use  Land Use Type 
 
The formula uses different trip generation rates for different types of land uses 
(i.e., single family houses, office buildings, etc.). There is one new variable used 
in formula 4 that requires explanation: (G) trip generation rates. 
 
Variable (G) Trip Generation Rates 
 
This rate study uses the data reported in Trip Generation, compiled and 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  The report is currently 
in its 8th edition.  The report is a detailed statistical compilation of hundreds of 
surveys of trip origins and destinations conducted throughout the United States.  
The data is reported on several variables (i.e., type of land use, units of 
development, number of employees, hour of day, etc.).  The data used in this 
impact fee rate study is for trips generated during the p.m. peak hour, since that 
is the same basis as the trip data for the City’s level of service.  Impact fee rates 
are calculated in this study for many frequently used types of land use (i.e., 
dwellings, offices, retail, restaurants, etc.).  Impact fees can be calculated for 
other land uses not listed in this rate study by referring to the data in the ITE 
report. 
 
Trip generation data is reported initially as the total number of trips leaving and 
arriving at each type of land use (i.e., trip ends).  There are two adjustments 
made to each trip generation rate before it is used to calculate the impact fee. 
 
The first adjustment is to reduce the number of trips charged to land uses that 
are incidental attractors and generators of trips.  For example, if a person leaves 
work to return home at the end of the workday, the place of employment is the 
origin, and the home is the destination.  But it the person stops enroute to run an 
errand at a store, the ITE data counts the stop at the store as a new destination 
(and a new origin when the person leaves the store).  In reality, the work-to-
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home trip was going to occur regardless of the incidental stop, therefore the trip 
rate of the store should not be charged as an additional impact on the 
transportation system.  The adjustment is based on the number of "pass-by" trips 
that stop at the store instead of "passing by."  In Table 5, these trips are 
eliminated by counting only the trips that are truly "new" trips (i.e., a person 
made a special trip to the store).  The adjustment is shown in the rate table as 
"Percent New Trips." 
 
The second adjustment is the "Trip Length Factor."  Not all trips are the same 
length.  Longer trips need more transportation facilities, so they are considered 
to have a greater impact than shorter trips.  The ITE report's trip generation data 
is adjusted by a factor that compares the average trip length of each type of 
development to the average trip length of all trips.  Some land uses have factors 
greater than 1.0 (i.e., hospitals are factored at 1.28 because their trips are 28% 
longer than average) while other land uses have factors less than 1.0 (i.e., 24-
hour convenience markets trips are factored at 0.44 because their trips are only 
44% the length of an average trip). 
 
CALCULATION OF IMPACT FEE RATES FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES 
 
Table 5 shows the calculation of impact fee rates for twenty-eight frequently 
used categories of land use that are listed in column 1.  The ITE trip rate in 
column 2 is multiplied times the percent new trips in column 3, and the result is 
multiplied times the trip length factor in column 4.  Column 5 reports the net new 
trips that are the result of these calculations.  The impact fee rates in column 6 
are calculated by multiplying the net new trips from column 5 times the eligible 
cost per growth trip (from Table 4, and repeated in the column heading of 
column 6).  If the trip generation rate in column 5 is reported per 1,000 square 
feet, the calculation of rates for column 6 includes a step of dividing by 1,000 in 
order to calculate the impact fee rate per square foot. 
 
An applicant for a building permit will be assessed an impact fee that is 
determined as follows: 
1.  Select the appropriate land use category from Table 5, and find the impact 
fee rate per unit in column 6. 
2.  Determine the number of "units" of development, such as dwelling units, or 
square feet of buildings the applicant proposes to build. (Specific "units" used for 
impact fees are listed in the right portion of column 6 of Table 5). 
3.  Multiply the rate per unit by the number of units to be built.  The result is the 
impact fee. 
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TABLE 5 

IMPACT FEE RATES 

ITE 
Code 

(1) 
 

Land Use Category/ 
Description 

(2) 
 

Trip 
Rate1 

(3) 
% 

New 
Trips2 

(4) 
Trip 

Length 
Factor3 

(5) 
 

Net New Trips Per 
Unit of Measure 

(6) 
 

Impact Fee Per Unit @  
$6,124.77 per Trip 

90 Park-and-ride lot w/ bus svc  0.62  75% 1.00 0.47 
parking 
spce 2,848.02  per parking spce 

110 Light industrial  0.97  100% 1.31 1.27 1,000 sq ft 7.78  per square foot 
140 Manufacturing  0.73  100% 1.31 0.96 1,000 sq ft  5.86  per square foot 
151 Mini-warehouse  0.26  100% 1.31 0.34 1,000 sq ft  2.09  per square foot 

210 
Single family house 
(includes townhouse and 
duplex) 

 1.01  100% 0.90 0.91 dwelling  5,567.41  per dwelling unit 

220 Apartment (includes 
accessory dwelling unit)  0.62  100% 0.95 0.59 dwelling  3,607.49  per dwelling unit 

230 Condominium  0.52  100% 1.15 0.60 dwelling  3,662.61  per dwelling unit 
240 Mobile home park  0.59  100% 0.72 0.42 dwelling 2,601.80  per dwelling unit 
251 Senior housing   0.27  100% 0.72 0.19 dwelling  1,190.65  per dwelling unit 
255 Continuing care retirement  0.29  100% 1.00 0.29 dwelling  1,776.18  per dwelling unit 
310 Hotel  0.59  100% 1.03 0.61 room  3,722.02  per room 
320 Motel  0.47  100% 1.03 0.48 room  2,965.00  per room 
444 Movie theater  3.80  85% 0.59 1.91 1,000 sq ft  11.67  per square foot 
492 Health/fitness club  3.53  90% 0.79 2.51 1,000 sq ft  15.37  per square foot 
530 School (public or private)  0.97  80% 0.95 0.74 1,000 sq ft 4.52  per square foot 
540 Junior/community college  2.54  80% 0.95 1.93 1,000 sq ft  11.82  per square foot 
560 Church  0.55  95% 0.95 0.50 1,000 sq ft  3.04  per square foot 
565 Day care center  12.46  75% 0.51 4.77 1,000 sq ft  29.19  per square foot 
590 Library  7.30  75% 0.44 2.41 1,000 sq ft  14.75  per square foot 
610 Hospital  1.14  80% 1.28 1.17 1,000 sq ft 7.15  per square foot 
710 General office  1.49  90% 1.31 1.76 1,000 sq ft 10.76  per square foot 
720 Medical-dental office  3.46  75% 1.23 3.19 1,000 sq ft  19.55  per square foot 
731 State motor vehicles dept  17.09  90% 1.00 15.38 1,000 sq ft  94.21  per square foot 
732 United States post office  11.12  75% 0.44 3.67 1,000 sq ft  22.48  per square foot 

820 
General retail and personal 
services (includes shopping 
center) 

 3.73  66% 0.54 1.33 1,000 sq ft 8.14  per square foot 

841 Car sales  2.59  80% 1.18 2.44 1,000 sq ft  14.97  per square foot 
850 Supermarket  10.50  64% 0.54 3.63 1,000 sq ft  22.23  per square foot 
851 Convenience market-24 hr  52.41  39% 0.33 6.75 1,000 sq ft 41.31  per square foot 
854 Discount supermarket  8.90  77% 0.54 3.70 1,000 sq ft  22.67  per square foot 
880 Pharmacy/Drugstore   8.42  47% 0.54 2.14 1,000 sq ft 13.09  per square foot 
912 Bank  25.82  53% 0.38 5.20 1,000 sq ft 31.85  per square foot 
932 Restaurant: sit-down  11.15  57% 0.59 3.75 1,000 sq ft  22.97  per square foot 
934 Fast food  33.84  50% 0.51 8.63 1,000 sq ft 52.85  per square foot 
937 Coffee/donutshop  42.93  50% 0.51 10.95 1,000 sq ft 67.05  per square foot 
941 Quick lube shop  5.19  75% 1.00 3.89 service bay  23,840.66  per service bay 
944 Gas station  13.87  58% 0.44 3.54 pump  21,679.38  per pump 
948 Automated car wash  11.64  65% 1.00 7.57 1,000 sq ft  46.34  per square foot 

 
1 ITE Trip Generation (8th Edition): 4-6 PM Peak Hour Trip Ends 
2 Excludes pass-by trips: see "Trip Generation Handbook: An ITE Proposed Recommended Practice" (1988) and other 
sources. 
3 Ratio to average trip length 
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APPENDIX A: ANALYSIS OF NEEDS FOR ROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS 

 
Need for Transportation to Serve Growth in Shoreline  
 
RCW 82.02 requires impact fees to be based on the City's Capital Facilities Plan 
which must identify existing deficiencies in transportation system capacity for 
current development, capacity of existing transportation system available for 
new development, and additional transportation system capacity needed for 
new development.  Shoreline’s Capital Facilities Plan for transportation projects 
is found in the Transportation Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Existing deficiencies and reserves were summarized in Table 2 of this study. The 
purpose of this appendix is to summarize needs for additional capacity for new 
development based on data provided in the Transportation Element of the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan.. Specifically, Figure A-4 denotes roadway projects to 
accommodate growth. Tables 8.2 and 8.3 speak to 2008 and 2030 increased in 
time delay (for LOS) in % and Appendix E, Figures E-2, E-3, E-4, and E-5 all speak 
to growth with 2008 and 2030 vehicle counts and % growth calculations being 
presented.  
 
The need for additional transportation facilities is determined by using several 
criteria, including increases in traffic volume, increases in transportation system 
capacity and determination that the capacity increases are needed for 
growth.  Table A-1 lists the transportation projects from Shoreline's Transportation 
Element and CFP that are eligible for impact fees because of the results of one 
or more criteria. 
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TABLE A-1 

ANALYSIS OF NEED FOR ROAD PROJECTS TO SERVE GROWTH  

# 

(1) 
 
 
 
 

Project 

(2) 
 
 
 
 

Description 

(3) 
 

Volume 
Increase 
2008 - 
2030 

(4) 
 

Capacity 
Increase 
2008 - 
2030 

(5) 
Capacity 
Increase 

Needed to 
Serve 

Growth 

1. N 185th St/Meridian Ave N: 
500 ft NB/SB Add/Drop Lanes 50% 380 vph X 

2. N 175th St/Meridian Ave 
N: 500 ft 

NB Add lane, Restripe WB 
Approach 44% 380 vph X 

3. Meridian Ave N: N 145th 
St to N 205th St Add two way left turn lane 39% 140 vph X 

4. NE 185th St: 1st Ave NE 
to 7th Ave NE Add two way left turn lane 38% 160 vph X 

5. N 175th St: Meridian Ave 
N to I-5 

Roadway widening and 
sidewalks 22% 160 vph X 

6. N 175th St: Stone to 
Meridian 

Roadway widening, sidewalks 
and vertical realignment 40% 160 vph X 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

MBA Questions About Shoreline’s Proposed Transportation Impact Fee 
 
 
On May 13th, Jennifer Anderson of the MBA met with City staff to discuss Shoreline’s proposed 
transportation impact fee. The MBA asked several questions. The following are the questions 
and the City’s response to each. 
 
1.  Are the transportation growth projects included in the City’s Capital Facilities 
Element? 
RCW 82.02 says that the City can only collect impact fees for the public facilities which are 
addressed by a capital facilities plan element (CFE) of a comprehensive land use plan.  
Shoreline’s Capital Facilities Element says that transportation facilities are addressed in the 
Transportation Element (TE). Many jurisdictions separate transportation facilities in their 
comprehensive plans otherwise it would be somewhat redundant. 
  
Shoreline’s TE contains the City’s goals and policies for transportation. The TE and its 
Supporting Analysis refer to the City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as the location of the 
“more detailed analysis and direction” for transportation, including the list of specific capital 
improvement projects. Chapter 8 of the TMP, at page 195 includes the projects that are included 
in the transportation impact fee: 
  

Using the traffic model and the criteria established to identify intersection 
improvements, the City has identified the following projects that will improve capacity 
and mitigate the impacts of forecasted growth: 
• Addition of a center two-way left-turn lane and traffic calming measures on Meridian 
Avenue N from N 145th Street to N 205th Street 
• Intersection improvements at N 185th Street and Meridian Avenue N 
• Addition of a center two-way left-turn lane on N 175th Street from Stone Avenue N to 
Meridian Avenue N 
• Intersection improvements at N 175th Street and Meridian Avenue N 
• Extension of left-turn pockets on N/NE 175th Street between Meridian Avenue N and 
the I-5 on-/off-ramps 
• Intersection improvements at NE 175th Street and 15th Avenue NE 
• Addition of a center two-way left-turn lane on NE 185th Street from 1st Avenue NE to 
7th Avenue NE 
  
The location of these projects is shown on Figure AA, Proposed Roadway Projects to 
Accommodate Growth. The costs of these projects will be utilized to develop the City’s 
impact fee program. 

  
The public facilities are in Shoreline’s Comprehensive Plan CFE by reference to the TE, which 
refers to the TMP.  More recent cost estimates of these projects are presented in the 2015-2020 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). Thus, when you weave all the pieces together, the 
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projects are incorporated in the CFE because the TMP is part of the CFE and the projects are 
included in the TMP (with updated costs in the TIP). 
 
2.  In Formula 2 of the Rate Study, why are no “Other Funds Committed to Projects” 
listed, as growth cannot be solely responsible all costs associated with projects? 
The Rate Study statement on page 15, “The City has no revenue that applies to growth’s share of 
project costs” is the basis for Table 2 showing zero other funds committed to projects. 
Shoreline’s TIP is the basis of this statement. It contains no other funding for the projects in the 
transportation impact fee. Formula 4 and Table 4 in the Rate Study directly address the 
requirement to “not rely solely on impact fees”. The amount to be charged to growth is reduced 
from 100% to 97%, thus not relying solely on impact fees. 
 
3.  What other funding sources will be used to pay for the City’s share of projects? They 
need to be identified. 
“RCW 36.70A.070 (3)(d) requires “at least a six-year plan that will finance such capital 
facilities within projected funding capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money 
for such purposes…”. Shoreline’s TMP chapter on funding complies with this requirement, 
as follows: 
 
Shoreline’s TMP includes a 17-page chapter on funding the TMP. It identifies and analyzes 15 
specific federal and state funding sources, and 7 specific local funding sources that can fund the 
TMP. One of the 7 local funding sources is the transportation impact fee, so there are 15 federal 
and state funding sources and 6 other local funding sources available to pay for the City’s share 
of projects needed for growth.  
 
The City’s share of the growth cost is the 3% used in Table 4 of the Rate Study. Growth’s share 
of project costs in the Rate Study is $38,027,220, and 3% of that total is $1,142,617. During the 
20-year period covered by the TMP, the City’s 3% share of $1.14 million is an average of 
$57,000 per year. The funding sources identified in the TMP funding chapter have the potential 
to generate far more than $1.14 million ($57,000 per year), therefore the City has demonstrated 
the funding capacity to pay the 3% share of projects using one or more of the 21 funding sources 
in the TMP other than the transportation impact fee.  
 
The 97% of project costs that is attributable to growth comes from growth in two locations: 
internal and external. The portion that is attributable to internal trips from development within 
Shoreline will be collected from impact fees paid by development in Shoreline. The portion that 
is attributable to external trips from development outside of Shoreline can be paid by one or 
more of the following sources: (1) reciprocal impact fees from other jurisdictions for the impact 
of their development on Shoreline’s streets, (2) SEPA mitigation requested by Shoreline and 
imposed as a condition of development by the other jurisdictions, (3) grants from federal and 
state sources, and/or (4) local funds provided by the City of Shoreline. 
 
4.  What is the basis for identifying 3% as the reduction used to comply with the 
requirement to “not rely solely on impact fees”? 
RCW 82.02.050 (7) prohibits 100% impact fees, but does not specify the amount that constitutes 
“not relying solely on impact fees.” In 2006, the City of Sammamish adopted a transportation 
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impact fee that used a 3% reduction to comply with the requirement to “not rely solely on impact 
fees.” Sammamish’s transportation impact fee was examined thoroughly by the MBA, including 
extensive and detailed discussions about the 3% reduction. At the City Council’s final hearing 
prior to adopting the transportation impact fee, the MBA submitted a letter indicating that the 
“… impact fee appears to be consistent with the Growth Management Act …”. Shoreline has in 
common with Sammamish very limited amounts of revenue from other sources to pay for 
projects needed for growth, therefore the Shoreline transportation impact fee uses the same 3% 
reduction as Sammamish. 
 
5.  Table A-1 identifies the expected volume increase between 2008-2030.  Shouldn’t these 
percentages reflect growth’s share of the project costs (for example: growth should only 
pay for 50% of project #1, 44% of project #2, etc)? 
The 2008 traffic volume is generated by current traffic from existing development. The increase 
in volume in 2030 is caused by the 5,000 new dwelling units and 5,000 new jobs that Shoreline 
is planning for as its share of the growth in the region. Therefore, the volume increase from 2008 
to 2030 is due to growth. The percent increase is not growth’s share. All of the increase is due to 
growth, and the percentage simply quantifies how much the volume will increase.  
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Council Meeting Date:   June 2, 2014 Agenda Item:  9(b) 
              

 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON 
 

 

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion and Update – Sound Transit 
DEPARTMENT: Public Works 
PRESENTED BY: Mark Relph, Public Works Director  
 Kirk McKinley, Transportation Services Manager 
 Alicia McIntire, Senior Transportation Planner 
ACTION: ____ Ordinance        ____ Resolution     ____ Motion 
                                 ____ Public Hearing __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. 
 
In October 2013, the Sound Transit Board identified the Preferred Alternative (PA) for 
the Lynnwood Link extension in Shoreline. The PA was developed based upon the 
findings in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), public comments and 
feedback from jurisdictions. The PA includes an alignment in Shoreline along the east 
side of I-5 with two stations in the City at NE 145th Street and NE 185th Street. Since 
identification of the PA, Sound Transit staff has been refining the project design, 
conducting additional environmental testing and working to identify additional impacts 
beyond those included in the DEIS as well as options for mitigation. 
 
As a separate project, Sound Transit is in the process of updating their long range plan 
(LRP). Sound Transit’s LRP is the vision for how their system should grow over many 
decades. The projects, programs and services identified in the LRP will be used to 
develop future ballot measures for voter approval, such as Sound Transit 3 (ST3). 
Sound Transit has asked the public to help update the LRP as part of preparing a 
supplemental environmental impact statement and the first step in this process was 
scoping. Shoreline submitted comments to Sound Transit during the scoping period, 
which ran from October 25 – November 25, 2013. In March 2014, Sound Transit staff 
provided the Board with an update on the progress of the project, including potential 
plan modifications. These included several capital and service improvements in 
Shoreline. The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the update 
will be released this summer, with plan adoption expected by the end of the year. The 
City will have the opportunity to comment when the SEIS is released. 
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Sound Transit staff will be present at tonight’s meeting to provide an update on the 
status of the Lynnwood Link Extension. 
 
RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
There is no financial impact associated with tonight’s discussion. There is no significant 
financial impact to the City associated with either process, as they are being managed 
and funded by Sound Transit. The City has been and will continue to participate 
throughout the Lynnwood Link EIS process by providing technical and policy direction. 
Staff reviewed Sound Transit’s DEIS for Lynnwood Link and continues to participate in 
the development of the FEIS, including identification of appropriate mitigation for the 
station areas. This will require continued dedication of City staff resources. Upon 
completion of the Lynnwood Link EIS process and determination of the final alignment 
and station in 2015, the City, along with Sound Transit, will need to engage the 
community in site specific planning for the selected station locations. Similarly, staff is 
participating in Sound Transit’s Interagency Coordination Group for the LRP update, 
including review of the SEIS, submittal of comments and review of the final plan. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
There is no action associated with this agenda item. This report is for discussion 
purposes only. 
 
 
Approved By: City Manager DT City Attorney IS 
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BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
 
Lynnwood Link Extension 
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. 
 
In October 2013, the Sound Transit Board identified the Preferred Alternative (PA) for 
the Lynnwood Link extension in Shoreline. The PA was developed based upon the 
findings in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), public comments and 
feedback from jurisdictions. The City submitted an extensive comment letter in response 
to the DEIS that detailed several issues for which mitigation would be required including 
transportation, parking, noise and vibration and ecosystem resources. 
 
The PA includes an alignment in Shoreline along the east side of I-5 with two stations in 
the City at NE 145th Street and NE 185th Street (Attachment A). The alignment is at-
grade with the freeway as much as possible but includes elevated segments. In the PA, 
the station at NE 145th Street is elevated and includes an adjacent parking garage. The 
northbound on-ramp to I-5 will be relocated to the north in order to provide for a more 
compact station design. The station at NE 185th Street is located at-grade on the east 
side of I-5. The parking garage will be located on the west side of I-5 in the WSDOT 
right-of-way. Pedestrian improvements to the bridge overcrossing were also included in 
the PA. Sound Transit staff will present a video simulation of the PA at tonight’s 
meeting. 
 
Since identification of the PA, Sound Transit staff has been refining the project design, 
conducting additional environmental testing and working to identify additional impacts 
beyond those included in the DEIS as well as options for mitigation. Sound Transit staff 
have developed three options for potential pedestrian improvements to the NE 185th 
Street bridge. They are also exploring opportunities for shared use parking with the 
Shoreline School District, including location of the parking garage on the existing 
Shoreline Stadium parking lot. Sound Transit field crews have been out in the 
community performing noise monitoring, vibration testing and monitoring, geotechnical 
drilling and civil and wetlands survey work to help further identify potential impacts. City 
staff meet regularly with Sound Transit staff to discuss options for mitigation, such as 
construction of a separated bicycle and pedestrian bridge over I-5 at NE 145th Street, 
impacts to Ridgecrest Park and the City’s station area planning efforts. 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Lynnwood Link extension is 
scheduled to be published early 2015 and will respond to DEIS comments. The Sound 
Transit Board is scheduled to select the project to be built in early 2015, with a record of 
decision issued by FTA early to mid-2015. Final design and permitting will occur from 
2015-2018 and construction will be underway from 2018-2023. Service is scheduled to 
begin in late 2023. 
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Long Range Plan Update 
As a separate project, Sound Transit is in the process of updating their long range plan 
(LRP). Sound Transit’s LRP is the vision for how their system should grow over many 
decades. The projects, programs and services identified in the LRP will be used to 
develop future ballot measures for voter approval, such as Sound Transit 3 (ST3). 
Sound Transit has asked the public to help update the LRP as part of preparing a 
supplemental environmental impact statement, and the first step in this process was 
scoping. Shoreline submitted comments to Sound Transit during the scoping period, 
which ran from October 25 – November 25, 2013.  
 
In March 2014, Sound Transit staff provided the Board with an update on the progress 
of the project, including potential plan modifications. These included several capital and 
service improvements in Shoreline. The modifications to the LRP could be added to the 
existing plan and that projects/corridors in the existing plan would be incorporated into 
the update. For example, Sounder service in the north corridor is included in the existing 
LRP and would be included as part of the update, which would allow the City to 
advocate for a station at Richmond Beach (the current LRP does not identify specific 
station locations; it is unlikely that the update will not identify them either). Sound Transit 
staff also confirmed that they would not be examining elimination of existing service that 
is already in place/approved by voters. One of the City’s comments was for Sound 
Transit to reexamine the need for this service once light rail service to Everett is in 
place. Finally, Sound Transit will not be evaluating projects that are more accurately 
described as “local service” (vs. regional service). Attachment B is the draft Potential 
Plan Modifications Project List and two accompanying maps that were presented to the 
Board regarding the LRP. 
 
Specific items that the City included in its comment letter that were identified as 
potential plan modifications are: 
 

• Improvements to 145th Street (identified as a representative corridor 
improvement) 

• Improved east-west service in Shoreline connecting SR 99 BRT, I-5 LRT and SR 
522 HCT (identified as a representative bus refinement) 

• ST regional express bus service on 145th from I-5 serving SR 522 (Project 29 on 
the map showing potential plan modifications for bus) 

• HCT line from downtown Seattle to Edmonds via Ballard, Shoreline Community 
College (Project 20 on the map showing potential plan modifications for rail). The 
mode for this project is not specified however the City recommended light rail. 
Shoreline’s comment did not include extension to Edmonds. 

• Light rail from North Kirkland/or UW Bothell to Northgate via SR 522 (Project 10 
on the map showing potential plan modifications for rail) 

 
One item that the City did not identify in its comment letter that affects Shoreline is a 
light rail line from Ballard to Everett station via Aurora Village (Project 3 on the map 
showing potential plan modifications for rail). Representative projects also include 
“stations and supporting facilities and services for corridor level plan modifications”. This 
may address the City’s suggestion for the addition of parking garages in SR 522 
corridor cities. 
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Several representative policies, programs and services may be included in the plan that 
address some of the City’s suggestions, such as: 
 

• Improve non-motorized access to stations (City recommendations: improved 
access to Shoreline light rail stations, pedestrian improvements on SR 104) 

• Financially support construction of transit-oriented development (City 
recommendation: Funding of Transit Oriented Development Catalyst projects) 

• Support BRT programs of other agencies, with goal of ITDP Bronze BRT 
standard (City recommendation: Improved BRT service on SR 99) 

 
One item that the City included in its comment letter that is not identified as potential 
plan modifications at this time is paid parking to fund bus service. 
 
The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the update will be 
released this summer, with plan adoption expected by the end of the year. The City will 
have the opportunity to comment and suggest additional projects for inclusion in the 
plan when the SEIS is released, scheduled for this summer. The Board is scheduled to 
adopt an updated plan in December 2014. 
 

STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 
 
Lynnwood Link Extension 
Sound Transit has managed the public outreach for the Lynnwood Link 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. 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 that year. 

As part of the screening process, Sound Transit staff held a series of “drop in” sessions 
in March 2012, including three in the City of Shoreline. These meetings provided the 
public with an opportunity to learn where the light rail route could be located along I-5, 
see where stations were 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 
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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. Sound Transit 
staff also shared a booth with Shoreline staff at Swingin’ Summer Eve on July 24, 2013. 
Sound Transit staff also presented the findings of the DEIS to Council on July 29, 2013. 
Staff presented additional information to Council on August 12, 2013. 
 
Sound Transit hosted four open houses/public hearings on the Lynnwood Link PA, 
including one in Shoreline, on August 22, 2013. Staff from Sound Transit was available 
to answer questions and receive public input. Interested parties could also provide 
individual testimony directly to a court reporter. The Sound Transit Board selected the 
PA for the project on October 21, 2013. The FEIS for the Lynnwood Link extension is 
scheduled to be published early 2015 and will respond to DEIS comments. The Sound 
Transit Board is scheduled to select the project to be built in early 2015, with a record of 
decision issued by FTA early to mid-2015. 
 
Long Range Plan Update 
Sound Transit is the lead agency for the LRP update and is managing public outreach 
for the project. Beginning with scoping in October and November 2013, Sound Transit 
plans will continue to involve the public in updating the LRP as part of preparing a 
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS). This important process will 
identify public priorities for future services and destinations. The SEIS is scheduled for 
release this summer and the Board is scheduled to adopt an updated plan in December 
2014. 
 

COUNCIL GOAL(S) ADDRESSED 
 
These projects address Council Goal No. 2: Improve Shoreline's utility, transportation, 
and environmental infrastructure, and Council Goal No. 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 either process, as they are being managed 
and funded by Sound Transit. The City has been and will continue to participate 
throughout the Lynnwood Link EIS process by providing technical and policy direction. 
Staff reviewed Sound Transit’s DEIS for Lynnwood Link and continues to participate in 
the development of the FEIS, including identification of appropriate mitigation for the 
station areas. This will require continued dedication of City staff resources. Upon 
completion of the Lynnwood Link EIS process and determination of the final alignment 
and station in 2015, the City, along with Sound Transit, will need to engage the 
community in site specific planning for the selected station locations. Similarly, staff is 
participating in Sound Transit’s Interagency Coordination Group for the LRP update, 
including review of the SEIS, submittal of comments and review of the final plan. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
There is no action associated with this agenda item. This report is for discussion 
purposes only. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Lynnwood Link Extension Preferred Alternative 
Attachment B:  Potential Plan Modifications Project List, Draft Potential Plan 
Modifications for Rail, Draft Potential Plan Modifications for Bus 
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Sound Transit Long-Range Plan 
Update/SEIS  

 

Potential Plan Modifications – DRAFT 
Following is a list of potential corridors for consideration to modify the current plan, and 
representative projects, policies, and services identified for purposes of modeling and 
impact analysis.  Specific projects, locations, operating characteristics, and levels of service 
would be determined and evaluated at the project level. Accordingly, new or different 
projects not listed below, but that are similar to the types of representative projects listed, 
could be implemented at the project-level.   Projects or programs that Sound Transit could 
advance in future system planning under the current Long-Range Plan are not included 
below as potential plan modifications.  The order of listing below does not imply rank or 
preference.   

 

Potential plan modifications are grouped as follows: 

 

I. Corridor Level (Shown on Maps) 
II. Representative Projects 

III. Representative Policies, Programs and Services  

 

 

  

Attachment B
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I. Corridor Level (Shown on Maps) 
 

  

9b-10



DRAFT ST LRP/SEIS Potential Plan Modifications 
 
 

                                                          DRAFT February 25, 2014  | 3 
 

I. Potential Plan Modifications – Corridor Level (Shown on Maps) 

 
Link  
 
Service  
1 Link line north/south –downtown Seattle to Magnolia/Ballard to Shoreline Community 

College 
2 Link line between Downtown Seattle, West Seattle, and Burien 
3 Link line from Ballard to Everett Station via Aurora Village, Lynnwood 
4  Link line extension from Everett to North Everett 
5  Link line from Lakewood to Spanaway to Frederickson to South Hill to Puyallup 
6  Link line from DuPont to Downtown Tacoma via Lakewood, Steilacoom, and Ruston 
7  Link line from Puyallup/Sumner to Renton via SR 167 
8  Link line east/west - from downtown Seattle along Madison Street or to Madrona  
9  Link line from Tukwila to SODO via Duwamish industrial area  
10  Link line from North Kirkland or UW Bothell to Northgate via SR 522 
11  Link line from Ballard to Bothell via Northgate 
12  Link line to Mill Creek, connecting to Eastside Rail Corridor 
13  Extend Tacoma Link to Ruston Ferry Terminal 
14  Link line on SR 7 from Tacoma to Parkland 
15  Link line between Lynnwood and Everett that serves Southwest Everett Industrial 

Center (Paine Field, Boeing) 
 
 
Sounder  
 
Service 
16 Sounder line from Puyallup/Sumner to Orting 
17  Sounder line between Lakewood and Parkland 
18  Sounder line Tacoma to Frederickson 
 
 
High Capacity Transit (Mode Not Specified) 
 
Service 
19  HCT line from Tukwila Sounder station to Sea-Tac Airport to Burien to Downtown 

Seattle via West Seattle 
20  HCT line from Downtown Seattle to Edmonds via Ballard, Shoreline Community College 
21  HCT line from West Seattle to Ballard via Central District, Queen Anne 
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I. Potential Plan Modifications – Corridor Level (Shown on Maps), 
Continued 

 
Bus  
 
BRT Service 
22  BRT routes in Puyallup vicinity, notably along Meridian Avenue 
23  BRT route along Madison Street in Seattle from Colman Dock to 23rd Street. 
 
ST Regional Express Bus Service 
24  ST Regional Express route between Issaquah and Overlake via Sammamish, Redmond 
25  ST Regional Express route between Renton and Downtown Seattle 
26  ST Regional Express route connecting UW Bothell to Sammamish via Redmond 
27  ST Regional Express route from Titlow Beach to Downtown Tacoma 
28  ST Regional Express route from Renton (Fairwood) to Eastgate via Factoria 
29  ST Regional Express on 145th Street from I-5 serving SR 522 
30  ST Regional Express route from North Kirkland to Downtown Seattle 
31  ST Regional Express route Woodinville to Bellevue service 
32  ST Regional Express route Woodinville to Everett service 
33  ST Regional Express route Puyallup to Tacoma 
34  ST Regional Express route Puyallup to Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM) and 

Frederickson 
 
ST Regional Express/BRT 
35  Regional Express Bus/BRT service between Tacoma and Bellevue 
36  Regional Express Bus/BRT service between Kent and Sea-Tac Airport 
37  Regional Express/BRT between Puyallup and Rainier Valley  
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II. Representative Projects  
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II. Potential Plan Modifications – Representative Projects  
 

Streetcar Service 
- Rapid streetcar from Roosevelt to Downtown Seattle via University District 
- Rapid streetcar from North Ballard to Downtown Seattle via Fremont 
- Extend streetcar from Westlake Center to King Street Station via 1st Avenue 
- Streetcar along Phinney Ridge 
- Streetcar from Lake City to Roosevelt 
- Streetcar from Golden Gardens to Magnuson Park 
- Streetcar from Ballard to University Village 
- Streetcar from Alki to SW Trenton Street in Seattle 
- Streetcar on Seattle Waterfront 
- Streetcar from SODO to E Marginal Way 
- Streetcar from W Dravus Street to W Mercer Street 
- Streetcar from Alderwood Mall to Edmonds Community College via Lynnwood Transit 

Center 
- Streetcar from Everett Waterfront to Lowell via Everett Station 
- Streetcar from Paine Field to SR 527 via Airport Road/SR 96 
 
Corridor Improvements 
- Improve NE 145th Street, including multimodal/bus priority treatments (e.g. BAT Lanes) 
- Add bus priority treatments to east-west bus corridors in Snohomish County 
- Arterial HOV/Transit Signal Priority (TSP) bus lane improvements on 128th 
- SR 99 Signal/Queue Bypass, Airport Road to Everett  
- NE 124th HOV, I-405 - SR 202 
- Priority treatment - 156th St. Left Turn Queue Bypass, eastbound 8th to NB 156th 
- Priority treatment - SR 202 HOV, SR 520 - Sahalee Way  
- Priority treatment - 148th NE, Bel-Red Rd. - SR 520  
- Priority treatment - 148th NE, Bel-Red Rd. to Bellevue Community College Perimeter Rd. 
- SR 7 Arterial HOV, Roy Wye - SR 512  
- Bus Ramp over Union Hill Road  
- HOV/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Tunnel from SR 520 to Pacific St. 
- HOV Access Ramp at 1st Ave. S Bridge 
 
Bus Refinements 
- Improved east-west service in Shoreline, connecting SR 99 BRT, I-5 LRT, and SR 522 HCT 
- Totem Lake to Redmond service 
- Provide frequent, direct bus service to Overlake Transit Center 
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II. Potential Plan Modifications – Representative Projects, 
Continued 

 
Parking Additions or Enhancements 
- Colman Dock Multimodal Hub 
- SR 99 and 118th St. Station Parking  
- Beverly Rd. Station Parking  
- Boeing Paine Field Station Parking  
- 175th St. E at Canyon Rd. Station Parking  
- Portland Ave. E at SR 512 Station Parking  
 
Systemwide Elements 
- Vehicles, commuter rail cabs, coaches and locomotives. 
- Additional Sounder maintenance facilities & storage yards for Plan Modifications 
- Additional Link maintenance facilities & storage yards for Plan Modifications 
- Additional Regional Express bus maintenance facilities & storage yards for Plan 

Modifications 
- Stations and supporting facilities and services for corridor level Plan Modifications. 
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III. Representative Policies, Programs and 
Services 
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III.  Potential Plan Modifications – Representative Policies, 
Programs and Services 

 
 
Non-Motorized Facilities and Access 
- Improve non-motorized access to stations 
- Provide improved bicycle storage, including bike share 
 
Transit Oriented Development 
- Support transit-oriented development through density incentives 
- Financially support construction of transit-oriented development 
 
Connections with Other Services and Facilities 
- Improve connections between HCT and regional centers 
- Consider integration of future SWIFT BRT lines 
- Support BRT programs of other agencies, with goal of ITDP Bronze BRT standard 
 
Sustainability and Demand Management 
- Support implementation of the Growing Transit Communities partnership 
- Partner with WSDOT on demand management 
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