CITY OF

SHORELINE
AGENDA
CLICK HERE TO COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS

STAFF PRESENTATIONS
PUBLIC COMMENT

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING

Monday, August 11, 2014 Council Chamber - Shoreline City Hall
5:30 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North

TOPIC/GUESTS: ‘Open Government Training Act’ Training
SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS MEETING
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Time
1. CALL TO ORDER 7:00
2. FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL
(@) Proclamation of Celebrate Shoreline 2a-1

3. REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER

4. COUNCIL REPORTS

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may address the City Council on agenda items or any other topic for three minutes or less, depending on the
number of people wishing to speak. The total public comment period will be no more than 30 minutes. If more than 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
(@ Minutes of Business Meeting of July 14, 2014 7al-1
Minutes of Business Meeting of July 21, 2014 7a2-1
Minutes of Special Meeting of July 28, 2014 7a3-1
(b) Approval of expenses and payroll as of July 25, 2014 in the amount 7b-1
of $2,582,703.36
(c) Motion to Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Contract with 7c-1

Transmap Corporation for Pavement Condition and Right-of-Way
Asset Inventory

(d) Motion to Authorize the City Manager to Increase Kamins 7d-1



Construction Contract Contingency for Citywide Safety
Improvement Project

(e) Adoption of the 2014 Development Code Amendments 7e-1
8. STUDY ITEMS
(a) Discussion of 185" Light Rail Station Preferred Alternative 8a-1 7:20
(b) Discussion of 2015-2020 CIP 8b-1 8:05
9. ADJOURNMENT 8:45

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.




Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 2a

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Proclamation of Celebrate Shoreline
DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services
PRESENTED BY: Mary K Reidy, Recreation Superintendent
ACTION: ___ Ordinance ____ Resolution __ Motion
__ Discussion __ Public Hearing _X Proclamation

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The annual Celebrate Shoreline event commemorates the City’s incorporation with ten
days of activities designed to spark celebration and community spirit. City staff and a
community committee collaborated to bring back the best of past seasons and expand
the events to reflect community interest. Celebrate Shoreline is increasingly becoming a
celebration of and by the community. From soccer clubs and neighborhood associations
to area businesses and individual volunteers, Celebrate Shoreline happens as a result
of strong community relationships. As well, to increase public awareness and
encourage community interaction, Celebrate Shoreline now has a presence on
Facebook.

The Celebrate Shoreline Community Committee and staff are pleased to announce the
following Celebrate Shoreline 2014 attractions:

For the first time, Arts Al Fresco kicks off Celebrate Shoreline 2014 on August 7.
This event, which is a wonderful addition to the Celebrate Shoreline lineup,
incorporates Piano Time, a Sculpture Stroll and a Gallery Opening into one
evening at the Park at Town Center and City Hall.

The Celebrate Shoreline Soccer Classic youth tournament also joins the
celebration this year, inviting youth teams in the area to compete on Shoreline
fields in healthy, fun competition August 8-10. The Celebrate Shoreline Classic is
a joint effort of the Hillwood and Shorelake soccer clubs, and the Shoreline
Regional Operating Committee of Seattle United.

The North City Jazz Walk, which will be held Tuesday, August 12, will celebrate
its eighth year of live jazz music in multiple venues throughout the North City
Business District. Jazz Walk is sponsored by the North City Neighborhood
Association, the North City Business Association and the Shoreline Arts Council.

Youth and teens will unleash their skateboarding and scootering skills at the
Connie King Skate Park on Friday, August 15 for the annual teen “Sk8
Competition.”
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Following a very successful 2013 festival, staff is excited to host the 2014
Celebrate Shoreline Festival on Saturday, August 16 again at Cromwell Park.
The City will bring back the popular pony rides, petting zoo, live theater, two
music stages, inflatables, community booths, face painting, carnival games, beer
& wine garden, and the annual Car Show sponsored by the Shoreline Historical
Museum. New this year will be a 'root beer garden' featuring local brews and
root beer floats and additional food trucks offering several varieties of tasty
cuisines.

A sandcastle building contest and run/walk sponsored by the Richmond Beach
Community Association at Richmond Beach Saltwater Park on Sunday, August
17 brings the celebration to a close.

Accepting the proclamation of Celebrate Shoreline will be representatives from the
Celebrate Shoreline Community Committee.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no financial impact to accepting the Celebrate Shoreline proclamation.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Mayor read the Celebrate Shoreline Proclamation declaring
August 7 through 17 as Celebrate Shoreline Week and present the Proclamation to the
Celebrate Shoreline Community Committee.

ATTACHMENT

Attachment A: The Celebrate Shoreline Proclamation

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney IS
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

i

SHORELINE

PROCLAMATION

the City of Shoreline is proud of its history and created “Celebrate
Shoreline” after incorporation as an annual event to bring together
residents, community leaders, agencies, and businesses to
celebrate all the things that make our City such a great place to
live, work and play; and

this year Celebrate Shoreline will begin with Arts Al Fresco at the
Park at Town Center and City Hall on Thursday, August 7 and, for
the first time, will include the Celebrate Shoreline Soccer Classic
sponsored by Shoreline’s youth soccer clubs August 8 through 10;
and

the community-led North City Jazz Walk will celebrate 8 years of
live jazz music at Celebrate Shoreline on Tuesday, August 12, and
youth and teens will challenge their skateboarding skills at the
Connie King Skate Park on Friday, August 15; and

the ever popular community festival will feature live music and
entertainment, community booths, food trucks, a beer and wine
garden, petting zoo, pony rides, children’'s theater, the annual
Shoreline Historical Museum Car Show, and much more at
Cromwell Park on August 17; and

a sand sculpture contest and new fun run on Sunday, August 17 at
Richmond Beach Saltwater Park sponsored by the Richmond
Beach Neighborhood Association brings Celebrate Shoreline to a
close; and

a variety of local businesses, neighborhoods, and the City Council
have provided support for this event in celebration of our City;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Shari Winstead, Mayor of the City of Shoreline, on

behalf of the Shoreline City Council, do hereby proclaim August 7
through 17, 2014 as a time to

CELEBRATE SHORELINE

Shari Winstead, Mayor
2a-1



July 14, 2014 Council Business Meeting D RAFT

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING

Monday, July 14, 2014 Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall
7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North

PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Councilmembers McGlashan, McConnell, Salomon, and
Roberts

ABSENT: Deputy Mayor Eggen and Councilmember Hall

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 and the Deputy City Clerk called the roll.

Upon a motion by Councilmember McConnell, seconded by Councilmember McGlashan,
and carried 5-0, Deputy Mayor Eggen and Councilmember Hall were excused from the
meeting for personal reasons.

3. REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER

John Norris, Assistant City Manager, provided reports and updates on various City meetings,
projects and events.

4. COUNCIL REPORTS

Councilmember Roberts reported attending the Sound Cities Association (SCA) Board meeting.
He shared that they recommended the Executive Board approve the King Conservation District
Budget and request the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Advisory Council provide seats on its
Council to SCA and other small cities.

Councilmember Salomon reported attending the Million Stair Challenge Picnic and commended
the participants. He also reported attending the Hillwood Neighborhood Picnic, a community
meeting regarding dredging at Hidden Lake, and visiting the M1 Dam.

Councilmember McConnell reported attending a SeaShore Transportation Forum meeting and
hearing discussions on the Sound Transit Long-Range Plan ST3 Transportation package, and
preservation of metro transit service.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

7a1-



July 14, 2014 Council Business Meeting D RAFT

Rebecca Miner, Shoreline resident and new Superintendent of Shoreline School, introduced
herself to the City Council and stated she is looking forward to working with the Council on
many shared projects in support of students and the community.

Richard Shilling, Richmond Beach resident, commented on an email he sent to the City. He
reviewed the content of the email which talked about the annexation of Point Wells, and taxes
and liabilities.

Karen Gilberston, Shoreline resident, commented on Ronald Wastewater District (RWD), the
citizens’ right to vote, legal options, and the future operation of RWD.

Timothy Ramsey, Shoreline resident, asked Councilmembers who supports a vote on RWD and
spoke about transparency.

Douglas Allyn, Shoreline resident, commented on the public meeting for the Seattle City Light
Substation fence upgrades and left documents for Council to review.

Ginny Scantlebury, Shoreline resident, representing a grassroots group in Shoreline, submitted
536 signatures in support of a vote on RWD and asked Council to represent the community.

Tom Jamieson, Shoreline, stated they want a vote for the RWD Assumption.

Mr. Norris stated that he would follow up with Seattle City Lights regarding the public meeting
for the substation fence upgrades and encouraged residents to attend the meeting to provide their
comments. He commented on RWD vote and shared that the Ronald Wastewater Assumption
Committee of Elected Officials is moving forward with the assumption transition.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted by unanimous consent.
7.  CONSENT CALENDAR

Councilmember McGlashan moved approval of the Consent Calendar. The motion was
seconded by Councilmember McConnell. Councilmember Salomon requested removal of
item 7a, Minutes of Business Meeting of June 16, 2014.

The motion carried 5-0 and the following Consent Calendar items were approved:

(a) Minutes of Business Meeting of June 2, 2014; Minutes of Workshop Dinner
Meeting of June 9, 2014; Minutes of Business Meeting of June 9, 2014

(b) Approval of expenses and payroll as of June 27, 2014 in the amount of
$7,810,843.59
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*Payroll and Benefits:

EFT Payroll Benefit
Payroll Numbers Checks Checks Amount
Period Payment Date (EF) (PR) (AP) Paid
56037-
5/25/14-6/7/14 6/13/2014 56232 13186-13205 57156-57161 $436,437.16
$436,437.16
*Wire Transfers:
Expense Wire
Register Transfer Amount
Dated Number Paid
6/26/2014 1083 $5,478.93
$5,478.93
*Accounts Payable Claims:
Expense Check Check
Register Number Number Amount
Dated (Begin) (End) Paid
6/10/2014 57019 57019 $2,649.28
6/11/2014 56923 56923 ($675.24)
6/12/2014 57020 57041 $2,142,043.96
6/12/2014 57042 57049 $12,658.82
6/12/2014 57050 57072 $375,820.93
6/12/2014 57073 57082 $5,099.19
6/17/2014 57083 57084 $69,384.23
6/19/2014 57085 57119 $404,273.08
6/19/2014 57120 57131 $17,081.28
6/19/2014 57132 57155 $4,284,465.56
6/24/2014 57162 57162 $184.70
6/26/2014 57163 57172 $10,908.00
6/26/2014 57173 57192 $13,500.13
6/26/2014 57193 57206 $31,533.58
$7,368,927.50

(c) Adoption of Res. No. 362 Authorizing Approval of an Interfund Loan for the
Aurora Avenue Improvement Project
8. ACTION ITEMS

(a) Waive Council Rules of Procedure Section 2.4 and appoint Lauren Smith as a Youth
Member to the Shoreline Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS) Board effective
July 14, 2014 through June 30, 2015

Dick Deal, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Director, presented the staff report. He
reviewed the composition of the Board’s membership and commented on the youth position
vacancy. He stated that Ms. Lauren Smith applied for the position, and shared her background
and interest in serving on the board.
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Councilmember McGlashan moved Waiving Council Rules of Procedure Section 2.4 and
appointing Lauren Smith as a Youth Member to the Shoreline Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Services (PRCS) Board effective July 14, 2014 through June 30, 2015.
Councilmember Roberts seconded the motion.

Upon invitation by Mayor Winstead, Ms. Smith came to the podium. Ms. Smith shared her
interest in being on the Board, stated she is excited, and thanked Council for this opportunity to
serve the Community. Councilmembers welcomed Ms. Smith and expressed their gratitude for
her wanting to participate on the Board.

The motion carried 5-0.
9. STUDY ITEMS
(a) Discussion of 2014 Development Code Amendments

Steve Szafran, Senior Planner, and Rachel Markle, Planning & Community Development
Director, provided the staff report on the Proposed Development Code Amendments. Mr.
Szafran explained that there are 35 city initiated amendments and one private amendment
initiated by the Seattle Golf Club. He reviewed the six types of amendments, Administrative,
Procedural, Local Policy Changes, Clarifying Existing Language, Codifying Administrative
Orders, and Updating References. He reviewed the public comments received in opposition of
Seattle Golf Club’s exemption request, and shared that no other comments were received
regarding the other proposed amendments.

Councilmembers thanked the Planning Commission and staff for their work on the amendments.
Councilmember Roberts asked what prompted the request to hold a neighborhood meeting for
building three or more units on one lot. He raised concern over requiring a developer to hold a
second neighborhood meeting if the property is later subdivided. Mr. Szafran responded that
language can be added to amendment #6 that would only require the developer to hold one
neighborhood meeting, and stated the language will be presented for Council’s review.

Councilmember McGlashan asked about the Seattle Golf Club’s (SGC) request for an exemption
for a Clearing and Grading permit, Innis Arden’s concerns, how Vegetation Management Plans
(VMP) work, the process SGC currently follows to remove trees, and the need to hire
consultants. Mr. Szafran shared that other cities allow exemptions for routine maintenance, but
stated it was unclear if significant tree removal was one of the exemptions. Ms. Markle
explained that a VMP would be specific to an individual property, and that outside professional
expertise would sometimes be needed. She stated that SGC has a 5-year clearing and grading
permit.

Councilmembers commented on City Council business priorities and the Planning Commission’s

Work Plan, and expressed that they were not supportive of including VMPs in the 2014
Development Code Amendments.
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(b) Discussion of Public Defender Case Weighting Policy

John Norris, Assistant City Manager presented background regarding the Washington State
Supreme Court adopted standards for Indigent Defense. He reviewed misdemeanant caseload
limits, the process to implement a Case Weighting Policy, and provided an example of cases that
can be weighted upward or downward. He presented charts showing Shoreline cases and
weighted cases, and explained attorney resources needed to manage weighted and un-weighted
cases. He explained that next steps would include a Public Defense Request for Proposal (RFP)
and competitive bid process, increased financial costs, and the expansion of video court hearings.
He stated that staff is recommending that the City not weight misdemeanant cases.

Councilmembers asked what other cities are doing regarding case weighting. They asked if the
3-year period depicted in the staff report is typical, and commented on identifying case
parameters to include in the RFP. Mr. Norris responded that most cities are deciding not to case
weight, commented on the unique circumstances of cities that are planning to case weight, and
noted that the spread of the types of cases presented are typical. He explained the structure of the
attorney’s contract, and stated that the City’s current contract is structured on an annual lump
sum payment. Mr. Norris talked about hearings that could be held on the video calendar.

Councilmembers expressed support for adding the Public Defender arraignment services to the
RFP. Councilmember Roberts supports expanding the use of video court, while Councilmember
Salomon expressed concern over it. Mayor Winstead expressed concern about expanding the use
of video court other than for first appearances.

Councilmembers offered their support for staff’s recommendation to continue the use of case
counts, and conducting periodic reviews of the process.

10. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:23 p.m.

Bonita Roznos, City Clerk
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CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING

Monday, July 21, 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 with the exception of Councilmember Roberts who joined the meeting at 7:02 p.m.

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 the King County Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory
Committee meeting and viewing a presentation on product stewardship. He stated he can share
the information with Councilmembers and others who are interested.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT

Kevin Osborn, Shoreline resident and Manager of Shoreline Hopelink Office, talked about
people struggling to pay rent and the lack of affordable housing in Shoreline. He asked Council
to support the impact fee exemption for affordable housing, and commented that bringing low
income families to Shoreline will benefit the community.

Beth Boram, Compass Housing Alliance, urged support for the impact fee exemption for
affordable housing. She commented on limited affordable housing in the area, financing
challenges for affordable housing developments, and impact fees making it even more
challenging.
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Kayla Schott-Besler, Housing Development Consortium of King County, urged Council to pass
the impact fee exemption for affordable housing, and shared that it will support a long standing
goal to provide affordable housing in Shoreline. She commented on average monthly income
targeting, long term affordability covenants, and talked about other cities that have imposed
impact fees.

Phyllis Johnson, Building Committee Chair, Ronald United Methodist Church, stated her support
for the impact fee exemption for affordable housing. She shared an affordable housing story of a
veteran who relies on local services in Shoreline.

Paula McCutcheon, Pastor of Ronald United Methodist Church, urged Council to exempt impact
fees for affordable housing and commented on the need for more affordable housing in
Shoreline. She commented on community housing needs, provided statistics on homeless youth
in the Shoreline School District, and stated that the Ronald Commons project would be
threatened by an impact fee.

Suzanne Davis, Shoreline resident and design team representative working on the Ronald
Commons project, expressed her appreciation of growing up in a community that supports
people in need. She encouraged Council to support the amendment to exempt impact fees for
affordable housing.

Scott Starr, Seattle resident, architect and low income housing advocate, spoke in support of the
impact fee exemption for affordable housing and shared why the amendment makes sense.

Ed Sterner, Lake Forest Park, stated he is a former Lake Forest Park Councilmember, and serves
on the Human Services Board. He stated his support for the impact fee exemption for affordable
housing. He commented on the high use of public transportation and lower use of the road
network by affordable housing residents, and on the importance of eliminating barriers for
affordable housing developers.

Tom Jamieson, Shoreline resident, commented on the petition submitted to Council on July 14,
2014 asking for a vote on the Ronald Wastewater District Assumption. He also commented on

Councilmembers’ attendance at the Association of Washington Cities Conference in Spokane,
Washington and asked for Councilmembers to report on the conference.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
The agenda was adopted by unanimous consent.
7.  CONSENT CALENDAR

Upon motion by Councilmember Hall, seconded by Councilmember McConnell and
unanimously carried, the following Consent Calendar items were approved:

(a) Minutes of Workshop Dinner Meeting of June 23, 2014
(b) Motion to Authorize the City Manager to Obligate $246,000 of Surface

2
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Transportation Program (STP) Grant Funds for the 145th Street Route Development
Plan

(c) Adoption of Res. No. 361 Authorizing Investments in the Washington State Local
Government Investment Pool

8. ACTION ITEMS
(a) Adoption of Ordinance Nos. 689 and 690 - Concurrency and Impact Fees

Alicia Mclintire, Senior Transportation Planner, Julie Ainsworth-Taylor, Assistant City Attorney,
and Randy Young, President of Henderson Young & Co. presented the staff report. Ms. Mclntire
presented project background, issues, and direction received from the June 2, 2014 Council
Meeting discussion. She reminded Council how Ordinance 689 and 690 are interrelated, and
highlighted the following four potential amendments requested by Council:

1. Deferral for single family residential, or deferral for single family and multi-family
development

2. Reduction in impact fee

3. Small business deferral

4. Low income housing exemption

Mr. Young explained Average Monthly Income (AMI), shared that other cities use widely
adopted targets/benchmarks, and recommended consideration of 60% AMI in the Shoreline area.
Ms. Mclntire stated staff recommends adoption of both Ordinances and reminded Council they
would need to move any amendments.

Councilmember McConnell moved adoption of Ordinance 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. Councilmember Roberts
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Councilmember McConnell moved adoption of Ordinance 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. Councilmember Salomon seconded the
motion.

Councilmember Roberts stated his support for the Ordinance and said he would also support an
exemption for low income housing with an AMI at 60%, and no covenant.

Deputy Mayor Eggen moved Amendment 4A, Low-Income Housing Exemption, with an
AMI of 60%. Councilmember Roberts seconded the motion.

Deputy Mayor Eggen commented on the 60% AMI aligning with grants for low income housing.
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Deputy Mayor Eggen moved to amend the amendment to include language to extend the
exemption to non-profit entities, and for-profit/non-profit partnerships. Councilmember
Salomon seconded the motion.

Ms. Tarry replied that if the intent is to open up affordable housing development to both non-
profit and for-profit, she would suggest removing the RCW definition of “non-profit” . Ms.
Ainsworth-Taylor- concurred.

Deputy Mayor Eggen withdrew his motion to amend the amendment.

Councilmember Salomon commented on how the City already provides for-profit developers
with incentives to include low income housing and asked about extending the impact fee
exemption for affordable housing to them. Ms. Ainsworth-Taylor responded that extending the
exemption to include all developers would not negatively affect non-profit low income housing
developers. Mr. Young stated for-profit developers build very little low incoming housing, and
commented on ensuring there is a public benefit when impact fees are not collected.

Councilmember Hall expressed appreciation for the proposed 60% AMI and supports not adding
the time limit.

Councilmember McGlashan stated support for the amendment and asked about calculations for
adjustment for family size. Ms. Ainsworth-Taylor stated that the calculation is set by King
County and the Federal Housing Authority on a sliding income scale.

The Amendment 4A, Low-Income Housing Exemption, with an AMI of 60% passed
unanimously.

Deputy Mayor Eggen moved Amendment 1B, Deferral of Payment for Residential Dwelling
Units (Single and Multi-Family). Councilmember Salomon seconded the motion.

Deputy Mayor Eggen explained why he supports the amendment and shared that he wants to
avoid restricting developers who are unable to pay the impact fees in advance.

Councilmember McConnell stated she will not support the amendment, noting that it is common
practice to charge these fees, and cautioning against creating extra work for staff.

Amendment 1B failed with a vote of 1-6, with Deputy Mayor Eggen voting in the
affirmative.

Ms. Mclntire clarified that the title of the Ordinance should be corrected from 12.35 to read
12.40.

Councilmember Hall moved that staff amend the title of the Ordinance to make the
technical correction to read SMC 12.40. Councilmember Roberts seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
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The main motion to adopt Ordinance 690, as amendment, passed unanimously.

9. STUDY ITEMS

(a) Discussion of Sound Transit Long-Range Plan Comments

Ms. Mclintire provided the staff report regarding Sound Transit Long-Range Plan comment letter.
She provided background and shared that the Plan focuses on high-capacity transit in the urban
areas of King, Snohomish and Pierce Counties. She recalled the City’s comment letter submitted
during the October 25 through November 25, 2013 scoping period. She explained the draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) alternatives, screening criteria, potential
amendments, commented on the sixteen scoping comments submitted by the City, and reviewed
potential and additional Shoreline projects.

Ms. Mclntire highlighted the potential Shoreline projects include the widening of 145™ Street,
identified as Corridor 29; 145th Street improvements from Aurora Avenue N to Bothell Way
N.E.; and the support of Light Rail on State Route (SR) 522, with bus rapid transit service in the
interim. She also reviewed additional Shoreline projects recommended by Councilmember Hall
regarding east to west connections. They include a streetcar from Richmond Beach NE to 185"
Light Rail station, North City and Lake Forest Park; a streetcar from Shoreline Community
College to NE 145" Street Light Rail Station, Lake City Way and Bothell; and a separated
bicycle/pedestrian bridge at Interstate 5 north of 145" Street. She asked Council for direction on
the content of the City’s draft SEIS comment letter.

Councilmembers expressed their support for the draft SEIS comment letter and the additional
recommendations presented by Councilmember Hall.

Councilmember Hall pointed out east to west connections exist from Everett to Tacoma and
emphasized the need to strongly advocate for east to west high capacity connections in
Shoreline. He commented that Shoreline Community College should be connected to Light Rail
and Lake City Way, stating he would be fine not specifying the mode; and recommended adding
Shoreline and Edmonds Colleges to the corridor route that goes from Ballard to the Everett
Station via Aurora Village and Lynnwood.

Councilmember Roberts questioned why staff requested a specific mode for SR 522, and
cautioned about requesting a specific mode here.

Councilmember McConnell talked about being flexible in the City’s requests, commented on
having better transit service on SR522, and mentioned the unreliability of Sound Transit during
the winter. She stated her support for the project list and the comment letter as presented.

Deputy Mayor Eggen stated support for not defining the modes, and advocating for cross town
connections, and a pedestrian bridge at 145" Street. He questioned how Sound Transit will make
plans for improvements to SR 523 when the characteristics are unknown. Ms. Mclntire
commented that the Long-Range Plan does not address environment impacts. She stated that the
widening of the corridor will be a significant issue and that it is included in the Route
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Development Plan. She recounted the project selection process for the ST3 ballot and assumes
the Long-Term Plan process will be similar.

Councilmember McGlashan stated support for leaving Light Rail as the mode on SR 522 in the
comment letter to support other jurisdictions, and commented that the next Sound Transit
package will be about creating the spine. Ms. Mclntire talked about the King County subarea
equity policy and stated money generated in a subarea will be used to support non-spine routes.

Mayor Winstead commended staff for their work and stated support for the draft SEIS comment
letter, and adding the routes for Shoreline and Edmonds Colleges.

10. ADJOURNMENT

At 8:37 p.m., Mayor Winsted declared the meeting adjourned.

Jessica Simulcik Smith, City Clerk

7a2-6



July 28, 2014 Council Special Meeting D RAFT

CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING

Monday, July 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; Chief Shawn
Ledford, Investigations Captain Scott Strathy, Operations Captain Mark Konoske,
and Bonita Roznos, Deputy City Clerk

GUESTS: John Urquhart, King County Sheriff

At 5:48 p.m., the meeting was called to order by Mayor Winstead.

Debbie Tarry, City Manager, shared that Council will be provided updates on the police contract,
crime reporting, the Police Station facility, and Shoreline police services.

Sheriff Urgquhart shared that contract labor negotiations are in progress and emphasized that this
is the first year the Sherriff has participated in labor negotiations. He commented on the
Executive Office’s new viewpoint on arbitration, shared contract expectations, and stated the
new contract should take effect in 2015.

Sherriff Urquhart spoke about transitioning to the National Incident-Based Reported System
(NIBRS). He explained the new system requires more data entry, that data will be collected on
every incident and arrest in the Group “A” offense category, and that information will be
gathered on both the victim and offender. Councilmembers asked if there will be parallel
reporting options to receive data from the Uniform Crime Reporting system and from NIBRS,
and wanted to know about changes in reporting. Sheriff Urquhart explained that parallel
reporting will not be available. Chief Ledford added the new reporting system will make it
appear that crime has increased and it will affect the Annual Police Service Report. Ms. Tarry
asked about surrounding cities utilizing NIBRS. Sheriff Urquhart shared a list of cities currently
using NIBRS.

Councilmembers questioned if the 2013-2014 police contract will be retroactive. Sheriff
Urquhart explained the contract will be retroactive, and Ms. Tarry added that the decision will be
made by an arbitrator. He talked about the selection of Shoreline police personnel, academy
graduates, and presented strategies for recruiting personnel that reflects the diversity of the
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community. Councilmembers asked about sentencing alternatives. Sheriff Urquhart explained
that there is little police can do regarding sentencing alternatives and shared their experience
with Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion, (LEAD), a pre-booking diversion pilot program.
Mayor Winstead recommended addressing sentencing alternatives through the Regional Law,
Safety and Justice Committee.

Captain Strathy provided an update on Day Laborers at Aurora Village. He shared that education
strategies of providing information on trespassing and the citation process, defining Laborer
location areas, and improved signage, have addressed the problem. Councilmembers asked if
citations have been issued, and wanted to know if there were places for the Laborers to go.
Captain Strathy responded that no citations have been issued, and Mr. Norris stated that the Day
Laborers can gather in the public right-of- way.

Chief Ledford provided an update on the relocation of the Police Department to City Hall. He
shared that Request for Proposals will be made in 2014, input and design will begin in 2015,
with construction starting in 2016, and anticipates the facility being ready for occupancy in 2017.
He commented on funding received from the City’s participation in a task force, for national and
international seizures, offsetting some of the expense, and talked about secure parking and
internal safety at City Hall.

Councilmembers asked about changes in the jail contract and transportation of suspects to
SCORE. Chief Ledford discussed low level release options and talked about a consolidated non-
commissioned officer transport system. Mr. Norris shared that the City will be reviewing the
King County Prosecutor's decision to not file DWLS 3rd degree charges for those drivers who
are arrested for driving on a suspended license because of unpaid moving violations.

Chief Ledford commented on the Stay Out of Drug Areas (SODA) Ordinance, and stated the
education piece is being implemented first to be followed by the enforcement piece. He spoke
about developing a good partnership with Therapeutic Health Services. He reported on a
continued focus on school safety, training, neighborhood crime prevention efforts, park safety,
and provided traffic and burglary data. Councilmembers asked about the decrease in traffic
tickets, the partnership with Kenmore, and asked about the quality of police services as identified
in the Citizen Satisfaction Survey. Chief Ledford explained the decrease in tickets, including
backfilling the Patrol Division with traffic personnel, talked about plans to focus on high speed
areas, and commented on having a good partnership with the City of Kenmore. Ms. Tarry added
that the trend regarding the quality of police services from the Citizen Satisfaction Survey is
reversing itself.

Mayor Winstead commended that the Police Department is doing a great job and shared a
successful outcome regarding a stolen vehicle in her neighborhood.

At 6:44 p.m., Mayor Winstead declared the meeting was adjourned.

Bonita Roznos, Deputy City Clerk
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014

Agenda Item: 7(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE:
DEPARTMENT:
PRESENTED BY:

Administrative Services

Approval of Expenses and Payroll as of July 25, 2014

R. A. Hartwig, Administrative Services Director

EXECUTIVE / COUNCIL SUMMARY

It is necessary for the Council to formally approve expenses at the City Council meetings. The
following claims/expenses have been reviewed pursuant to Chapter 42.24 RCW (Revised
Code of Washington) "Payment of claims for expenses, material, purchases-advancements."

RECOMMENDATION

Motion: | move to approve Payroll and Claims in the amount of
the following detail:

*Payroll and Benefits:

$2,582,703.36 specified in

EFT Payroll Benefit
Payroll Payment Numbers Checks Checks Amount
Period Date (EF) (PR) (AP) Paid
6/22/14-07/05/14 7/11/2014  56443-56668 13255-13289 57392-57397 $478,764.72
$478,764.72
*Accounts Payable Claims:
Expense Check Check
Register Number Number Amount
Dated (Begin) (End) Paid
7/14/2014 57329 57330 $43,170.00
7/17/2014 57331 57361 $76,897.82
7/17/2014 57362 57391 $1,309,783.86
7/23/2014 57398 57406 $21,319.46
7/23/2014 57407 57430 $331,327.53
7/23/2014 57431 57435 $2,126.20
7/23/2014 57436 57458 $319,313.77

7b-1

$2,103,938.64




*Accounts Payable Claims:

Expense Check Check
Register Number Number Amount
Dated (Begin) (End) Paid
Approved By: City Manager DT City Attorney JA
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 7(c)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Motion Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Contract with
Transmap Corporation in the Amount of $127,003.68 to Implement
the Pavement Management and Right-of-way Asset Inventory
Project

DEPARTMENT: Public Works Department

PRESENTED BY: Dan Repp, Utilities and Operations Manager

ACTION: ___ Ordinance ___ Resolution X _Motion
__ Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The purpose of this report is to request the City Council to authorize the City Manager to
enter into a contract with Transmap Corporation in the amount of $127,003.68 for
professional services needed to complete the Pavement Management and Right-of-way
(ROW) Asset Inventory Project. The project will complete a citywide pavement
condition assessment and collect and incorporate ROW asset data into the City’s asset
management system.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The City Council has authorized $1,500,000 in the 2014 CIP Budget for the Annual
Road Surface Maintenance Program. Within the Road Surface Management Program,
$150,000 was allocated for the pavement management system upgrade including
pavement condition ratings, asset inventory, and integrating the information into the
City’s data management systems. This project cost of $127,003.68 is less than the
available budget.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the City Council move to authorize the City Manager to execute a
professional services contract with Transmap Corporation for $127,003.68 for services
needed to complete a Citywide pavement condition assessment and to collect and
incorporate ROW asset data into the Cityworks System.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney JA

70_1 Page 1




INTRODUCTION

The Pavement Management and ROW Asset Inventory Project addresses two
important issues for City infrastructure maintenance. First, the project will complete a
pavement condition assessment for 165 centerline miles of City roads. The condition
assessment includes calculating a pavement condition rating which will be used to
define and guide pavement maintenance priorities in the future. Pavement condition
information will be stored in the City asset management system (Cityworks) and a
specific pavement management software (MicroPaver) so asset condition can be
tracked through time. Second, the project will complete an inventory of ROW assets
(e.g. sidewalks, ADA Ramps, traffic signs and signals, pavement markings, etc.) and
deliver the data into the Cityworks and GIS systems. Having a detailed ROW asset
inventory will allow staff to track asset condition and develop systematic and prioritized
work plans for improvement and maintenance projects. The Project also supports the
City’s commitment to appropriately and proactively manage its assets.

BACKGROUND

Pavement Management

Streets begin to deteriorate from the moment they are constructed. There are several
factors that affect pavement life which makes it difficult to predict exactly how long a
street will last before it will need to be resurfaced or rebuilt. Streets with higher traffic
volumes and with vehicles carrying heavy loads (typically arterial streets) will deteriorate
more quickly than less traveled streets. Weather (rain, extreme heat or cold) can also
greatly affect pavement performance. In addition the base material and underlying soil
supporting the roadway, the type of pavement (concrete versus asphalt) and the age of
pavement all play a part in how long the pavement surface will last. Industry standard
suggests that an average pavement life is 18 years before there is a significant drop in
condition. The pavement condition assessment and resulting rating will assist staff in
developing priorities for maintaining and improving the infrastructure in a more proactive
manner.

Conducting a pavement condition assessment on a regular basis is standard industry
practice. Some agencies, such as the Washington State Department of Transportation
for example, do ratings as frequently as every two years. A common target for cities
conducting pavement condition assessments is every three to five years. The City has
conducted pavement assessments several times in the past; first in 1999, again in 2002
and finally in 2008. Between 2008 and now, staff has been working on developing GIS
and asset management systems to support all City assets, including streets and their
pavement management requirements.

Staff will use pavement condition ratings to prioritize and schedule pavement
maintenance activities such as overlays, bituminous surface treatments, crack sealing,
and pavement patching.

Asset Management

The City is responsible for ensuring that its system of public assets stays in good
working order. Infrastructure asset management is the combination of management,
financial, economic, engineering, and other practices applied to physical assets with the
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objective of providing the required level of service in the most cost-effective manner. It
includes considering the whole life cycle (design, construction, commissioning,
operating, maintaining, repairing, modifying, replacing and decommissioning/disposal)
of infrastructure assets. Asset management programs incorporate detailed asset
inventories, operation and maintenance tasks, and long-range financial planning to
maximize asset life and therefore minimize costs. Asset management is the tool staff
uses to keep City assets in good working order.

In 2013, the City made a decision to implement Azteca Cityworks, as Geographic
Information System (GIS) centric Computerized Maintenance Management System
(CMMS) to improve the methods and means by which the City can track the
maintenance (labor, equipment, and materials) and condition of its streets, traffic,
surface water, parks, and facility assets. CMMS via Cityworks is now part of a new
asset management approach to be implemented City wide in the next several years.

DISCUSSION

The Pavement Management and ROW Asset Inventory Project consists of three
elements: 1) collect pavement condition and ROW asset data, 2) process the data to
include specific asset information (attributes) and 3) incorporate the new databases into
the City’s asset management systems. Transmap Corporation, which is the City's
preferred contractor, is a provider of professional and technical transportation
infrastructure management services. Transmap specializes in the mobile data
collection, data processing, analysis and inventory of roadway assets such as pavement
condition, sidewalks, ADA Ramps, traffic signs and signals, pavement markings, etc.

Pavement Condition Assessment

Transmap uses a high definition mobile mapping system to capture photogrammetric
images of the pavement every 300 feet. The mobile mapping system collects data at
normal driving speeds so special traffic control devices are not required during data
collection. After the data collection process is completed, Transmap will assess the
pavement condition of all roadways using the digital image database developed from
field data. Pavement technicians rate both the type of distress (alligator cracking, edge
cracking, potholes, etc.), as well as the severity of each distress, following the
guidelines established by the ASTM (American Society for Testing and Materials)
D6433 standards (road and parking lot pavement condition index). Transmap uses a
profile meter to collect rutting and ride data. The profiler meets all ASTM E950
standards. The International Roughness Index (IRI) will also be collected for the left
wheel track, the right wheel track, and the average of the two wheel tracks. The
pavement condition data is analyzed to produce a pavement condition index rating. The
index system ranges from zero (worst condition) to 100 (best condition). Table 1 shows
the how the rating system is applied.
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Table 1. Pavement Condition Index and associated maintenance activity.

PCI Work Typa Dascription Added Life &
MAR Catagory Banefit

Crigicad Cape saal, khin Fair B years
51=0 mveriay

Transmap will work with the City's IT Department to incorporate all pavement condition
and rating data into the City’s asset management and GIS systems.

ROW Asset Inventory

At the same time that the pavement condition assessment is conducted, Transmap will
also collect ROW asset data. ROW assets include traffic signs, traffic signals and
poles, sidewalks, curbs, ADA ramps, manholes, parking meters, hydrants, vaults,
survey monuments, catch basins, light poles, drop inlets, pavement markings, culverts,
ditches, and street trees. Transmap will use their mobile mapping system to capture
360 degree photogrammetric images and use them to identify and map ROW assets. In
addition, they will develop detailed records for each asset consistent with the City’s
asset management system. All the assets will be geo-referenced and ready for use in
the City’s GIS.
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RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

EXPENDITURES

Pavement Management & Asset Inventory (Transmap) $127,003.68

BST Project (Doolittle Construction and staff costs) $706,005.17
Hot Mix Asphalt and Crack Filling Contract’ $566,991.15
Adjusted Road Surface Maintenance Contingency?
$100,000.00
Total Project Cost $1,500,000.00
REVENUE
Roads Capital Fund (Road Surface Maintenance) $1,500,000.00
Total Revenue $1,500,000.00
Program Balance (Revenue - Expenditures) $0
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the City Council move to authorize the City Manager to execute a
professional services contract with Transmap Corporation for $127,003.68 for services
needed to complete a Citywide pavement condition assessment and to collect and
incorporate ROW asset data into the Cityworks System.

! The balance of Program funding to be used with this project after BST and PMS contracts; to be bid this summer
and constructed this fall.

2 The Road Surface Maintenance Program contingency provides funding for unknowns in any of the individual
projects included in the Program and represents approximately10% of the total program budget. Individual Project
contingencies are allocated from this item while keeping $100,000 available for expected extra work in the Hot Mix
Asphalt and Pavement Management System contracts.
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 7(d)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Motion to Authorize the City Manager to Increase Kamins
Construction Contract Contingency for the Citywide Safety
Improvement Project

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

PRESENTED BY: Mark Relph, Public Works Director

ACTION: ____ Ordinance ___ Resolution X __ Motion
___ Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The Citywide Safety Improvement Project has been constructed by Kamins Construction
Company. During construction unforeseen conditions were encountered that needed to
be addressed that increased project costs. Most specifically, the existing infrastructure
for the traffic signal at N Dayton and Richmond Beach Road was inadequate and did not
meet acceptable standards. The original contingency of $50,000 has been exceeded
and the Contractor contingency is requested to be increased to $58,035.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

Construction change orders in the amount of $36,534.73 have been executed to date on
this project. Staff have determined that additional change order work and overruns in bid
quantities will be approximately $58,035. This would bring the total authorized contract
with Kamins Construction to $325,001.72. This project is currently funded in part
through the Traffic Signal Rehabilitation Program and Highway Safety Improvements
Program (HSIP) grant funds. There are sufficient funds available within existing projects
to absorb these additional costs. As this is the final project pay request, no additional
contingency will be necessary on this project.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to increase the project
contingency of the Kamins Construction Contract for the Citywide Safety Improvement
Project to $58,035 for a total contract amount of $325,001.72.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney JA
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INTRODUCTION

The Citywide Safety Improvement Project has been constructed by Kamins Construction
Company. The original contingency of $50,000 has been exceeded and the Contractor

contingency is requested to be increased to $58,035. Per City's purchasing policies, the

City Manager is authorized to approve change orders not greater than $50,000.

BACKGROUND

The Citywide Safety Improvement Project scope included retiming traffic signals,
upgrading several intersections with new curb ramps to meet with Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and new pedestrian push buttons and pedestrian
signal head displays that conform to the most current Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) and ADA. Five intersection sites were selected for improvements:

- Dayton Avenue N/N Richmond Beach Road

Fremont Avenue N/NE 185th Street
Fremont Avenue N/NE 175th Street
Meridian Avenue N/N 175th Street
15th Avenue NE/NE 150th Street

On February 18, 2014, staff received and opened bids for the Citywide Safety
Improvement Project. Kamins Construction (Kamins) was the lowest most responsible
bidder and the project was awarded to Kamins Constructions. The authorized contract
amount was $266,966.72. Notice to proceed was given to Kamins April 7, 2014. Work
was considered complete on July 3, 2014.

PROJECT ISSUES

Several issues have impacted the project and required use of additional project funds.
The changes added to the contract does not represent a substantial or material
departure from the original specifications; the work was either unforeseen at the time of
the original bidding or was not well addressed during design. The issues are outlined
below.

Dayton Avenue N/N Richmond Beach Road: During construction, it was discovered
that the existing electrical service signal communication wires/conduit were improperly
embedded many years ago within the existing asphalt roadway mat (approximately 4
inches below the surface). Standard construction is to place these conduits at least 3
feet below the surface. Construction activities damaged the conduit. The original plan
was to utilize the existing conduit to pull new wires to the new signal equipment. With
the damage to the conduits, reconstruction of the signal infrastructure was necessary to
bring the signal back into operation. Cost estimates to bring the signal back to an
acceptable standard and into operation was $64,975.

Fremont Ave N/NE 185™ Street: After challenges at Dayton Ave NE/N Richmond

Beach Road, this intersection was further reviewed by staff and the contractor and
similar concerns and issues were identified that would result in additional cost increases.
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Staff determined deletion of this intersection was most appropriate to maintain current
project budget. Cost savings from the deletion was $42,064.

Traffic Loops: To implement the improvements, removal of existing pavement was
necessary. Removal of the pavement resulted in damaging the traffic loops. This was
not accounted for in the original bid and needed to be included in a change order. Total
additional cost was $17,600.

Bid Item Overruns: Overruns/underruns on project quantities occur on all projects.
One item in particular, curb and gutter, overran more than what would normally be
expected. This was a result of an error in the estimating the length that was included in
the bid. Total cost of the overrun of this item was $21,788. The net change in the
construction cost due to overruns/underruns was $17,523.82.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

This project is currently funded through several projects within the Roads Capital Fund
and includes Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) grant funds. The following
is a summary of the project:

Project Expenditures

Project AdminiStration ..............oooiiiiiii i $131,700
Construction
Original CoNtraC........cc.vveeeeieceee e $266,966
Change Orders t0 date........ccceeeeiiiiiiiiieee e $36,535
Final Change Order.........oiiiiiiiiiiieeee et e e e e e s e eeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeaeaianeeeeees $21,500
B 1o 2= | TR $457,201
Project Revenues
Roads Capital FUNG" ... ..ottt ettt $107,201
HSIP grant. .. ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeens $350,000
1o 1= PR $457,201

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to increase the project
contingency of the Kamins Construction Contract for the Citywide Safety Improvement
Project to $58,035 for a total contract amount of $325,001.72.

Yincludes funding from Traffic Signal Rehabilitation Program, Traffic Safety Improvements and Curb Ramp and
Sidewalk Maintenance Program
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 7(e)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Adoption of Ordinance No. 695 amending Development Code
Sections 20.10, 20.20, 20.30, 20.40, 20.50 and 20.80
DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Steven Szafran, AICP, Senior Planner
Rachael Markle, AICP, Director
ACTION: X Ordinance __ Resolution __ Motion
__ Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

Amendments to the Development Code (Shoreline Municipal Code Title 20) are
processed as legislative decisions. Legislative decisions are non-project decisions
made by the City Council under its authority to establish policies and regulations. The
Planning Commission is the review authority for these legislative decisions and is
responsible for holding a public hearing on proposed Development Code amendments
and making a recommendation to the City Council on each amendment. The Planning
Commission held the required public hearing on June 5 and has recommended that the
City Council adopt the proposed amendments as detailed in Exhibit A to proposed
Ordinance No. 695 (Attachment A).

The Council held a study session on July 14, 2014 to discuss the proposed
amendments, ask clarifying questions, and give staff direction on the proposed
amendments. Most of the proposed Development Code amendments in this group of
minor amendments are aimed at “cleaning up” the code and are more administrative in
nature. These minor changes include updating the Planning & Community
Development Department’s name, updating references to the building code and
updating references to Ecology’s process for wetland delineation.

This group of minor amendments also contains amendments that could change policy
direction for the City. These changes include one privately-initiated amendment to
exempt golf courses from the clearing and grading provisions of the code. Another
change restricts a property owner to add on to a home that is currently nonconforming
to setbacks without bringing the home into conformance with the Development Code.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The proposed amendments have no direct financial impact to the City.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 695 amending Shoreline
Municipal Code Title 20.
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Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney JA
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BACKGROUND

Amendments to the Development Code are processed as legislative decisions.
Legislative decisions are non-project decisions made by the City Council under its
authority to establish policies and regulations. The Planning Commission is the review
authority for legislative decisions and is responsible for holding an open record public
hearing on proposed Development Code amendments and making a recommendation
to the City Council on each amendment. The Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the proposed development code amendments on June 5, 2014. The Council
held a study session on July 14, 2014 to discuss the proposed amendments, ask
clarifying questions, and give staff direction on the proposed amendments.

This group of Development Code amendments has one privately-initiated amendment
and 35 City-initiated amendments. The proposed Development Code amendments are
organized in the following groups: administrative, procedural, policy, clarifying existing
language, codifying administrative orders, updating references, and privately-initiated
amendments.

Administrative

20.10.050 — Roles and responsibilities (Quasi-judicial hearings shifted from Planning
Commission to Hearing Examiner)

20.20.016 — D definitions (updates Department’s name)

20.30.085 — Updates department name

20.30.090 — Updates department name

20.30.315 — Updates department name

20.30.340 — Updates department name

20.30.680 — Appeals

20.40.600 — Wireless telecommunication facilities

20.50.020 — Dimensional requirements (adding R-18 zoning)

20.50.610 — Updates department name

Procedural

20.30.040 — Type A actions

20.30.045 — Neighborhood meeting for certain Type A actions
20.30.060 — Summary of Type C actions

20.30.120 — Public notices of application

20.30.480 — Binding site plans

Policy
20.40.130 — Nonresidential uses (adding daycare Il facilities as an accessory use to

churches and schools)
20.40.320 — Daycare facilities
20.50.440 - Bicycle facilities (amending long-term bicycle parking requirements)
20.50.532 — Required sign permit
20.50.550 — Prohibited signs
20.50.590 — Nonconforming signs
20.50.600 — Temporary signs
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Clarifying Existing Language

20.20.012 — B definitions (binding site plan)

20.20.040 — P definitions

20.30.370 — Purpose (of a subdivision)

20.30.380 — Subdivision categories

20.30.390 — Exemptions (from subdivisions)

20.40.140 — Other uses (combining public agency offices and yards with public utility
offices and yards)

20.40.480 & 490 — Deleting Indexed Criteria for Public Agency or Utility Office and
Pubic Agency or Utility Yard

20.50.240 - Site design (Commercial code amendments)

Codifying Administrative Orders
20.50.090 — Additions to existing single-family house

Updating References

20.80.240 - Alteration (updates reference to the International Building Code)
20.80.310 — Designation and purpose (of a wetland)

20.80.320 — Designation, delineation, and classification (of a wetland)
20.80.330 — Required buffer areas (for wetlands)

Privately Initiated
20.50.310 — Exemptions from permit (exempting golf courses from clearing and grading
permits)

DISCUSSION

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed Development Code amendments on
May 1, 2014 and held a public hearing on the proposed amendments on June 5, 2014.
Of the 36 proposed Development Code amendments presented to the Planning
Commission, only the Seattle Golf Club (privately-initiated) amendment generated
significant discussion at the study session and public hearing.

The Seattle Golf Club submitted a Development Code amendment application to
exempt golf courses from the clearing and grading standards in SMC 20.50.310. SMC
20.50.310 is the code section that establishes standards for tree conservation, land
clearing and site grading. SMC 20.50.310 lists activities that are completely exempt
from the provisions of this subchapter and do not require a permit. The Seattle Golf
Club proposed a number of activities that would be exempt from a permit including:

Aerification and sanding of fairways, greens and tee areas;
Augmentation and replacement of bunker sand,;

Land surface modification up to forty feet;

Maintenance and repair of storm drainage pipes;
Unrestricted removal of significant trees;

Tree replacement requirements;

Infrastructure such as irrigation and golf cart paths; and
Stockpiling and storage of materials
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At the June 5 public hearing, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve
the 35 City initiated Development Code amendments. The Planning Commission also
voted unanimously to recommended denial of Seattle Golf Club’s proposal to exempt
golf courses from certain activities that would trigger a clearing and grading permit.

At the July 14 study session, Council agreed with the Planning Commission
recommendation but directed staff to make changes to the following amendments:

20.30.045 - Neighborhood Meeting for Certain Type A Proposals

SMC 20.30.045 will require a neighborhood meeting if a developer proposes to build
more than one single family home on one lot in the R-4 and R-6 zone. If the subject
developer then comes back and subdivides the property, another separate
neighborhood meeting is required per SMC 20.30.090. Council is concerned that an
applicant would have to hold multiple neighborhood meetings for the same
development.

As a note, the Department’s policy is that if a project scope is significantly changed, a
new neighborhood meeting is required. Also, if a significant amount of time has passed
between a neighborhood meeting and submission of a building permit, the Department
will require a new neighborhood meeting.

The language for 20.30.045 now reads, “A neighborhood meeting shall be conducted by
the applicant for developments consisting of more than one single family detached
dwelling unit on a single parcel in the R-4 or R-6 zones. This requirement does not
apply to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs). This neighborhood meeting will satisfy
the neighborhood meeting requirements when and if an applicant applies for a
Subdivision (Refer to Chapter 20.30.090 SMC for meeting requirements).

Amending the Department’s Name Throughout the Code

Council pointed out that the Planning & Community Development Department’s name is
defined under “Department” in SMC 20.20 — D definitions. Instead of spelling out the
entire department name throughout the code, the language has been amended to
“‘Department”.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

The proposed amendments have no direct financial impact to the City.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council adopt proposed Ordinance No. 695 amending Shoreline
Municipal Code Title 20.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A — Proposed Ordinance No. 695
Exhibit A — Proposed Development Code Amendments

7e-5



Attachment A

ORDINANCE NO. 695

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON
AMENDING CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE SHORELINE MUNICIPAL
CODE TITLE 20, THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT CODE, IN ORDER TO
CLARIFY EXISTING LANGUAGE, ELIMINATE REDUNDANCY AND
INCONSISTENCY, AND REMAIN CURRENT WITH LEGAL
MANDATES AND CITY POLICY CHANGES.

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, Title 36.70C
RCW; and

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

WHEREAS, Title 20 has been amended on several occasions since it original
adoption; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.370, the City has utilized the process
established by the Washington State Attorney General so as to assure the
protection of private property rights; 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 environmental impacts of the amendments to the Unified
Development Code resulted in the issuance of a Determination of Non-
Significance (DNS) on April 24, 2014; and

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2014 the City of Shoreline Planning Commission
reviewed the proposed Development Code amendments; and

WHEREAS, On June 5, 2014, the City of Shoreline Planning Commission held a
public hearing on the proposed Development Code amendments so as to receive
public testimony; and

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of public hearing, the City of Shoreline Planning
Commission voted unanimously to approve all but one of the Development Code
amendments; and

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2014, the City Council held a study session on the
proposed Development Code amendments; and
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WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the entire public record, public
comments, written and oral, and the Planning Commission’s recommendation;
and

WHEREAS, the City provided public notice of the amendment and the public
hearings as provided in SMC 20.30.070; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the amendments are consistent
with and implement the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan and serves the purpose of
the Unified Development Code as set forth in SMC 20.10.020;

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

Section 1. Amendment. Title 20 of the Shoreline Municipal Code, Unified
Development Code, is amended as set forth in Exhibit A to this Ordinance.

Section 2. Publication and Effective Date. A summary of this Ordinance consisting

of the title shall be published in the official newspaper. This Ordinance shall take effect five days
after publication.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON AUGUST 11, 2014.

Mayor Shari Winsted

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Jessica Simulcik-Smith Julie Ainsworth-Taylor
City Clerk Interim City Attorney

Date of Publication: , 2014
Effective Date: , 2014
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Amendment #1
20.10.050 Roles and responsibilities.

The elected officials, appointed commissions, Hearing Examiner, and City staff share
the roles and responsibilities for carrying out the provisions of the Code.

The City Council is responsible for establishing policy and legislation affecting land use
within the City. The City Council acts on recommendations of the Planning Commission
or Hearing Examiner in legislative and quasi-judicial matters.

The Planning Commission is the designated planning agency for the City as specified
by State law. The Planning Commission is responsible for a variety of discretionary
recommendations to the City Council on land use legislation, Comprehensive Plan
amendments and quasi-judicialbmatiers. The Planning Commission duties and
responsibilities are specified in the bylaws duly adopted by the Planning Commission.

The Hearing Examiner is responsible for quasi-judicial decisions designated by this title
and the review of administrative appeals.

The Director shall have the authority to administer the provisions of this Code, to make
determinations with regard to the applicability of the regulations, to interpret unclear
provisions, to require additional information to determine the level of detail and
appropriate methodologies for required analysis, to prepare application and
informational materials as required, to promulgate procedures and rules for unique
circumstances not anticipated within the standards and procedures contained within this
Code, and to enforce requirements.

The rules and procedures for proceedings before the Hearing Examiner, Planning
Commission, and City Council are adopted by resolution and available from the City
Clerk’s office and the Department. (Ord. 324 § 1, 2003; Ord. 238 Ch. | § 5, 2000).

Amendment #2
20.20.012 B definitions.

Binding Site Plan - A process that may be used to divide commercially and industrially
zoned property, as authorized by State law. The binding site plan ensures, through
written agreements among all lot owners, that the collective lots continue to function as
one site concerning but not limited to: lot access, interior circulation, open space,
landscaping and drainage; facility maintenance, and coordinated parking. It may
include a A plan drawn to scale, which identifies and shows the areas and locations of
all streets, roads, improvements, utilities, open spaces, critical areas, parking areas,
landscaped areas, surveyed topography, water bodies and drainage features and
building envelopes.
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Amendment #3
20.20.016 D definitions.

Department - Planning &and Community Development Development-Services
Department.

Director — Planning & and Community Development-Services Director or designee.
(Ord. 581 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2010; Ord. 406 § 1, 2006).

Amendment #4

20.20.040 P definitions.

Public Agency Office or Public Utility Office - An office for the administration of any
public governmental or utility activity or program. ;-with-re-eutdeor-storage-and
including. limited to:

Public Agency Yard or Utility Yard - A facility for open or enclosed storage, repair,
and maintenance of vehicles, equipment, or related materials, excluding document
storage.

Amendment #5
20.30.040 Ministerial decisions — Type A.

These decisions are based on compliance with specific, nondiscretionary and/or
technical standards that are clearly enumerated. These decisions are made by the
Director and are exempt from notice requirements.

However, permit applications, including certain categories of building permits, and
permits for projects that require a SEPA threshold determination, are subject to public

2
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notice requirements specified in Table 20.30.050 for SEPA threshold determination, or

subsection 20.30.045.

All permit review procedures and all applicable regulations and standards apply to all
Type A actions. The decisions made by the Director under Type A actions shall be final.
The Director’s decision shall be based upon findings that the application conforms (or
does not conform) to all applicable regulations and standards.

Table 20.30.040 — Summary of Type A Actions and Target Time Limits for Decision,

and Appeal Authority

Action Type Target Time |Section

Limits for

Decision

(Calendar

Days)
Type A:
1. Accessory Dwelling Unit 30 days 20.40.120, 20.40.210
2. Lot Line Adjustment including Lot 30 days 20.30.400
Merger
3. Building Permit 120 days All applicable standards
4. Final Short Plat 30 days 20.30.450
5. Home Occupation, Bed and Breakfast, |120 days 20.40.120, 20.40.250,
Boarding House 20.40.260, 20.40.400
6. Interpretation of Development Code 15 days 20.10.050, 20.10.060,

20.30.020
7. Right-of-Way Use 30 days 12.15.010 - 12.15.180
8. Shoreline Exemption Permit 15 days Shoreline Master Program
9. Sign Permit 30 days 20.50.530 — 20.50.610
10. Site Development Permit 60 days 20.20.046, 20.30.315,
20.30.430

11. Deviation from Engineering Standards|30 days 20.30.290
12. Temporary Use Permit 15 days 20.40.100
13. Clearing and Grading Permit 60 days 20.50.290 - 20.50.370
14. Administrative Design Review 28 days 20.30.297
15. Floodplain Development Permit 30 days 13.12.700
16. Floodplain Variance 30 days 13.12.800

An administrative appeal authority is not provided for Type A actions, except that any
Type A action which is not categorically exempt from environmental review under
Chapter 43.21C RCW or for which environmental review has not been completed in
connection with other project permits shall be appealable. Appeal of these actions

3
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together with any appeal of the SEPA threshold determination is set forth in Table
20.30.050(4). (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 641 § 4 (Exh. A), 2012; Ord. 631 § 1
(Exh. 1), 2012; Ord. 609 § 5, 2011; Ord. 531 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 469 § 1, 2007;
Ord. 352 § 1, 2004; Ord. 339 § 2, 2003; Ord. 324 § 1, 2003; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord.
244 § 3, 2000; Ord. 238 Ch. Ill § 3(a), 2000).

Amendment #6
20.30.045 - Neighborhood meeting for certain Type A proposals.

A neighborhood meeting shall be conducted by the applicant for developments
consisting of more than one single family detached dwelling unit on a single parcel in
the R-4 or R-6 zones. This requirement does not apply to Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs). This neighborhood meeting will satisfy the neighborhood meeting requirements
when and if an applicant applies for a Subdivision (Refer to Chapter 20.30.090 SMC for
meeting requirements).

Amendment #7

20.30.060 Quasi-judicial decisions — Type C.

Table 20.30.060 —

Summary of Type C Actions, Notice Requirements, Review

Authority, Decision Making Authority, and Target Time Limits for Decisions

Action Notice Review | Decision | Target Section
Requirements | Authority, | Making Time
for Application Open Authority |Limits for
and Decision ®| Record | (Public |Decisions
@ Public | Meeting)
Hearing
Type C:
1. Preliminary Mail, Post Site, HE )@ City 120 days (20.30.410
Formal Subdivision |[Newspaper Council
2. Rezone of Mail, Post Site, City 120 days (20.30.320
Property and Zoning |Newspaper HE @ |Council
Map Change
3. Special Use Mail, Post Site, HE (0. @ 120 days |20.30.330
Permit (SUP) Newspaper
4
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4. Critical Areas Mail, Post Site, HE (0. @ 120 days (20.30.333

Special Use Permit  |Newspaper

5. Critical Areas Mail, Post Site, 120 days (20.30.336

Reasonable Use Newspaper HE (1@

Permit

6. Final Formal Plat |None Review by |City 30 days |20.30.450
Director Council

7. SCTF — Special |Mail, Post Site, HE )@ 120 days [20.40.505

Use Permit Newspaper

8—Street Vacation |Mail,-PostSite; g e Gity 120-days |See-Chapter

Newspaper Counecil - SMC

8.9 Master Mail, Post Site, ] 120 days (20.30.353
HE - @)

Development Plan Newspaper

Amendment #8

20.30.085 Early community input meeting.

Applicants are encouraged to develop a community and stakeholders consensus-based
master development plan. Community input is required to include soliciting input from
stakeholders, community members and any other interested parties with bubble
diagrams, diagrammatic site plans, or conceptual site plans. The meeting notice shall
be provided at a minimum to property owners located within 1,000 feet of the proposal,
the neighborhood chair as identified by the Shoreline Office of Neighborhoods (note: if a
proposed development is within 1,000 feet of adjacent neighborhoods, those chairs

shall also be notified), and to the City-efShereline-Planning-and-Community

Development-Services Department. Digital audio recording, video recording, or a court
reporter transcription of this meeting or meetings is required at the time of application.
The applicant shall provide an explanation of the comments of these entities to the City
regarding the incorporation (or not) of these comments into the design and development
of the proposal. (Ord. 669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013).
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Amendment #9
20.30.090 Neighborhood meeting.

B. The neighborhood meeting shall meet the following requirements:

1. Notice of the neighborhood meeting shall be provided by the applicant and
shall include the date, time and location of the neighborhood meeting and a
description of the project, zoning of the property, site and vicinity maps and the
land use applications that would be required.

2. The notice shall be provided at a minimum to property owners located within
500 feet (1,000 feet for master development plan permits) of the proposal, the
neighborhood chair as identified by the Shoreline Office of Neighborhoods (note:
if a proposed development is within 500 feet of adjacent neighborhoods, those
chairs shall also be notified), and to the Gity-ofShereline-Planning-and
Development-Services Department.

Amendment #10
20.30.120 Public notices of application.

A. Within 14 days of the determination of completeness, the City shall issue a notice
of complete application for all Type B and C applications.

B. The notice of complete application shall include the following information:
1.  The dates of application, determination of completeness, and the date of the
notice of application;

2. The name of the applicant;
3. The location and description of the project;
4. The requested actions and/or required studies;

5. The date, time, and place of an open record hearing, if one has been
scheduled;

6. Identification of environmental documents, if any;

7. A statement of the public comment period (if any), not less than 14 days nor
more than 30 days; and a statement of the rights of individuals to comment on
the application, receive notice and participate in any hearings, request a copy of
the decision (once made) and any appeal rights. The public comment period
shall be 30 days for a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit, Shoreline
Variance, or a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit;
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Amendment #11
20.30.315 Site development permit.

B. General Requirements. A site development permit is required for the following
activities or as determined by the Director of Planning & ard Community Development
Services:

Amendment #12
20.30.340 Amendment and review of the Comprehensive Plan (legislative action).

4. Amendment proposals will be posted on the City’s website and available at the

Department ef Planning-and-Development-Services.

Amendment #13
20.30.370 Purpose.

Subdivision is a mechanism by which to divide land into lots, parcels, sites, urits, plots,
condominiums or tracts, erinterests for the purpose of sale. The purposes of
subdivision regulations are:

A. To regulate division of land into two or more lots or cendeminiums, tracts or
interests;

B. To protect the public health, safety and general welfare in accordance with the
State standards;

C. To promote effective use of land;

D. To promote safe and convenient travel by the public on streets and highways;

E. To provide for adequate light and air;

F. To facilitate adequate provision for water, sewerage, stormwater drainage, parks
and recreation areas, sites for schools and school grounds and other public
requirements;

G. To provide for proper ingress and egress;

H. To provide for the expeditious review and approval of proposed subdivisions which
conform to development standards and the Comprehensive Plan;

|.  To adequately provide for the housing and commercial needs of the community;

J. To protect environmentally sensitive areas as designated in the critical area overlay
districts chapter, Chapter 20.80 SMC, Critical Areas;
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K. To require uniform monumenting of land subdivisions and conveyance by accurate
legal description. (Ord. 238 Ch. Il § 8(b), 2000).

Amendment #14
20.30.380 Subdivision categories.

A. Lot Line Adjustment: A minor reorientation of a lot line between existing lots to
correct an encroachment by a structure or improvement to more logically follow
topography or other natural features, or for other good cause, which results in no more
lots than existed before the lot line adjustment.

B. Short Subdivision: A subdivision of four or fewer lots.
C. Formal Subdivision: A subdivision of five or more lots.

D. Binding Site Plan: A land division for commercial, industrial, eondeminium and
mixed use type of developments.

Note: When reference to “subdivision” is made in this Code, it is intended to refer to
both “formal subdivision” and “short subdivision” unless one or the other is specified.
(Ord. 238 Ch. Il § 8(c), 2000).

Amendment #15
20.30.390 Exemption (from subdivisions).

The provisions of this subchapter do not apply to the exemptions specified in the State

law and, ireluding-but-notlimited-to:

B—DBdivisions of land which are the result of actions of government agencies to
acquire property for public purposes, such as condemnation for roads.

i § 8(d) 2000).
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Amendment #16
20.30.480 Binding site plans — Type B action.

A. Commercial and Industrial. This process may be used to divide commercially and
industrially zoned property, as authorized by State law. On sites that are fully
developed, the binding site plan merely creates or alters interior lot lines. In all cases
the binding site plan ensures, through written agreements among all lot owners, that the
collective lots continue to function as one site concerning but not limited to: lot access,
interior circulation, open space, landscaping and drainage; facility maintenance, and
coordinated parking. The following applies:

1. SThe sites thatis subject to the binding site plans shall consist of one or
more contiguous lots legally created.

2. SThesites thatis subject to the-binding site plans may be reviewed
independently, for-fully-developed-sites; or concurrently with a commercial
development permit application. ferundevelopedland;-or-in-conjunction-with-a
valid commercial development permit.

3. The binding site plan process merely creates or alters lot lines and does not
authorize substantial improvements or changes to the property or the uses
thereon.

B €. Recording and Binding Effect. Prior to recording, the approved binding site plan
shall be surveyed and the final recording forms shall be prepared by a professional land
surveyor, licensed in the State of Washington. Surveys shall include those items
prescribed by State law.

CDB. Amendment, Modification and Vacation. The Director may approve minor
changes to an approved binding site plan, or its conditions of approval. If the proposal
involves additional lots, rearrangements of lots or roads, additional impacts to
surrounding property, or other major changes, the proposal shall be reviewed in the

same manner as a new appllcatlon Amendmeni—med#reaﬂen—and—weaﬁe#ef—a—bmding

(Ord. 439§1 2006: Ord. 238 Ch, III§8( ), 000)

Amendment #17
20.30.680 Appeals.

A. Any interested person may appeal a threshold determination or the conditions or
denials of a requested action made by a nonelected official pursuant to the procedures
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set forth in this section and Chapter 20.30 SMC, Subchapter 4, General Provisions for
Land Use Hearings and Appeals. No other SEPA appeal shall be allowed.

1.

Only one administrative appeal of each threshold determination shall be
allowed on a proposal. Procedural appeals shall be consolidated in all
cases with substantive SEPA appeals, if any, involving decisions to
approve, condition or deny an action pursuant to RCW 43.21C.060 with the
public hearing or appeal, if any, on the proposal, except for appeals of a
DS.

As provided in RCW 43.21C.075(3)(d), the decision of the responsible
official shall be entitled to substantial weight.

An appeal of a DS must be filed within 14 calendar days following issuance
of the DS.

All SEPA appeals of a DNS for actions classified in Chapter 20.30 SMC,
Subchapter 2, Types of Actions, as Type A or B, or C actions for which the
Hearing Examiner has review authority, must be filed within 14 calendar
days following notice of the threshold determination as provided in SMC
20.30.150, Public notice of decision; provided, that the appeal period for a
DNS for Type A or B actions issued at the same time as the final decision
shall be extended for an additional seven calendar days if WAC 197-11-
340(2)(a) applies.

|on

6- The Hearing Examiner shall make a final decision on all procedural
SEPA determinations. The Hearing Examiner’s decision may be appealed
to superior court as provided in Chapter 20.30 SMC, Subchapter 4,
General Provisions for Land Use Hearings and Appeals.

Amendment #18

Table 20.40.130 Nonresidential Uses

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4- | R8- | R18- |TC-4| NB | CB | MB | TC-1,2 &
R6 | R12 | R48 3
RETAIL/SERVICE
532 Automotive Rental and Leasing P P P onlyin
TC-1
10

7e-17




Amendment #18

Table 20.40.130 Nonresidential Uses

Exhibit A

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4- | R8- | R18- |TC-4| NB | CB | MB | TC-1,2 &
R6 | R12 | R48 3
81111 Automotive Repair and Service P P P P onlyin
TC-1

451 Book and Video Stores/Rental (excludes Adult C C P P P P
Use Facilities)

513 Broadcasting and Telecommunications P P

812220 |[Cemetery, Columbarium C-i |[C-i C-i C-i [P-i |P-i |P-i |P-i
Houses of Worship C C P P P P P P
Collective Gardens P-i |P-i |P-i
Construction Retail, Freight, Cargo Service P
Daycare | Facilities P-i  |P-i P P P P P P
Daycare Il Facilities P-i |P-i€|P P P P P P

722 Eating and Drinking Establishments Ci [Ci |CHi C-i |P-i [P-i |P-i |P-i
(Excluding Gambling Uses)

812210 |[Funeral Home/Crematory Ci |[Ci |CHi C-i P-i |P-i  |P-i

447 Fuel and Service Stations P P P P
General Retail Trade/Services P P P P

811310 ([Heavy Equipment and Truck Repair P

481 Helistop S S S S C C

485 Individual Transportation and Taxi C P P onlyin

TC-1

812910 ([Kennel or Cattery C-i |P-i |P-i

Library Adaptive Reuse P-i  |P-i P-i P-i [P-i [P-i [P-i |P-i

11
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Amendment #18

Table 20.40.130 Nonresidential Uses

NAICS # SPECIFIC LAND USE R4- | R8- | R18- |TC-4| NB | CB | MB | TC-1,2 &
R6 | R12 | R48 3
31 Light Manufacturing S P
441 Motor Vehicle and Boat Sales P P only in
TC-1

Professional Office C C P P P P

5417 Research, Development and Testing P P

484 Trucking and Courier Service P-i |P-i |P-i

541940 [Veterinary Clinics and Hospitals C-i P-i [P-i [P-i |P-i
Warehousing and Wholesale Trade P
Wireless Telecommunication Facility P-i  |P-i P-i P-i [P-i [P-i [P-i |P-i

P = Permitted Use S = Special Use

C = Conditional Use -i = Indexed Supplemental Criteria

(Ord. 669 § 1 (Exh. A), 2013; Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 643 § 1 (Exh. A), 2012; Ord. 560 § 3 (Exh. A), 2009;
Ord. 469 § 1, 2007; Ord. 317 § 1, 2003; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 281 § 6, 2001; Ord. 277 § 1, 2001; Ord. 258 § 5,
2000; Ord. 238 Ch. IV § 2(B, Table 2), 2000).

Amendment #19
Table 20.40.140 Other Uses

NAICS SPECIFIC USE R4- | R8- |R18-|TC-4| NB | CB | MB | TC-
# R6 | R12 | R48 1,2
&3

EDUCATION, ENTERTAINMENT, CULTURE, AND RECREATION

Adult Use Facilities P-i [P-i

12
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71312 |Amusement Arcade P P
71395 [Bowling Center C P P P
6113 College and University S P P P
56192 |Conference Center C-i |Ci |G |G- [P-i [P |PAi [P
6111 Elementary School, Middle/Junior High School C C C C

Gambling Uses (expansion or intensification of S-i |S-i S-S

existing nonconforming use only)

71391 |Golf Facility P-i [P-i |P-i |Pi

514120 |Library C C C C P P P P

71211 [Museum C C C C P P P P
Nightclubs (excludes Adult Use Facilities) C P P

7111 Outdoor Performance Center S P
Parks and Trails P P P P P P P P
Performing Arts Companies/Theater (excludes Adult P-i [P-i [P-i

Use Facilities)

6111 School District Support Facility C C C C C P P P
6111 Secondary or High School C C C C C P P P
6116 Specialized Instruction School Ci |Ci [C-i |G- [P P P P
71399 |[Sports/Social Club C C C C C P P P
6114 (5) |Vocational School C C C C C P P P
GOVERNMENT
9221 Court P-i [P-i [P-i
92216 |Fire Facility C-i |C-i |C-i |CAi |P-i |P-i |P-i P

Interim Recycling Facility P-i |P-i |P-i |P-i [P-i |P-i |P-i
92212 [Police Facility S P P P
92 Public Agency Office/Yard or Public Utility Office S+ (S |S S S P P

[Yard

13
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92 Public-Agenecy-or-Utility Yard Pi P4 [P |PH P

221 Utility Facility C C C C P P P P
Utility Facility. Regional-Stormwater Management c e e |e [ [P [P |r

HEALTH

622 Hospital C-i |C-i |C-i |CHi |CAi |P-i |PAi P

6215 Medical Lab P P P

6211 Medical Office/Outpatient Clinic Ci |C-i [C-i [C-i [P P P P

623 Nursing and Personal Care Facilities C C P P P P

REGIONAL
School Bus Base S-i |S-i |S-i |S-i |S-i [SAi |SA
Secure Community Transitional Facility SAi
Transfer Station S S S S S S S
Transit Bus Base S S S S S S S
Transit Park and Ride Lot S-i |S-i |S-i |S-i [P P P P
Work Release Facility SAi

P = Permitted Use S = Special Use

C = Conditional Use -i = Indexed Supplemental

Criteria

(Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 560 § 3 (Exh. A), 2009; Ord. 531 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 309 § 4, 2002;
Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 281 § 6, 2001; Ord. 258 § 3, 2000; Ord. 238 Ch. IV § 2(B, Table 3), 2000).

Amendment #20
20.40.320 Daycare facilities.

Justification — Currently, the code does not allow Daycare Il in R-4 and R-6 zones,
which could include churches or schools that are typically in R-4 and R-6 zones. These
daycares are usually a reuse of the existing facilities. Expansion of church or school in
R-4 or R-6 zones would require a conditional use permit anyway. The intent of Daycare
Il in residential zones is to protect single family neighborhoods which can still be met if
they are allowed within an existing school or church.

14
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A. Daycare | facilities are permitted in R-4 through R-12 zoning designations as an
accessory to residential use, house of worship, or a school facility, provided:

1. Outdoor play areas shall be completely enclosed, with no openings except for
gates, and have a minimum height of 42 inches; and

2. Hours of operation may be restricted to assure compatibility with surrounding
development.

B. Daycare Il facilities are permitted in R-8 and R-12 zoning designations through an
approved Ceonditional Uuse Ppermit or as a reuse of an existing house of worship or
school facility without expansion, provided:

1. Outdoor play areas shall be completely enclosed, with no openings except for
gates, and have a minimum height of six feet.

2. Outdoor play equipment shall maintain a minimum distance of 20 feet from property
lines adjoining residential zones.

3. Hours of operation may be restricted to assure compatibility with surrounding
development

Amendment #21
20.40.480 Public agency or utility office &
20.40.490 Public agency or utility yard

15
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Amendment #22
20.40.600 Wireless telecommunication facilities/satellite dish and antennas.

C. Permit Requirements.

Table 20.40.600(1) —

Telecommunication Facilities

Exhibit A

Types of Permits Required for the Various Types of Wireless

Type of Permit
" Special |5.
.. |Conditional Rights-of-
Type of WTF Building Use
Use (CUP) (CSUP) Way Use
Building-mounted and structure-mounted X X
wireless telecommunication facilities and (if
facilities co-located onto existing tower applicable)
Ground-mounted camouflaged lattice towers (X X X
and monopoles (if
applicable)
Ground-mounted uncamouflaged lattice X X X
towers and monopoles (if
applicable)

Amendment #23
20.50.020 Dimensional requirements.

A. Table 20.50.020(1) — Densities and Dimensions in Residential Zones.

Note: Exceptions to the numerical standards in this table are noted in parentheses and
described below.

Residential Zones

STANDARDS |[R-4 R-6 R-8 |R-12 |R-18 R-24 R-48 TC-4
Base Density: |4 du/ac |6 du/ac |8 12 18 du/ac |24 du/ac |48 du/ac|Based
Dwelling (7) du/ac |du/ac on bldg.
Units/Acre bulk
limits
Min. Density 4 du/ac |4 du/ac |4 6 8 du/ac |10 du/ac|12 du/ac |Based
du/ac |du/ac on bldg.
bulk
limits
Min. Lot Width |50 ft 50 ft 50 ft (30 ft |30 ft 30 ft 30 ft N/A
(2)
Min. Lot Area |7,200 sq |7,200 sq |5,000 |2,500 (2,500 sq|2,500 sq (2,500 sq|N/A
(2) ft ft sqft |sqft |ft ft ft
16
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Min. Front Yard |20 ft 20 ft 10 ft |10 ft |10 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft
Setback (2) (3)

Min. Rear Yard (15 ft 15 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft 5ft 5 ft
Setback (2) (4)

©®)

Min. Side Yard |5ftmin. |5ftmin. |5ft |5ft |[5ft 5 ft 5 ft 5 ft
Setback (2) (4) |and 15 ft |and 15 ft
(5) total sum [total sum
of two of two

Base Height (9) [30 ft 30 ft 35ft (35ft |35ft 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft

(35 ft with |(35 ft with (40 ft (40 ft (40 ft

pitched |pitched with with with

roof) roof) pitched |pitched |pitched
roof) roof) roof)

(8)

Max. Building |35% 35% 45% |55% |60% 70% 70% N/A
Coverage (2)
(6)

Max. 45% 50% 65% |75% [85% 85% 90% 90%
Hardscape (2)

(6)

Exceptions to Table 20.50.020(1):
(1) Repealed by Ord. 462.

(2) These standards may be modified to allow zero lot line developments. Setback
variations apply to internal lot lines only. Overall site must comply with setbacks,
building coverage and hardscape limitations; limitations for individual lots may be
modified.

(3) For single-family detached development exceptions to front yard setback
requirements, please see SMC 20.50.070.

(4) For single-family detached development exceptions to rear and side yard
setbacks, please see SMC 20.50.080.

(5) For developments consisting of three or more dwellings located on a single parcel,
the building setback shall be 15 feet along any property line abutting R-4 or R-6 zones.
Please see SMC 20.50.130.

(6) The maximum building coverage shall be 35 percent and the maximum hardscape

area shall be 50 percent for single-family detached development located in the R-12
zone.
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(7) The base density for single-family detached dwellings on a single lot that is less
than 14,400 square feet shall be calculated using a whole number, without rounding up.

(8) For development on R-48 lots abutting R-12, R-18, R-24, R-48, NB, CB, MB, CZ
and TC-1, 2 and 3 zoned lots the maximum height allowed is 50 feet and may be
increased to a maximum of 60 feet with the approval of a conditional use permit.

(9) Base height for high schools in all zoning districts except R-4 is 50 feet. Base
height may be exceeded by gymnasiums to 55 feet and by theater fly spaces to 72 feet.

Amendment #24
20.50.090 Additions to existing single-family house — Standards.

A. Additions to existing single-family house and related accessory structures may
extend into a required yard when the house is already nonconforming with respect to
that yard. The length of the existing nonconforming facade must be at least 60 percent
of the total length of the respective facade of the existing house (prior to the addition).
The line formed by the nonconforming facade of the house shall be the limit to which
any additions may be built as described below, except that roof elements, i.e., eaves
and beams, may be extended to the limits of existing roof elements. The addltlons may

extend-up-to-the-heightlimitand-may include basement additions. New additions to the

nonconforming wall or walls shall comply with the following yard requirements:

1. Side Yard. When the addition is to the side of the existing house, the existing side
facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the addition
be closer than three feet to the side yard line;

2. Rear Yard. When the addition is to the rear facade of the existing house, the
existing facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the
addition be closer than three feet to the rear yard line;

3. Front Yard. When the addition is to the front facade of the existing house, the
existing facade line may be continued by the addition, except that in no case shall the
addition be closer than 10 feet to the front lot line;

4. Height. Any part of the addition going above the height of the existing roof must
meet standard yard setbacks; and

5. This provision applies only to additions, not to rebuilds.

When the nonconforming facade of the house is not parallel or is otherwise irregular
relative to the lot line, then the Director shall determine the limit of the facade
extensions on case by case basis.
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Figure 20.50.090(A): Examples of additions to existing single-family houses and
into already nonconforming yards.

Amendment #25
20.50.240 Site design (Commercial Code Amendments).

A. Purpose.

1. Promote and enhance public walking and gathering with attractive and connected
development.
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2. Promote distinctive design features at high visibility street corners.

3. Provide safe routes for pedestrians and people with disabilities across parking lots,
to building entries, and between buildings.

4. Promote economic development that is consistent with the function and purpose of
permitted uses and reflects the vision for commercial development the-town-center
subarea as expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.

C. Site Frontage.

1. Development abutting NB, CB, MB, TC-1, 2 and 3 shall meet the following
standards:

a. Buildings shall be placed at the property line or abutting public sidewalks if on
private property. However, buildings may be set back farther if public places,
landscaping and vehicle display areas are included or a utility easement is required
between the sidewalk and the building;

b. Minimum space dimension for building interiors that are ground-level and fronting
on streets shall be 12-foot height and 20-foot depth and built to commercial building
code standards. These spaces may be used for any permitted land use;

c. Minimum wmdow area shall be 50 percent of the ground floor facade and-located
rd for each front facade

facade which can mclude glass entrv doors;

d. A building’s primary entry shall be located on a street frontage and recessed to
prevent door swings over sidewalks, or an entry to an interior plaza or courtyard from
which building entries are accessible;

e. Minimum weather protection shall be provided at least five feet in depth, nine-foot
height clearance, and along 80 percent of the facade where over pedestrian facilities.
Awnings may project into public rights-of-way, subject to City approval,

f. Streets with on-street parking shall have sidewalks to back of the curb and street
trees in pits under grates or at least a two-foot wide walkway between the back of curb
and an amenity strip if space is available. Streets without on-street parking shall have
landscaped amenity strips with street trees; and

g. Surface parking along street frontages in commercial zones shall not occupy more
than 65 lineal feet of the site frontage. Parking lots shall not be located at street corners.

No parking or vehicle circulation is allowed between the rights-of-way and the building
front facade. See SMC 20.50.470 for parking lot landscape standards.
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Public Places.

Public places are required for the commercial portions of development at a rate of 4

4,000 square feet of public place per 20 square feet of net commercial floor area acre
up to a public place maximum of 5,000 square feet. This requirement may be divided
into smaller public places with a minimum 400 square feet each.

2. Public places may be covered but not enclosed unless by subsection (F)(3) of this
section.

3. Buildings shall border at least one side of the public place.

4. Eighty percent of the area shall provide surfaces for people to stand or sit.

5. No lineal dimension is less than six feet.

6. The following design elements are also required for public places:

a. Physically accessible and visible from the public sidewalks, walkways, or through-
connections;

b. Pedestrian access to abutting buildings;

c. Pedestrian-scaled lighting (subsection (H) of this section);

d. Seating and landscaping with solar access at least a portion of the day; and

e. Not located adjacent to dumpsters or loading areas.
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Public Places

G. Multifamily Open Space.
1. All multifamily development shall provide open space;

a. Provide 800 square feet per development or 50 square feet of open space per
dwelling unit, whichever is greater;

b. Other than private balconies or patios, open space shall be accessible to all
residents and include a minimum lineal dimension of six feet. This standard applies to
all open spaces including parks, playgrounds, rooftop decks and ground-floor
courtyards; and may also be used to meet walkway standards as long as the function
and minimum dimensions of the open space are met;

c. Required landscaping can be used for open space if it does not obstruct access or
reduce the overall landscape standard. Open spaces shall not be placed adjacent to
parkinglots-and service areas without full screening; and

d. Open space shall provide seating that has solar access at least a portion of the
day.
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J. Utility and Mechanical Equipment.

1. Equipment shall be located and designed to minimize its visibility to the public.
Preferred locations are off alleys; service drives; within, atop, or under buildings; or
other locations away from the street. Equipment shall not intrude into required
pedestrian areas.

o S I.'-
i
= -

Utilities Consolidated and Sepa-raiéd by Landscaping Elements

2.  All exterior mechanical equipment, with the exception of solar collectors or wind
power generating equipment, shall be screened from view by integration with the
building’s architecture through such elements as parapet walls, false roofs, roof wells,
clerestories, equipment rooms, materials and colors. Painting mechanical equipment
strictly as a means of screening is not permitted. (Ord. 663 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 654
§ 1 (Exh. 1), 2013).

Amendment #26
20.50.310 Exemptions from permit.

A. Complete Exemptions. The following activities are exempt from the provisions of
this subchapter and do not require a permit:

1.  Emergency situation on private property involving danger to life or property or
substantial fire hazards.

a. Statement of Purpose. Retention of significant trees and vegetation is
necessary in order to utilize natural systems to control surface water runoff,
reduce erosion and associated water quality impacts, reduce the risk of
floods and landslides, maintain fish and wildlife habitat and preserve the
City’s natural, wooded character. Nevertheless, when certain trees become
unstable or damaged, they may constitute a hazard requiring cutting in
whole or part. Therefore, it is the purpose of this section to provide a
reasonable and effective mechanism to minimize the risk to human health
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and property while preventing needless loss of healthy, significant trees
and vegetation, especially in critical areas and their buffers.

b. For purposes of this section, “Director” means the Director of the

Department ef-Planning-and-Development-Department-Serviees and his or her

designee.

c. In addition to other exemptions of SMC 20.50.290 through 20.50.370, a
request for the cutting of any tree that is an active and imminent hazard such as
tree limbs or trunks that are demonstrably cracked, leaning toward overhead
utility lines or structures, or are uprooted by flooding, heavy winds or storm
events. After the tree removal, the City will need photographic proof or other
documentation and the appropriate application approval, if any. The City retains
the right to dispute the emergency and require that the party obtain a clearing
permit and/or require that replacement trees be replanted as mitigation.

2. Removal of trees and/or ground cover by the City and/or utility provider in
situations involving immediate danger to life or property, substantial fire hazards, or
interruption of services provided by a utility. The City retains the right to dispute the
emergency and require that the party obtain a clearing permit and/or require that
replacement trees be replanted as mitigation.

3. Installation and regular maintenance of public utilities, under direction of the
Director, except substation construction and installation or construction of utilities in
parks or environmentally sensitive areas.

4. Cemetery graves involving less than 50 cubic yards of excavation, and related
fill per each cemetery plot.

5. Removal of trees from property zoned NB, CB, MB and TC-1, 2 and 3, unless
within a critical area of critical area buffer.

6. Within City-owned property, removal of noxious weeds or invasive vegetation
as identified by the King County Noxious Weed Control Board in a wetland buffer,
stream buffer or the area within a three-foot radius of a tree on a steep slope is
allowed when:

a. Undertaken with hand labor, including hand-held mechanical tools, unless
the King County Noxious Weed Control Board otherwise prescribes the use of
riding mowers, light mechanical cultivating equipment, herbicides or biological

control methods; and

b. Performed in accordance with SMC 20.80.085, Pesticides, herbicides and

fertilizers on City-owned property, and King County best management practices
for noxious weed and invasive vegetation; and
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c. The cleared area is revegetated with native vegetation and stabilized
against erosion in accordance with the Department of Ecology 2005
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington; and

d. All work is performed above the ordinary high water mark and above the
top of a stream bank; and

e. No more than 3,000 square feet of soil may be exposed at any one time.
Amendment #27
20.50.440 Bicycle facilities — Standards.
A. Short-Term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking shall be provided as

specified in Table A. Short-term bicycle parking is for bicycles anticipated to be at a
building site for less than four hours.

Table A: Short-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Type of Use Minimum Number of Spaces Required
Multifamily 1 per 10 dwelling units

Commercial and all other 1 bicycle stall per 12 vehicle parking
nonresidential uses spaces (minimum of 1 space)

Installation of Short-Term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking shall comply with
all of the following:

1. It shall be visible from a building’s entrance;
Exception: Where directional signage is provided at a building entrance, short-
term bicycle parking shall be permitted to be provided at locations not visible

from the main entrance.

2. It shall be located at the same grade as the sidewalk or at a location reachable by
ramp or accessible route;

3. It shall be provided with illumination of not less than one footcandle at the parking
surface;

4. It shall have an area of not less than 18 inches by 60 inches for each bicycle;
5. It shall be provided with a rack or other facility for locking or securing each bicycle;
6. The rack or other locking feature shall be permanently attached to concrete or other
comparable material; and
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7. The rack or other locking feature shall be designed to accommodate the use of U-
locks for bicycle security.

B. Long-Term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall be provided as

specified in Table B. Long-term bicycle parking is for bicycles anticipated to be at a
building site for four or more hours.

Table B: Long-Term Bicycle Parking Requirements

Type of Use Minimum Number of Spaces Required
Multifamily 4.5 per studio-er1-bedroom-unit except
for units where individual garages are
provided.
: ' having 2 bed
Commercial and all other |1 per 25,000 square feet of floor area; not
nonresidential uses less than 2 spaces

Installation of Long-Term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall comply with
all of the following:

1. It shall be located on the same site as the building;
2. It shall be located inside the building, or shall be located within 300 feet of the
building’s main entrance and provided with permanent cover including, but not limited

to, roof overhang, awning, or bicycle storage lockers;

3. lllumination of not less than one footcandle at the parking surface shall be
available;

4. It shall have an area of not less than 18 inches by 60 inches for each bicycle;

5. It shall be provided with a permanent rack or other facility for locking or securing
each bicycle. Up to 25% of the racks may be located on walls in garages.

6. Vehicle parking spaces that are in excess of those required by code may be used
for the installation of long-term bicycle parking spaces.

Exception 20.50.440(1). The Director may authorize a reduction in long term
bicycle parking where the housing is specifically assisted living or serves special
needs or disabled residents.

Exception 20.50.440(2). Ground floor units with direct access to the outside may
be exempted from the long term bicycle parking calculation.
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Exception 20.50.440(3): The Director may require additional spaces when it is
determined that the use or its location will generate a high volume of bicycle
activity. Such a determination will include, but not be limited to:

Park/playfield;

Marina;

Library/museum/arboretum;

Elementary/secondary school,

Sports club; or

. Retail business and office (when located along a developed bicycle trail or
designated bicycle route).

7. Campus zoned properties and transit facilities. (Ord. 663 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord.
555 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2009; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 6(C-2), 2000).

e

Amendment #28
20.50.532 Permit required.

A. Except as provided in this chapter, no temporary or permanent sign may be
constructed, installed, posted, displayed or modified without first obtaining a sign permit
approving the proposed sign’s size, design, location, and display.

B. No permit is required for normal and ordinary maintenance and repair, and
changes to the graphics, symbols, or copy of a sign, without affecting the size, structural
design or height. Exempt changes to the graphics, symbols or copy of a sign must meet
the standards for permitted illumination.

C. Installation or replacement of electronic changing message or reader board signs
requires a permit and must comply with SMC Exception 20.50.550(A)(2) and SMC
20.50.590.

€D. Sign applications that propose to depart from the standards of this subchapter
must receive an administrative design review approval under SMC 20.30.297 for all
signs on the property as a comprehensive signage package. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1),
2013).

Amendment #29
20.50.550 Prohibited signs.

A. Spinning devices; flashing lights; searchlights, electronic changing messages or
reader board signs.

Exception 20.50.550(A)(1): Traditional barber pole signs allowed only in NB, CB, MB
and TC-1 and 3 zones.

Exception 20.50.550(A)(2): Electronic changing message or reader boards are
permitted in CB and MB zones if they do not have moving messages or messages that
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change or animate at intervals less than 20 seconds. Replacement of existing, legally
established electronic changing message or reader boards in existing signs is allowed,
but the intervals for changing or animating messages must meet the provisions of this
section, as well as 20.50.532 and 20.50.590. Maximum one electronic changing
message or reader board sign is permitted per parcel. -whieh-will-be Digital signs which
change or animate at intervals less than 20 seconds will be considered blinking or
flashing and are not allowed.

B. Portable signs, except A-frame signs as allowed by SMC 20.50.540(1).

C. Outdoor off-premises advertising signs (billboards).

D. Signs mounted on the roof.

E. Pole signs.

F. Backlit awnings used as signs.

G. Pennants; swooper flags; feather flags; pole banners; inflatables; and signs
mounted on vehicles. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 631 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2012; Ord.

560 § 4 (Exh. A), 2009; Ord. 369 § 1, 2005; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 8(C),
2000).

Amendment #30
20.50.590 Nonconforming signs.

A. Nonconforming signs shall not be altered in size, shape, height, location, or
structural components without being brought to compliance with the requirements of this
Code. Repair and maintenance are allowable, but may require a sign permit if structural
components require repair or replacement.

B. Outdooradvertising-sigas{bBillboards} now in existence are declared

nonconforming and may remain subject to the following restrictions:

1. Shall not be increased in size or elevation, nor shall be relocated to another
location.

2. Installation of electronic changing message or reader boards in existing billboards
is prohibited.

23. Shall be kept in good repair and maintained.
34. Any outdoor advertising sign not meeting these restrictions shall be removed

within 30 days of the date when an order by the City to remove such sign is given. (Ord.
654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch. V § 8(E), 2000).
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C. Electronic changing message or reader boards may not be installed in existing,
nonconforming signs without bringing the sign into compliance with the requirements of
this Code, including Exception 20.50.550(A)(2).

Exception 20.50.590(C)(1): Regardless of zone, replacement or repair of existing,
legally established electronic changing message or reader boards is allowed without
bringing other nonconforming characteristics of a sign into compliance, so long as the
size of the reader board does not increase and the provisions of 20.50.532 and the
change or animation provisions of Exception 20.50.550(A)(2) are met.

Amendment #31
20.50.600 Temporary signs.

A. General Requirements. Certain temporary signs not exempted by SMC 20.50.610
shall be allowable under the conditions listed below. All signs shall be nonilluminated.
Any of the signs or objects included in this section are illegal if they are not securely
attached, create a traffic hazard, or are not maintained in good condition. No temporary
signs shall be posted or placed upon public property unless explicitly allowed or
approved by the City through the applicable right-of-way permit. Except as otherwise
described under this section, no permit is necessary for allowed temporary signs.

B. Temporary On-Premises Business Signs. Temporary banners are permitted in
zones NB, CB, MB, TC-1, TC-2, and TC-3 or for schools and houses of worship in all
residential zones to announce sales or special events such as grand openings, or prior
to the installation of permanent business signs. Such temporary business signs shall:

1. Be limited to not more than one sign per street frontage per business, place of
worship, or school;

2. Be limited to 32 square feet in area;

3. Not be displayed for a period to exceed a total of 60 calendar days effective from
the date of installation and not more than four such 60-day periods are allowed in any
12-month period; and

4. Be removed immediately upon conclusion of the sale, event or installation of the
permanent business signage.

C. Construction Signs. Banner or rigid signs (such as plywood or plastic) identifying
the architects, engineers, contractors or other individuals or firms involved with the
construction of a building or announcing purpose for which the building is intended.
Total signage area for both new construction and remodeling shall be a maximum of 32
square feet. Signs shall be installed only upon City approval of the development permit,
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new construction or tenant improvement permit and shall be removed within seven days
of final inspection or expiration of the building permit.

D. Temporary signs in-commereial-zones not allowed under this section and which are
not explicitly prohibited may be considered for approval under a temporary use permit
under SMC 20.30.295 or as part of administrative design review for a comprehensive
signage plan for the site. (Ord. 654 § 1 (Exh. 1), 2013; Ord. 299 § 1, 2002; Ord. 238 Ch.
V § 8(F), 2000).

Amendment #32
20.50.610 Exempt signs.

N. Parks signs constructed in compliance with the Parks Sign Design Guidelines and
Installation Details as approved by the Parks Board and the Plarning-and-Community
Development Director. Departures from these approved guidelines may be reviewed as
departures through the administrative design review process and may require a sign
permit for installation.

Amendment #33
20.80.240 Alteration.

A. The City shall approve, condition or deny proposals in a geologic hazard area as
appropriate based upon the effective mitigation of risks posed to property, health and
safety. The objective of mitigation measures shall be to render a site containing a
geologic hazard as safe as one not containing such hazard. Conditions may include
limitations of proposed uses, modification of density, alteration of site layout and other
appropriate changes to the proposal. Where potential impacts cannot be effectively
mitigated to eliminate a significant risk to public health, safety and property, or important
natural resources, the proposal shall be denied.

B. Very High Landslide Hazard Areas. Development shall be prohibited in very high
landslide hazards areas or their buffers except as granted by a critical areas special use
permit or a critical areas reasonable use permit.

C. Moderate and High Landslide Hazards. Alterations proposed to moderate and high
landslide hazards or their buffers shall be evaluated by a qualified professional through
the preparation of the geotechnical report. However, for proposals that include no
development, construction, or impervious surfaces, the City, in its sole discretion, may
waive the requirement for a geotechnical report. The recommendations contained within
the geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the alteration of the landslide hazard
area or their buffers.

The geotechnical engineer and/or geologist preparing the report shall provide
assurances that the risk of damage from the proposal, both on-site and off-site, are
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minimal subject to the conditions set forth in the report, that the proposal will not
increase the risk of occurrence of the potential landslide hazard, and that measures to
eliminate or reduce risks have been incorporated into the report’s recommendations.
D. Seismic Hazard Areas.

1. For one-story and two-story residential structures, a qualified professional shall
conduct an evaluation of site response and liquefaction potential based on the
performance of similar structures with similar foundation conditions; or

2. For all other proposals, the applicant shall conduct an evaluation of site response
and liquefaction potential including sufficient subsurface exploration to determine the
site coefficient for use in the static lateral force procedure described in the Uniferm
International Building Code.

Amendment #34
20.80.310 Desighation-and-pPurpose.

A. Wetlands are those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in

saturated s0|I conditions as—deﬂned—by the—WasMngian—StaieAAﬁeﬂands—Ldenhﬁsanen
)6-94). Wetlands

generally mclude swamps, marshes bogs and s|m|Iar areas.

Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland
sites, including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, bio-swales, canals,
detention facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape
amenities, or those wetlands created after July 1, 1990, that were unintentionally
created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or highway. Wetlands may
include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland areas to mitigate
the conversion of wetlands.

Amendment #35
20.80.320 Designation, delineation, and Cclassification.

A. The identification of wetlands and the delineation of their boundaries shall be done in
accordance with the federal wetland delineation manual and applicable regional
supplements approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology per WAC 173-
22-035.

B. All areas identified as wetlands pursuant to the SMC 20.80.320(A), are hereby
designated critical areas and are subject to the provisions of this Chapter.
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C. Wetlands, as defined by this seetion subchapter, shall be classified according to the
following criteria:

A-1. “Type | wetlands” are those wetlands which meet any of the following
criteria:

4a. The presence of species proposed or listed by the Federal
government or State of Washington as endangered, threatened, critical or
priority, or the presence of critical or outstanding actual or potential habitat
for those species; or

2b. Wetlands having 40 percent to 60 percent open water in dispersed
patches with two or more wetland subclasses of vegetation; or

3-c. High quality examples of a native wetland listed in the terrestrial
and/or aquatic ecosystem elements of the Washington Natural Heritage
Plan that are presently identified as such or are determined to be of
heritage quality by the Department of Natural Resources; or

4d. The presence of plant associations of infrequent occurrence. These
include, but are not limited to, plant associations found in bogs and in
wetlands with a coniferous forested wetland class or subclass occurring
on organic soils.

B 2. “Type Il wetlands” are those wetlands which are not Type | wetlands and
meet any of the following criteria:

4a. Wetlands greater than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) in size;

2b. Wetlands equal to or less than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) but greater
than one-half acre (21,780 sq.ft.) in size and have three or more wetland
classes; or

3 c. Wetlands equal to or less than one acre (43,560 sq. ft.) but greater
than one-half acre (21,780 sq.ft.) in size, and have a forested wetland
class or subclasses.

G 3. “Type lll wetlands” are those wetlands that are equal to or less than one
acre in size and that have one or two wetland classes and are not rated as Type
IV wetlands, or wetlands less than one-half acre in size having either three
wetlands classes or a forested wetland class or subclass.

B-4. “Type IV wetlands” are those wetlands that are equal to or less than 2,500

square feet, hydrologically isolated and have only one, unforested, wetland class.
(Ord. 398 § 1, 2006; Ord. 238 Ch. VIII § 5(B), 2000).
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Amendment #36
20.80.330 Required buffer areas.

A. Required wetland buffer widths shall reflect the sensitivity of the area and resource
or the risks associated with development and, in those circumstances permitted by
these regulations, the type and intensity of human activity and site design proposed to
be conducted on or near the critical area. Wetland buffers shall be measured from the
wetland’s edge as delineated in accordance with the federal wetland delineation manual
and applicable reqgional supplements approved by the Washington State Department of
Ecology per WAC 173-22-035. Wetland-buffers-shall-be-measured-from-the-wetland
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 8(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Light Rail Station Subarea Planning - Preferred Alternative to be
Analyzed in Final Environmental Impact Statement
DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner
Rachael Markle, AICP, Director, P&CD
ACTION: ___ Ordinance __ Resolution ____ Motion
X __Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

On July 10, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and made a
recommendation on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the 185"
Street Station Subarea Plan (185SSSP), including a Preferred Alternative for zoning to
be analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). Tonight Council
will discuss the Preferred Alternative, and make a decision on what zoning to analyze in
the Final EIS on August 25. Following this decision, the consultant team at OTAK will
begin drafting the Final EIS, Subarea Plan, and Planning Action Ordinance for adoption
in early 2015.

Given that following the Planning Commission Public Hearing, the Planning
Commission made recommendations to increase the density zoning in certain areas in
the Preferred Alternative recommendation, staff is recommending that the City Council
waive Council Rule 6.1.A regarding public testimony at Business Meetings and allow
public comment on this item following the staff report and prior to Council deliberations.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

No direct financial or resource impacts are anticipated as a result of this update,
although decisions about the Preferred Alternative may have an impact on the project
timeline.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council waive Council Rule of Procedures 6.1.A to allow public
comment on this item following the staff report. Staff also recommends that Council
discuss all alternatives considered in the Draft EIS and at the July 10 Planning
Commission public hearing, in preparation for making a decision on the Preferred
Alternative at the August 25 Council meeting.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney JA
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DISCUSSION

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

According to the Washington Department of Ecology State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) Handbook, the EIS process is a tool for identifying and analyzing probable
adverse environmental impacts, reasonable alternatives, and possible mitigation for
projects meeting certain thresholds. The EIS process provides opportunities for the
public, agencies, and tribes to participate in developing and analyzing information;
improves proposals from an environmental perspective; provides decision-makers with
environmental information; and provides the information necessary for conditioning or
denying the proposal.

The Draft EIS for the 185SSSP was published on June 9, 2014, and an outline of the
topics covered is below:
Environmental Summary
Description of Alternatives
Affected Environment, Analysis of Potential Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
— Land Use Patterns, Plans, and Policies
Population, Housing, and Employment
Multi-Modal Transportation
Public Services
Utilities
References
Distribution List
Appendix

Attachments A, B, and C to this staff report are maps of the three zoning scenarios
analyzed in the Draft EIS as Alternative 1 - No Action (Attachment A), Alternative 2 -
Some Growth (Attachment B), and Alternative 3 - Most Growth (Attachment C). The
Draft EIS analyzed full build-out scenarios of these alternatives with respect to impacts
and potential mitigation measures for the categories listed above. It also analyzed likely
growth (based on a rate of 1.5% to 2.5%) over the next 20 years, which represents the
planning horizon of the Draft EIS analysis. Additional description of each alternative is
provided below.

Alternative 1 - No Action

This scenario would retain existing zoning in the station subarea. It is important to
clarify that “no action” does not mean “no growth” because property owners within the
subarea could still maximize zoning potential within the existing (mostly R-6) zoning
designations, including building to a 35 foot height limit, adding Accessory Dwelling
Units, etc.

Alternative 2 - Some Growth

This scenario would adopt a new framework for land use and supporting improvements
in the station subarea, with changes in zoning focused along the 185" Street, 10"
Avenue NE, and NE 180" Street connecting corridor between Aurora Avenue N and
North City. It is anticipated that build-out of this scenario would likely take
approximately 30-50 years or longer to be realized.
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Alternative 3 - Most Growth

This scenario would adopt a new framework for land use and supporting improvements,
with more extensive changes in zoning (proposing higher densities and affecting a
larger area than under Alternative 2) surrounding the proposed light rail station, but still
focused along the 185" Street, 10" Avenue NE, and NE 180" Street connecting
corridor. It is anticipated that build-out of this scenario would likely take approximately
60-100 years or longer to be realized.

On July 10, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Draft EIS, and
made a recommendation to Council regarding a Preferred Alternative for zoning to be
analyzed in the Final EIS. Attachment D is a map showing options that the Commission
considered during the public hearing, and a description of each option is included later
in this staff report. Attachment E is a map representing the Commission’s
recommended Preferred Alternative, henceforth referred to as Alternative 4.

The remainder of this staff report and attachments contain information about the
Planning Commission decision-making process, considerations the Council should
discuss as it decides on the Preferred Alternative, and comments received during the
Draft EIS process. Comments about content in the Draft EIS not related to the zoning
alternatives will be addressed in the Final EIS.

REVISING ZONING DESIGNATIONS

Before getting into a discussion of options analyzed in the Draft EIS and considered by
the Planning Commission, it is important to clarify terms related to current and future
zoning designations.

The R-48 zoning designation as currently written does not allow for the mix of uses
envisioned for the 185™ Street corridor, and when speaking about this during public
meetings, staff has included the disclaimer that the current category does not
completely represent standards that will be developed in more refined versions. R-48
was used in the Draft EIS because height and other bulk standards were expected to be
consistent with the revised designation, and this allowed the consultants to model traffic
and other impacts of potential redevelopment.

Currently, the height limit in R-48 is 40 feet (with pitched roof) when adjacent to single-
family zones, 50 feet when adjacent to multi-family or mixed-use zones, and may be
increased to a maximum of 60 feet with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
Under the revised category Mixed-Use Residential — 45 (MUR-45), staff will likely
recommend that the height be limited to 45 feet, regardless of adjacent zoning or roof
pitch, but that maximum density be determined by other factors.

The revision of the R-48 category to MUR-45 also represents a more 'form-based'
approach to residential zoning categories. Form-based zoning specifies the height, lot
coverage, setbacks, and other ways to define the development’s bulk and building
footprint, including restrictions such as parking requirements, but does not specify
maximum densities in the same way that more traditional zoning code language does.
Current Development Code language classifies all residential zoning by their density
maximum, so this revision to more form-based standards also necessitates a name
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change. This is why all proposed MUR categories are followed by a number that refers
to their maximum height.

For purposes of discussion during the public hearing, staff, Planning Commissioners,
and the public still referred to this category as R-48 because people are more familiar
with that name and it was used in zoning alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS.
However, in the Final EIS and at Commission meetings in August and beyond, when
discussing standards for this revised category, the name MUR-45 is proposed by staff.

This mix of uses and height limit are consistent with the vision for the 185" Street
corridor as articulated through community discussion to date.

The same principle and name change would apply to two other zoning categories
analyzed in the Draft EIS: R-18 and MUR. Initial discussion of standards for the R-18
designation also considers a more form-based approach, allowing for a greater mix of
uses along streets not classified as “local.” The current height limit for R-18 zoning is
35 feet (40 with pitched roof), and staff will likely recommend retaining this 35 foot
height limit in a newly renamed MUR-35 zone (Mixed-Use Residential, 35 foot height
limit), regardless of roof pitch.

In the Draft EIS, one of the proposed zoning designations was called MUR (for Mixed-
Use Residential, although the Draft EIS actually refers to this category as Multi-
Residential). Because the proposal is now to call multiple zoning designations mixed-
use as opposed to purely residential, this necessitates additional clarity. Therefore, in
future discussions and analysis, this designation will be referred to as MUR-85 (Mixed-
Use Residential, 85 foot height limit.)

OPTIONS CONSIDERED FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AT JULY 10, 2014
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

This section requires reference to the companion map, included as Attachment D. Each
area is labeled and the corresponding description is below, along with the Planning
Commission’s recommendation. Minutes from the public hearing are included as
Attachment F, and the public comments that are the origin of many of these options are
included in Attachment G.

Options below all use the base map of Alternative 3 - Most Growth from the Draft EIS.
Council should discuss the merits of Alternatives 1 - No Action and 2 - Some Growth
before delving into the options below. The Planning Commission considered
Alternatives 1 and 2, but decided to base their recommendation on Alternative 3, and
ended up creating an Alternative 4.

The reasons they cited for not recommending Alternatives 1 or 2 are based on policy
guidance in the Comprehensive Plan, specifically those that provided direction for light
rail station subarea planning (LU20-43), included as Attachment H. The Commission
felt that Alternative 1 did not fulfill recommendations in most of the policies; while
Alternative 2 had the potential to promote many desired aspects, but specifically fell
short of LU25 and LU26, which suggest that densities within a quarter-mile radius of the
stations should be R-48 or greater, and R-18 or greater within the half-mile radius.
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Options Considered

A-

The proposal for this area is to change from its current R-6 zoning designation to a
higher density consistent with zoning shown to the north and across the street (staff
interpreted this to mean MUR-35 [R-18] because that designation is proposed for
adjacent parcels). This area was the subject of discussion at one of the break-out
tables during the February 20 Design Dialogue Workshop. Unfortunately, the
resident who made the suggestion did not provide her name. The reason for the
proposed change was to have consistent zoning on both sides of 5" Avenue NE.
Benefit of including this recommendation in the Preferred Alternative - the
request came from a resident of the area.
Disadvantage of including this recommendation in the Preferred Alternative -
staff has no information about whether others in this area would prefer to
retain current zoning or increase development potential.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning being studied from R-6 to MUR-35 (R-18)
(unanimous vote).

The proposal for this area is to change from its current R-6 zoning designation to a
higher density consistent with zoning shown to the north, east, and west (staff
interpreted this to mean MUR-35 [R-18] because that designation is proposed for
adjacent parcels). The specific request came from a resident of 11" Ave. NE, within
the block under consideration.
Benefit - the request came from a resident of the area.
Disadvantage - staff has no information about whether others in this area
would prefer to retain current zoning or increase development potential.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning being studied from R-6 to MUR-35 (R-18)
(unanimous vote).

The proposal for this area is to change from its current R-6 zoning designation to a
higher density consistent with zoning shown to the west (staff interpreted this to
mean MUR-35 [R-18] because that designation is proposed for adjacent parcels).
The specific requests came from an owner of four (4) properties within the “hook”
area of NE Perkins Way and another homeowner who lives off of NE Perkins Way.
- Benefit - the request came from more than one property owner in the area,
and was supported by testimony of three property owners at the public
hearing.
Disadvantage - staff has not received comments directly from other property
owners in this area.
Additional Consideration - Comments received to date have stated that this
segment of NE Perkins Way will be a popular route for residents from Lake
Forest Park to access the 185" Street Station. Traffic is likely to increase on
this topographically challenged road section creating a need for multi-modal
transportation improvements. The character of this area would also Iikel¥
change if it becomes a well traveled east/west route to and from the 185"
Street Station. In recognition of this potential, it makes sense to analyze
these impacts further, and possibly amend zoning if land use solutions are
required in addition to transportation improvements.
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@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning being studied from R-6 to MUR-35 (R-18) (4-3
vote).

D- The proposal for this area is to change from its current R-6 zoning designation to a
higher density consistent with zoning shown to the south (staff confirmed that the
person who submitted the request meant MUR-35 [R-18]). The specific request
came from a resident of NE 195" Street, within the block under consideration.

Benefit - the request came from a resident of the area. Previous public

discussion suggested that additional density may be appropriate for areas

surrounding parks because they provide amenities and visual and sound

barriers to mitigate impacts associated with redevelopment.

Disadvantage - staff has no information about whether others in this area

would prefer to retain current zoning or increase development potential.

Commissioners felt that this area was not appropriate for higher density or a

necessary transition to single-family to the north because the North City Park

already provides a buffer from potential redevelopment.

@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to

retain R-6 zoning analyzed in Draft EIS. The motion to amend failed
by a vote of 2 to 5.

E- The proposal for this area is to change from the R-48 and R-18 zoning analyzed in
the Draft EIS to MUR-85. The specific request came from Councilmembers
McGlashan and Hall at the May 19 Council meeting.

- Benefit - Councilmembers McGlashan and Hall stated that this area is
immediately adjacent to the interstate and could provide more residential
units within close proximity to the light rail station. With regard to the area
north of 185™ Street, the topography is lower than areas to the west, which
would create less visual impact, and taller buildings could potentially provide
a noise barrier for homes to the west.

Disadvantage - Staff has no information about whether property owners in

this area would prefer to retain current zoning or increase development

potential.

Additional Consideration - With regard to the Final EIS, this change may

require additional mitigation, such as sidewalk and roadway improvements,

increasing capacity for utilities and triggering additional public services, which

could be seen as a positive or a negative from the residents’ perspective.

@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to

change the zoning being studied from R-48 and R-18 to MUR-85
(unanimous vote).

F- The proposal for this area is to change from the Neighborhood Business zoning
analyzed in the Draft EIS to MUR-45 (R-48). This is a staff recommendation based
on an evolving concept of what the revised R-48/MUR-45) zoning designation may
be. As mentioned previously, the current R-48 designation does not meet the intent
to create the “station boulevard” or “signature street” character envisioned for the
185" Street corridor, and will likely be revised.
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G-

Benefit - As staff drafts allowable uses for a revised R-48/MUR-45 zone, there
may be little distinction between the new zone and the existing NB
designation, so in order to avoid confusion and the potential for split-zoning if
parcels are aggregated for redevelopment, zoning should be consistent with
neighboring parcels.
Disadvantage - Staff can think of no disadvantage to making this change.
The original intent of labeling these parcels NB was to create a distinct
opportunity for mixed-use on larger parcels near the Shoreline Center, but
current thinking is that zoning consistent with the rest of the block makes
more sense. However, if the newly named zone and refined uses and
standards proposed to replace R-48 in the 185™ Street Station Subarea are
not embraced by the Council, then the NB zone may still be appropriate.

@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to

change zoning from NB to MUR-45 (R-48) (unanimous vote).

The proposal for this area is to change from the R-24 zoning analyzed in the Draft
EIS to MUR-35 (R-18). This is a staff recommendation similar to Area F. The
original intent was to Erovide additional transition to step down from the R-48 zoning
proposed for the 185" Street corridor. However, preliminary discussions about
revised standards for both the R-48/MUR-45 and R-18/MUR-35 zones indicate that
transition could effectively be covered through design standards, rather than through
zoning.
- Benefit - Zoning this area MUR-35 (R-18) creates consistency with proposed
zoning to the north, as well as with the rest of the subarea, which transitions
from MUR-45 (R-48) to MUR-35 (R-18) with no intermediary zoning. It would
also reduce the possibility for split-zoning if parcels are aggregated for
redevelopment.
Disadvantage - Staff can think of no disadvantage to making this change.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning being studied from R-24 to MUR-35 (R-18)
(unanimous vote).

This represents another option for zoning along 185" Street with regard to depth of
zoning and transitions between MUR-45 (R-48), MUR-35 (R-18), and R-6. The
depth of zoning analyzed in Alternative 3 in the Draft EIS was based on comments
from City transportation staff that in order to reduce congestion along the 185™
Street corridor, no new curb cuts (driveways) should be allowed, and instead access
through side-streets and internal circulation within developments should be
encouraged. In order to promote these design elements, the depth of the MUR-45
(R-48) and MUR-35 (R-18) zoning was increased. Staff then began hearing from
developers and building industry professionals that the MUR-45 (R-48) zoning was
too deep.

This is one of the reasons that the City contracted with the Clark Design Group to
“ground-truth” proposed zoning by sketching out potential scenarios of building
footprints and block redevelopment based on their experience working with similar
zoning in Seattle, which more closely correlates to the type of redevelopment
envisioned along the 185™ Street corridor. More discussion of this additional
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analysis will be provided as the Commission begins considering height and bulk
standards, but Area H represents the recommendation of Scott Clark, AIA, NCARB,
Partner at the Clark Design Group. This recommendation is based on a 300 foot
zoning depth, which allows for walkable blocks while providing sufficient room for
internal circulation, creation of alleyways for access, etc.

Mr. Clark also suggested slightly revising the MUR-35 (R-18) areas to provide
transition to the R-6 zones along the street, rather than mid-block. This means that
in the area south of 185™ Street, parcels analyzed in the Draft EIS as R-18 would be
included in the Preferred Alternative as R-6, while north of 185™ Street, the opposite
is true, and the MUR-35 (R-18) zoning would be extended further north to N 188",
189", or 190" Streets moving eastward towards Meridian Avenue N.
Benefit - This recommendation seems to fulfill all intended transition and
circulation goals identified, while providing walkable blocks, without extending
further than necessary into existing single-family neighborhoods. The City’s
Economic Development Manager stated, “The proposed 300 foot depth on
either side of the station corridor is intended to be right-sized to allow
significant area for redevelopment along with a proven pedestrian-friendly
street grid. If the area were much deeper, its pedestrian-required focus would
be compromised; if the area were much narrower, the corridor as a whole
would lack the density needed to be truly energized.”
Disadvantage - Moving forward with the option analyzed in the Draft EIS
would not necessarily be detrimental, it just might not be ideal.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation was to accept part of
this recommendation and reject the rest. Commissioners did not share
Mr. Clark’s concern about deeper zoning compromising walkability
since it could promote internal circulation for pedestrians as well as
vehicles. Therefore, they chose not to recommend changing the depth
of zoning south of 185", They did concur with Mr. Scott that transition
between MUR-35 (R-18) and R-6 to the north of 185" should occur at
the street rather than mid-block. The motion reflected this change and
was approved unanimously.

I- The proposal for this area is to change from the MUR-45 (R-48) and MUR-35 (R-
18) zoning analyzed in the Draft EIS to MUR- 85). This option was proposed by
Commissioner Maul during the July 10 meeting.

Benefit - Commissioner Maul reasoned that this amendment would increase
options for redevelopment in an area that is close to the station and Shoreline
Center, and bounded by a park to the south and a cemetery to the north. He
said that if he were looking to develop or live in a taller building in this area,
the area to the east (labeled E on the map) that is directly adjacent to the
freeway would be a less desirable location and he would prefer to build or live
up on the hill, overlooking the park and Shoreline Center with potential views
of Cascade and Olympic mountains.

Disadvantage - Commissioner Scully countered that if the goal is to create a
dense urban core that transitions to single-family neighborhoods, this
proposal dilutes that vision.
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Additional Considerations - Proposals |, J, and K were introduced for the first
time the night of the public hearing, so staff has no information about whether
people in these areas would support additional zoning capacity. It is worth
mentioning, however, that for those interested in preserving the single-family
character of the neighborhood, a more intensive zoning that includes a
minimum density may actually discourage redevelopment until the market is
ready to build this style in the more distant future. Conversely, creating
development incentives through zoning on more property may lead to
sporadic redevelopment patterns over time. The goal should be to target the
zoning to manage redevelopment to successfully transition from single family
development patterns to transit supportive development patterns. Economic
Development Manager Dan Eernissee concurred, adding that it is critical to
focus higher intensity development zoning tightly along the station area
corridor; a concentrated, limited focus provides investors long-term
confidence that the value they add through reinvestment of single-family
property or new investment in scarce higher density properties will not be
diluted.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change zoning from MUR-45 (R-48) and MUR-35 (R-18) to MUR-85)
(6-1 vote).

J- The proposal for this area is to change from R-24, R-18, and R-6 designations
analyzed in the Draft EIS to MUR-45 (R-48). This motion was amended additional
times and eventually created separate areas (J and K). This motion amended
changes recommended earlier for the eastern half of Area G, changing it from the
previously recommended MUR-35 (R-18) to MUR-45 (R-48) (it was analyzed in the
Draft EIS as R-24).

- Benefit - This change complements the previous recommendation to add
zoning capacity to Area | by creating a transition between proposed higher
density to the east and proposed MUR-35 (R-18) to the west. Commissioners
Maul and Moss mentioned that they heard support for up-zoning parcels west
of 1% Avenue at multiple public meetings from residents of this area because
of proximity to the park and Shoreline Center, and because 1% Avenue will
likely be a popular arterial for those accessing the station from the north.
Disadvantage - Proposals I, J, and K were introduced for the first time the
night of the public hearing, so staff has no information (other than similar
conversations with residents at public meetings earlier in the process) about
whether people in these areas would support additional zoning capacity. A
primary concern is that because this area was shown in all alternatives
analyzed in the Draft EIS as retaining single family (R-6) zoning, residents of
the area who previously saw any of the published maps may have thought
that their homes would be unaffected by zoning change and stopped following
the process.

Other R-6 zones within the subarea (A, B, C, and D) were recommended for
additional zoning capacity, but these requests were initiated by residents of
the area because blocks surrounding them were proposed for higher capacity
and they felt “left out”. In contrast, this request came from the Planning
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Commission, and while it is adjacent to areas recommended for additional
density to the east and south, it is not surrounded in the same way as other
areas. Director Markle expressed concern about potential piecemeal
development in these areas. This is partly because these areas are further
away from the station. Adding more development capacity, spread out over a
larger area would take longer to fill in, possibly creating a lack of transition
between the “old and the new” for many years.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning to be studied from R-24, MUR-35 (R-18), and R-6
to MUR-45 (R-48) (6-1 vote).

K- The proposal for this area was to change from R-6 zoning designation analyzed in
the Draft EIS to MUR-35 (R-18), and was initiated by Commissioners during the July
10 meeting.

Benefit - If proposed changes in areas to the east (J and |) are included as
part of the Preferred Alternative, this would function to transition from higher
densities to single-family neighborhoods to the north and west.

Disadvantage - Proposals I, J, and K were introduced for the first time the
night of the public hearing, so staff has no information about whether people
in these areas would support additional zoning capacity. A primary concern is
that because this area was shown in all alternatives analyzed in the DEIS as
retaining single family (R-6) zoning, residents of the area who previously saw
any of the published maps may have thought that their homes would be
unaffected by zoning change and stopped following the process.

Other R-6 zones within the subarea (A, B, C, and D) were recommended for
additional zoning capacity, but these requests were initiated by residents of
the area because blocks surrounding them were proposed for higher capacity
and they felt “left out”. In contrast, this request came from the Planning
Commission, and while it is adjacent to areas recommended for additional
density to the east and south, it is not surrounded in the same way as other
areas. Director Markle expressed concern about potential piecemeal
development in these areas. This is partly because these areas are further
away from the station. Adding more development capacity, spread out over a
larger area will take longer to fill in, possibly creating a lack of transition
between the “old and the new” for many years.
@ July 10 Planning Commission recommendation for this area was to
change the zoning proposed for study from R-6 to MUR-35 (R-18) (6-1
vote).

Underlying Zoning in Parks

Attachment D also shows hatch-marks on the parks within the subarea. This is
because parks are classified as a use, rather than a zoning designation. Changing the
underlying zoning designation would not affect the park use, but zoning should be
consistent with adjacent lots. The specific zoning does not need to be determined at
this time, but these marks are a place-holder so that this does not get overlooked in the
final zoning recommendation because it is important that uses that may be considered
in the future are allowed in underlying zoning.
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For example, if the Shoreline Center were to redevelop and the City wanted to consider
incorporating functions of the Spartan Recreational Center or possibly even conference
amenities into a redeveloped, more energy-efficient pool site, existing single-family
zoning may not allow for proposed uses or necessary height. Also, options for Rotary
Park include using it as space for public art or selling it to a developer in conjunction
with a larger project. If the latter option were chosen, it would be important to have
similar zoning across parcels.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the points mentioned above, and included in Attachment | (OTAK
memorandum), staff recommends that Council consider the following as they discuss
and make decisions about the Preferred Alternative.

Points to support analysis of increased zoning capacity in the Final EIS

o While the Final EIS will include most, if not all, of the information contained in
the Draft EIS, the Draft EIS is just that — a draft. As per SEPA guidance, the
comments and new information that the lead agency learns during the Draft
EIS process influence the Final EIS, which create significant differences from
the Draft EIS. Generally speaking, the EIS process is intended to be iterative.

o The Planning Commission recommendation is not to adopt proposed zoning;
merely to study additional capacity. Should Council choose Alternative 4 as
the Preferred Alternative to be analyzed in the Final EIS, this in no way
obligates the City to adopt this zoning. However, if additional zoning capacity
is not analyzed in the Final EIS, Council does not have the option to consider
this zoning for adoption.

Points in opposition to analysis of increased zoning capacity in the Final EIS

0 Increased work for consultant and staff, and delay of timeline - This is
described in more detail in the memo from OTAK (Attachment I).

0 Integrity of process and public trust - While notice was provided for the public
hearing, the map displaying options (an earlier iteration of Attachment D) was
created, published, and introduced to the public at the 185™ Station Citizen
Committee [185SCC] meeting the Monday prior to the Planning Commission
public hearing. In large part, this was due to the timing of receiving DEIS
comments that supported adding zoning capacity and discussions with
Commissioners and Councilmembers, but did not allow much time for public
review.

Many of the more aggressive changes the Commission recommended
occurred near the end of the hearing, when few audience members remained.
Staff sent revised maps and a description of the options considered to the
185SCC and posted these materials to the project webpage
(www.shorelinewa.gov/lightrail) as soon as they were available (July 16), but
this information may have only reached a limited audience. In order to reach
out to potentially affected property owners, staff mailed postcards to areas
considered for potential rezoning under Alternative 4 that were shown as
retaining single-family zoning in the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, but
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it is likely that many remain unaware of possible changes. For those not
following the process, specifically amendments recommended at the public
hearing, this could give credence to criticism about the City making decisions
without sufficient input from the public.

o Build-out timeframes, potential population growth, and mitigation measures -
While it should be noted that under the 20-year planning horizon used to
project necessary nearer-term capital improvements for the subarea,
Alternatives 2, 3, and even 4 would have basically the same impacts by the
year 2035. The build-out scenario for Alternative 4 would likely require
mitigation beyond that anticipated for Alternative 3. Based on a growth rate of
1.5%-2.5%, the Most Growth (Alternative 3) scenario analyzed in the Draft
EIS had a projected build-out timeframe of 60-100 years. OTAK performed
some rough calculations on Alternative 4 and found that build-out could take
approximately 80-130 years. Even though long-range planners and elected
officials tend to think about timeframes according to a scale that is foreign to
most people, this planning horizon may not be justifiable to the public.

OTAK also performed some rough calculations on potential population
increase under Alternative 4 and found that it could essentially double the
current population of Shoreline within the 185™ Street Station Subarea. Even
given the assumption that this rate of increase may take 130 years, this could
create near-term concerns about the dramatic impact on neighborhood
character and quality of life in the future.

The Most Growth scenario analyzed in the Draft EIS suggested that at some
point in the future, NE 185™ Street may need to be widened from the 3-lane
cross-section imagined in the Draft EIS to 5 lanes. The Draft EIS posits that
by this time, behavioral change and new technologies may help to mitigate
increased traffic. For example, if driverless cars or other technology is widely
adopted to increase capacity of roadways, it may not be necessary to widen
the road. However, given the additional potential population increase under
Alternative 4, the City and public may have to consider implications of a 5-
lane configuration.

Potential ways to address concerns regarding noticing and public awareness of
potential changes

o Additional outreach - As previously mentioned, staff emailed materials to
the 185SCC and posted them to the City's project web page as soon as
they were available and mailed postcards to residents potentially subject
to rezoning under Alternative 4 that were not under Alternative 3. Council
may wish to provide additional direction about other ways to reach out to
these property owners.

o Summer events - There will be a City booth, staffed in part by those
familiar with details of light rail station subarea planning, at upcoming
summer events including NW Solarfest, the Ridgecrest Ice Cream Social,
and Celebrate Shoreline. A large map of Alternative 4 can be displayed at
these events.
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o0 Allowing for additional public comment prior to determining the Preferred
Alternative - Staff is recommending that Council waive its rules of
procedures to allow public comment on the Planning Commission
recommendation following the staff’'s presentation this evening and prior to
the Council’s deliberation on this issue. If there is significant public
comment, Council may choose to notice a future meeting as a public
hearing, amend the August 25 agenda to allow for additional public
comment, select a Preferred Alternative different than the
recommendation from the Planning Commission, remand discussion of
the Preferred Alternative back to the Planning Commission, or direct staff
and the consultant to create a Supplemental Draft EIS (although this
would have impacts on timeline and budget).

0 Reduce zoning capacity in other areas analyzed in the Draft EIS for higher
intensity - The School District properties at the Shoreline Center and North
City Elementary were analyzed in the Draft EIS as Master Use Permit
(MUP), which was the most intensive designation analyzed, but does not
currently exist as a zoning category. The intent of the MUP was to allow
for greater flexibility for future redevelopment of these large parcels that
may be well suited to Transit-Oriented Development. This potential
zoning designation was intended to also encourage amenities desired by
the community, including green building, affordable housing, open space,
etc., and in exchange for these amenities a maximum building height of
140 feet was envisioned. One option to reduce the overall development
capacity (and therefore required mitigations) within the subarea would be
to analyze these properties as MUR-85 in the Final EIS. However, the
City may still be interested in allowing for a developer agreement or other
mechanism to grant additional height in exchange for certain amenities in
the future.

NEXT STEPS

Following tonight’s discussion, Council is currently scheduled to select a Preferred
Alternative to be analyzed in the Final EIS at the August 25 Council meeting. Once a
Preferred Alternative has been chosen, OTAK will begin drafting the Final EIS, Subarea
Plan, and Planned Action Ordinance. Staff and the Planning Commission will discuss
potential Development Code regulations that will determine dimensional, design, and
transition standards, and provide incentives or requirements for green building,
affordable housing, etc. at Commission meetings in August, September, October, and
possibly November.

When the Final EIS, Subarea Plan, Planned Action Ordinance, and Development Code
regulations are ready, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on all of these
documents and make a recommendation before sending them to Council for final
revisions and adoption. Following adoption, Development Code regulations and
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations will change, and market forces and
property owner decision-making will determine the pace and intensity of redevelopment
over decades and possibly generations.
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RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

No direct financial or resource impacts are anticipated as a result of this update,
although decisions about the Preferred Alternative may have an impact on the project
timeline.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that Council waive Council Rule of Procedures 6.1.A to allow public
comment on this item following the staff report. Staff also recommends that Council
discuss all alternatives considered in the Draft EIS and at the July 10 Planning
Commission public hearing, in preparation for making a decision on the Preferred
Alternative at the August 25 Council meeting.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Map of Draft EIS Alternative 1-No Action

Attachment B - Map of Draft EIS Alternative 2-Some Growth

Attachment C - Map of Draft EIS Alternative 3-Most Growth

Attachment D - Map of Options Considered at July 10 Planning Commission Public
Hearing

Attachment E - Map of Planning Commission Recommendation on Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 4)

Attachment F - Minutes from July 10 Public Hearing

Attachment G - Draft EIS Comments, including Scoping

Attachment H - Comprehensive Plan Land Use Policies 20-43

Attachment | - Memo from OTAK
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DRAFT
CITY OF SHORELINE

SHORELINE PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING

July 10, 2014 Shoreline City Hall
7:00 P.M. Council Chamber
Commissioner s Present Staff Present

Chair Scully Steve Szafran, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development
Vice Chair Craft (arrived at 7:10) Paul Cohen, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development
Commissioner Malek Miranda Redinger, Senior Planner, Planning and Community Development
Commissioner Maul Ray Allshouse, Building Official

Commissioner Montero Julie Ainsworth-Taylor, Assistant City Attorney

Commissioner Moss Lisa Basher, Planning Commission Clerk

Commissioner Strandberg
Others Present

Rob Flaner, CFM, Hazard Mitigation Program Manager, Tetra Tech
Mandi Roberts, Principal, OTAK

CALL TO ORDER

Planning Commission Chair, Keith Scully, called the Special meeting of the Shoreline Planning
Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Upon roll call by the Commission Clerk the following Commissioners were present: Chair Scully, and
Commissioners Malek, Maul, Montero, Moss and Strandberg. Vice Chair Craft arrived at 7:10 p.m.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

The agenda was accepted as presented.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of June 5, 2014 and June 19, 2014 were adopted as submitted.

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
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Tom Poitras, Shoreline, said he is against extending the 145" Street Station Subarea to include 5"
Avenue NE from NE 155" Street to NE 165™ Street or even beyond to NE 185™ Street. Secondly, he
said he is against making 5™ Avenue NE a commercial boulevard with a focus on smaller, independent,
and local businesses. He complimented the Planning Commission for their wise policy statement in
2013 that, “the Planning Commission agrees that the removal of the land use study area along 5"
Avenue NE was appropriate, given that the focus of land use changes should be in the one-quarter and
one-half mile area surrounding the light rail station.” He commented that including 5" Avenue NE
above NE 155" Street in the study area will require additional resources (monetary and personnel),
which could very likely impact the current scheduled deadlines. In addition, the future possibility of
needed infrastructure could be costly and drain funds from more important projects such as revitalizing
North City and Aurora Square, acquiring and developing NE 145™ Street, upgrading the Aurora
Corridor, and the development of both station areas. These projects are crucial to Shoreline’s economic
future and should be given priority. It would be more productive to provide a strong link between the
145" Station and Aurora Square rather than from the station to the Crest Theater and the few shops
around it.

Mr. Poitras summarized that if the City allows small groups of people to add their local projects to the
subarea, resources will be spread too thin for more important projects. He expressed his belief that 5™
Avenue NE should not be exclusively commercial. Instead, it should include high-quality or
predominantly residential development. Any commercial buildings should be required to be attractive,
sustainable and green architecture rather than the strip mall format or converted, inexpensive homes. If
the City wants the 145™ Station on 5™ Avenue NE to be an impressive gateway to Shoreline, it should
have impressive buildings, not helter-skelter urban sprawl and underfunded small businesses. He
provided a note describing how a low-density, commercial boulevard on 5" Avenue NE would hurt
home values. He also provided photographs of several businesses in “converted homes” on NE 145"
Street. He expressed concern about zoning that would allow the spread of this type of business
architecture from 15" Avenue NE to the freeway on NE 145" Street, as it could become a deterrent to a
vital and thriving business community for decades. Allowing it to start on 5™ Avenue NE would have
the same detrimental effect.

PUBLIC HEARING: HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN UPDATE

Chair Scully reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing and then opened the public
hearing.

Staff Presentation

Mr. Allshouse reviewed that the City worked with King County, as well as other jurisdictions in the
County on a coordinated effort to update hazardous mitigation plans. This collective effort resulted in a
better product for less effort and money.

Rob Flaner, CFM, Hazard Mitigation Program Manager, Tetra Tech, explained that the purpose of
the Hazard Mitigation Plan is to identify long-term, sustained actions or projects to reduce or eliminate
long-term risk to life and property. He advised that if the plan does a good job of loss avoidance and
risk reduction (mitigation), then the necessity to prepare, respond and recover should be less. He
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reminded the Commission that the Federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires the state and local
governments to develop hazard mitigation plans as a condition of federal disaster grant assistance. In
addition to improving opportunities for funding, the Hazard Mitigation Plan allows the City to be
proactive rather than reactive by planning for disasters before they occur. The plan is a key element in
emergency management and can set the course for response and recovery to impacts from natural
disasters.

Mr. Flaner briefly outlined the process, particularly emphasizing the importance of commitment and
support from elected officials and their constituents and noting that every step of the process has been
conducted in an open public forum. In addition, a 19-member steering committee was formed to help
identify a guiding principle, goals and objectives. Although the plan is multi-jurisdictional, there are
separate sections pertaining to the specific risks and capabilities of each of the participating
jurisdictions. He briefly explained the process that was used to complete the comprehensive risk
assessment, which is the foundation of the plan.

Mr. Flaner advised that the plan is divided into two sections. Volume 1 applies to all of the partners,
and Volume 2 is jurisdiction specific. Shoreline’s plan (Chapter 23) identifies and prioritizes 16
mitigation strategies. He briefly reviewed how the priorities were assigned, noting that they could
change over time as funding opportunities are available.

Mr. Flaner reviewed that the public comment period on the proposed plan started on June 27" and ends
on July 11™. The public was invited to submit comments on line or via public meetings. At the
conclusion of the hearing, the Planning Board will make a recommendation to the City Council and the
document will be sent to the State for a pre-adoption review. Once approved by the State, the document
will be presented to the City Council for review and then forwarded to FEMA for final approval. He
advised that more information about the proposed plan update is available at
http://www.kingcounty.gov/hazardmitigation.com, which is where the final plan will be housed in
perpetuity. The plan has a five-year shelf life, and yearly progress reports will be posted on the site and
made available to the City Council.

Public T estimony

Susan Chang, Shoreline, referred to the maps at the end of Chapter 23 (liquefaction zones and
landslide hazard areas). Although she recognized that Point Wells is located in Snohomish County,
future redevelopment of the site will have an impact on Shoreline and should be addressed in the City’s
plan, as well. She pointed out that Point Wells is shown as a red zone on the map of liquefaction zones.
It is also shown on the soil site class map as being of a higher seismic zone. However, none of the
landslide hazard areas at Point Wells have been identified. She suggested this gives the mistaken
impression that there are not any landslide hazards north of the County line.

No one else in the audience indicated a desire to address the Commission, and Chair Scully closed the
public hearing.

Mr. Flaner commented that the City is bound, by law, to use best available data and science. He pointed
out that no land slide hazard areas have been identified north of the County line because no state or
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federal agency has mapped the area. He explained that the progress on the plan was tabled by the
County Executive after the Oso event to revisit landslide issues, and King County is just getting ready to
embark on a very detailed landslide analysis that will become the basis for the King County Critical
Areas Regulations. However, this work was not completed in time for inclusion in the plan and would
not include properties in Snohomish County. The plan is not meant to imply that because an area is not
mapped there is no risk, but there is no credible map from a federal or state agency that shows the area
in a risk zone to be reflected on our data. Mr. Allshouse added that there is some Lydar mapping of the
southern portion of Snohomish County, but it has not yet been acknowledged at the federal level. He
reminded the Commission that the plan is intended to be dynamic. As more information becomes
available, necessary adjustments can be made.

Chair Scully recalled that this issue was discussed extensively at a recent study session. Staff clarified
that to the extent the data exists, it can be added to the map. However, mitigation strategies cannot be
imposed on Snohomish County. Mr. Flaner agreed that, although Point Wells might be within City’s
sphere of influence, the City does not have any jurisdictional authority over the area until it has been
formally incorporated. If and when incorporation occurs, the City’s plan could be expanded.

COMMISSIONER MONTERO MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION FORWARD THE
HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN TO THE CITY COUNCIL AS PRESENTED WITH A
RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL. COMMISSIONER MOSS SECONDED THE
MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

PUBLIC HEARING: 185" STREET STATION SUBAREA DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)

Chair Scully reviewed the rules and procedures for the public hearing, noting that the staff report would
be divided into two parts: the DEIS and the three zoning alternatives analyzed in the DEIS. Staff would
provide a report on the DEIS, as well as a recommendation for the Commission’s consideration. Staff
would also provide a report on the three zoning alternatives analyzed. The Light Rail Station Area
Planning Committee would also provide a brief presentation and recommendation regarding the three
zoning alternatives for the Commission’s consideration. The public would then be invited to comment
prior to the Commission’s deliberation.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Redinger briefly reviewed the process to date for the 185™ Station Subarea Plan, which included
numerous public visioning and workshop discussions. The DEIS was presented at a community meeting
on June 3" published on June 9™, and scheduled for a public hearing tonight. The City Council is
scheduled to make a decision on the preferred alternative on August 11", and then staff can begin
analyzing the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and developing a draft subarea plan and
planned action ordinance. Staff will present specific development code regulations to implement the
subarea plan to the Planning Commission in August and September. The Planning Commission will
conduct a public hearing on the subarea plan and the FEIS in late October or early November, and it is
anticipated the Council will adopt the plan by the end of 2014 or early 2015.
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Ms. Redinger reviewed that the DEIS analyzed a number of topics, beginning with an environmental
summary followed by a description of the alternatives. It also included an extensive analysis of the
affected environment, potential impacts and mitigation measures with regard to:

Land-use patterns, plans and policies
Population, housing and employment
Multi-modal transportation

Public services

Utilities.

Ms. Redinger explained that the DEIS analyzed what would be reasonable to prepare for based on a
growth rate of 1.5% to 2.5% over the next 20 years, which is the lifespan of the DEIS analysis. She
summarized each of the alternatives that were analyzed as part of the DEIS as follows:

Alternative 1 (No Action). This scenario is nearer term but should not be interpreted to mean no
change. Even if the City took no action to change zoning, property owners would still be allowed to
maximize development potential in the existing single-family zones by adding accessory dwelling
units and rebuilding to the maximum current height for the zone, which is 35 feet.

Alternate 2 (Moderate Growth). This is a 50 to 60 year scenario and best illustrates the “station
boulevard” concept that came out of the community design dialogue workshops. The scenario
connects the station to Aurora Avenue North and North City. Rather than creating another
commercial node throughout the boulevard, this scenario focuses on a main street concept that
allows a variety of uses.

Alternative 3 (Most Growth). This is a 75 to 100 year scenario that also includes the “station
boulevard” concept, but with more intense zoning spread throughout the entire subarea.

Ms. Redinger referred to a memorandum prepared by OTAK (Attachment B) outlining points for the
Commission to consider as they decide whether to include additional zoning changes in the preferred
alternative. She also referred to a map prepared by OTAK showing where zoning changes beyond those
analyzed in the DEIS have been requested. She briefly reviewed each of these changes as follows:

Option A would change the current R-6 zoning designation to a higher density (R-18) consistent
with zoning shown to the north and across 5™ Avenue NE.

Option B would change the current R-6 zoning designation to a higher density (R-18) consistent
with zoning shown to the north, east and west.

Option C would change the current R-6 zoning designation to a higher density (R-18) consistent
with zoning to the west.

Option D would change the current R-6 zoning designation to a higher density (R-18) consistent
with zoning shown to the south.
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Option E would change the R-48 and R-18 zoning analyzed in the DEIS to Mixed-Use Residential
(MUR).

Option F would change the Neighborhood Business (NB) zoning analyzed in the DEIS to R-48.
Option G would change the R-24 zoning analyzed in the DEIS to R-18.

Option H is another option for zoning along N 185™ Street with regard to depth and transitions
between R-48, R-18 and R-6.

In addition to the above changes, Ms. Redinger said the Commission should discuss the underlying
zoning of parks. She noted that Attachment A shows hatch-marks on the parks within the subarea
because they are classified as a use rather than a zoning designation. Changing the underlying zoning
designation would not affect the park use, but zoning would be consistent with adjacent lots. She
emphasized that the specific zoning does not need to be determined at this time, and the marks are
intended to be a placeholder. However, it is important that these properties not be overlooked so that the
uses that may be considered in the future are allowed in the underlying zoning.

Ms. Redinger advised that, for the purposes of tonight’s discussion and hearing, staff will refer to zoning
as R-18, R-48 and MUR. However, they will begin using the new zoning names (R-18=MUR-35, R-
48=MUR-45, and MUR=MUR-85) as the plan moves forward into the FEIS phase. She explained that,
currently, all of the residential categories are based on a zoning density maximum. The new categories
represent a more form-based model that defines bulk and other requirements rather than maximum
density. For example, the R-18 zone is capped at 18 units per acre and allows a maximum height of 40
feet. The MUR-35 zone would be capped at 35 feet, with no limit on the number of units. The maximum
height in an R-48 zone is 40 feet if adjacent to single-family and 50 feet if adjacent to multi-family and
commercial. A height of 60 feet is allowed with a conditional use permit. Rather than this graded height
allowance, the MUR-45 zone would cap the height at 45 feet. The MUR zone was analyzed in the DEIS.
However, because they are now proposing to include additional categories titled Mixed-Use Residential
(MUR). This MUR zone will be renamed MUR-85, which will have a maximum height limit of 85 feet.

Ms. Redinger summarized that after the public hearing and Commission deliberation, the Commission
can forward a recommendation to the City Council regarding both the DEIS and the preferred alternative
zoning. She pointed out that they received numerous comments today. Most are related to transportation,
sidewalks, bicycles, etc. and can be addressed through the FEIS. The main thing the Commission must
do is make a recommendation to the Council on the preferred alternative zoning map. After a preferred
alternative has been adopted by the City Council, the consultant will begin work on the FEIS, subarea
plan and planned action ordinance. She noted that the Assistant City Attorney was present to provide
direction and answer questions regarding the process. She also noted that the Commission’s upcoming
meetings will focus on various development code amendments necessary to implement the subarea plan.

Ms. Redinger announced that walking tours of the 185" Street Station Subarea are scheduled for the

second Friday of each month from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. Walking tours for the 145™ Street Station Subarea
are scheduled for the fourth Friday of the month from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. She encouraged Commissioners
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and those in the audience to participate. The tour maps are available online, as well. She also
encouraged them to visit the light rail website at http://www.shorelinewa.gov/lightrail for more
information.

Chair Scully pointed out that the potential changes outlined by staff would only apply if the Commission
recommends that the City Council adopt the highest growth alternative (Alternative 3). He suggested
that if the Commission indicates a preference for Alternative 3, they could review each of the changes in
more detail.

Light Rail Station Area Planning Committee Report

Commissioner Maul reported that the Light Rail Station Area Committee has had numerous discussions
in open, public meetings over the past two years, and they have also attended a number of workshops
and public forums regarding station area planning. He said it is the Committee’s recommendation that
Option 1 does not meet the goals and policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. While Option 2 is
more consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, it falls short in a few areas. The public input the
Committee received led them to Option 3, which does a better job of meeting the goals and policies in
the Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Maul explained that the maps outlining the three alternatives were originally produced in
January 2014, and a lot of citizen input has been received since then. The Committee specifically heard
requests from property owners and citizens that the properties west of 1 Avenue NE between NE 190"
and NE 195" Streets should be up-zoned. The Committee sees value in this request since 1% Avenue NE
is a strong north/south connection and is within close proximity to the new station. While it is not listed
on either Attachments A or B as a potential change, the public can submit additional changes for the
Commission’s consideration.

Commissioner Maul referred to proposed Option E that would up-zone property to MUR, which is a
greater density than what was originally proposed. Based on input from the City Council and public,
the Committee also felt the area west of 5™ Avenue NE, north of the Shoreline Center and Shoreline
Park, over to 1% Avenue NE might also be a logical area for MUR-85 zoning. This is particularly true
given the amenities that would be located close by.

Commissioner Maul summarized that the FEIS will provide another opportunity for the City to analyze
any changes the Commission makes tonight. Tonight’s meeting offers an opportunity for the
Commissioners to take the additional changes under advisement and solicit public input. He further
summarized that the Committee is recommending the Commission consider Option 3 as the preferred
alternative, along with any additional changes that result from the public hearing and Commission
discussion.

Ms. Redinger explained that, as part of the FEIS process, the City is obligated to record each comment
that was received during the DEIS comment period and document the City’s response to each one.

Public Comment
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Susana Guzman, Shoreline, said she is a member of the 185" Street Station Committee (185SCC) and
personally supports the most growth scenerio. However, she would like more consideration given to NE
Perkins Way. She suggested that NE Perkins Way be made a park with a walking trail, and vehicular
access would be limited to local residents. With the additional development happening in Shoreline, this
trail could provide a connection to the Burke Gillman Trail. As a resident of the area, she also requested
that more consideration be given to pedestrian access, particularly a pedestrian crossing over the
freeway.

Dan Dale, Shoreline, expressed his wish that the process could be slowed down. He voiced concern
that the DEIS was published 10 days later than originally proposed, and the public hearing time
identified in the DEIS was initially wrong, as well. As the Commission formulates a recommendation to
the City Council regarding the DEIS, he urged them to work to have a balanced, thoughtful approach
about what plan is the best and most realistically looks to the future. The plan must also gel with the
existing neighborhoods and consider all of the growth that will and should occur in Shoreline. It should
focus on connecting all residents of Shoreline to the station.

Mr. Dale said he has spoken to many residents, particularly those surrounding the station, who believe
that a moderate or hybrid, though still quite aggressive, zoning plan would make the most sense. They
are concerned that the City Council will be transfixed by the big population gain numbers of the most-
growth plan, which does not do enough to protect the single-family neighborhoods and will have too
great an impact on the utilities, services, and future capital improvement projects. In addition, it does
not reflect spreading the impact of future development into the other opportunity areas throughout the
city. He asked them to continue to consider the 185" Street Station Area as just one piece of the master
plan of growth for the city. Even over a long time frame, putting on the order of 30,000 more people in
this small area may not be the best thing for the city.

Mr. Dale expressed his belief that the moderate alternative would still allow opportunities for grants, big
development, and station and neighborhood improvements within the subarea. He noted that developers
may not want to build so close to the freeway and will see better investment opportunities at other sites
around the city that are within walking distance of existing amenities but still within striking distance of
the light rail stations.

Mr. Dale pointed out that R-18 zoning is proposed for the east side of 10th Avenue NE, which is the
transition zoning used throughout the subarea plan. He suggested that the Commission strongly
consider changing the zoning on the west side of 10" Avenue NE (between 180™ and 190™) to R-48 or
R-24. This would lessen the “canyon effect,” provide a better height complement to the east side of the
street, and provide a better transition to all of the proposed MUR to the east. He also suggested that the
MUR zoning should be shifted to the triangular section adjacent to the freeway. He summarized his
desire that the more intense development be spread over both sides of the freeway, and then provide
better transition to the neighborhoods, particularly along 10" Avenue NE.

Mr. Dale requested that the Committee explain why Option 2 came up short in meeting the goals and
policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Although considered in the early discussions, no mobility study
was done for NE Perkins Way, NE 188™ Street, etc. It is important to consider how people coming from
Kenmore and Lake Forest Park will use these streets.
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Merissa Reed, Shoreline, questioned why her neighborhood, which is close to the proposed station,
was not included in the study. She agreed with Mr. Dale that a mobility study should have been done
for NE 188" Street and NE Perkins Way to address traffic issues related to cut-through traffic. She noted
that NE 188™ Street has a double blind corner on a hill and crossing 10™ Avenue NE at NE 188" Street
can be tricky. She expressed her belief that the “urban village” concept for the area around NE 185"
Street and 10™ Avenue NE would be ideal. While she recognized that the City has invested heavily in
the Aurora Corridor and North City, these investments were made prior to Sound Transit’s decision to
put the light rail stations at NE 145" and NE 185" Streets. These prior investments should not preclude
future investments in the immediate subarea. She expressed concern that a lot of density is proposed for
the subarea, but it does not appear to transition well with the adjacent single-family neighborhoods. She
recommended that the zoning on the west side of 10" Avenue NE be changed to R-48.

Tony Gale said he owns property on NE Perkins Way, near the “hook area.” He pointed out that there
is no sidewalk on the inside corner, and cars coming around the corner create a safety hazard. He said he
would like this situation fixed, particularly if the school use is expanded. He said he would also like the
City to do a mobility study on NE Perkins Way. He noted that bicycle clubs actually record their times
for racing down NE Perkins Way, which creates an additional hazard.

Donna Pipkin, Shoreline, said she also lives on NE Perkins Way and is the property owner who
requested the change shown in Attachments A and B as Option C. She commented that there was no
stop sign at the intersection of 10" Avenue NE and NE 190" Street when she moved into her home 22
years ago, and there was no crosswalk across NE Perkins to 10" Avenue NE. Both of these dangerous
situations have since been addressed. However, NE Perkins Way is still very busy and dangerous. She
suggested that rezoning the “hook area” to high density could possibly attract developers that may be
interested in helping redo NE Perkins into a safer road. It is currently used for cut-through traffic. With
the school across the street and its close proximity to the station, she asked them to consider rezoning
her property, as well.

Debbie Faze, Shoreline, said she also lives near the “hook area.” She agreed that improvements are
needed to address traffic safety. It is dangerous to walk from her house to the park, and sidewalks are
needed on both sides. They should also keep in mind that NE Perkins Way is a major bike route, which
should have been extended to provide access to 15" Avenue NE. She agreed that NE Perkins Way
should be studied for safety in order to accommodate more development.

Tom Poitras, Shoreline, said his comments are related to the concept of homeowners being trapped by
zoning. As an example, he referred to a house in an R-6 zone on 12" Avenue NE that is across the street
from a large building. The house was listed for a reasonable price but did not sell. This R-6 zoned
property would have benefited from a rezone to a more intense use. The only option that identified a
zoning change for this property was Alternative 3. He observed that, as per Alternative 3, there are
properties between 8" and 12" Avenues NE that are zoned R-6 but are surrounded by up-zoned areas. If
the Commission recommends Alternative 3, he suggested that these properties be up-zoned, as well, so
that residential property owners can also benefit from the situation they have been put in.

Continued Commission Discussion
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Again, Chair Scully suggested that the Commission start with a main motion regarding the DEIS as a
whole, and then review the document chapter by chapter and consider potential amendments.

COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION RECOMMEND THE CITY
COUNCIL APPROVE THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) AS
PRESENTED. VICE CHAIR CRAFT SECONDED THE MOTION.

Chair Scully referred to a comment letter from the Ronald Wastewater District requesting that factual
corrections be made in Chapter 3.5.1.a.

CHAIR SCULLY MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION AMEND THE MAIN MOTION TO
APPROVE THE CHANGES SUGGESTED BY THE RONALD WASTEWATER DISTRICT.
COMMISSIONER MONTERO SECONDED THE MOTION TO AMEND, WHICH CARRIED
6-0. (Note: Vice Chair Craft was out of the room when this vote was taken.)

Ms. Redinger referred to citizen comments about additional mobility studies. She clarified that while
the Commission defined a mobility study area boundary, there was never an intent to do a distinct and
separate mobility study for each street in the study area. She noted that the mobility study is located in
the Transportation Multi-Modal Chapter of the DEIS, and the Commission can direct staff to give more
attention to mitigation and traffic volumes in the NE Perkins Way area during the FEIS process. Chair
Scully added that all of the arterials are supposed to be studied, and his reading of the DEIS is that the
mobility study did not stop at the land use border. The DEIS simply identifies what needs to be studied.
Ms. Redinger agreed and said more detailed information about mitigation will be provided in the FEIS.

THE MAIN MOTION CARRIED 6-0, AS AMENDED. (Note: Vice Chair Craft was out of the
room when this vote was taken.)

Commissioner Moss agreed that Alternative 1 (no change) does not mean no change will occur and it
does not even come close to meeting the goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Although
Alternative 2 (moderate growth) addresses more of the issues in the Comprehensive Plan, it does not
meet two very fundamental Land Use Goals 25 and 26, which talk about having the most density within
a half mile radius of a transit station. An R-48 zone should be the minimum for the 1/4 mile radius, and
zoning within the 1/2 mile radius should be at least R-18.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION FOCUS THEIR DISCUSSION
ON ALTERNATIVE 3 AND CONSIDER ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS IN
PREPARATION FOR A FINAL RECOMMENDATION. COMMISSIONER MAUL
SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Moss commented that growth will take place over a long period of time, and it is
important to give careful thought on how the community is developed so that the best mix of services
can be provided around the transit stations to accommodate a larger number of people. She referred to
current demographic trends, which indicate that many people want to live closer to services, amenities
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and public transportation. She expressed her belief that Alternative 3 is a good place to start to address
the needs of the future population, but they need to do even more as outlined in the proposed changes.

Commissioner Maul agreed that Alternative 2 comes up short based on the City’s Comprehensive Plan,
particularly Land Use Goals 25 and 26, which talk about R-48 zoning within a half mile radius. Option
2 has a lot of R-24 and R-18 zoning located quite close to the station. He said he sees the larger
development happening a bit further from the freeway. Alternative 2 is so confined it would not allow
enough flexibility for the market to determine what gets built and where. Based on public comments, he
felt that Alternative 3 makes a lot more sense as a starting point.

Chair Scully said he supports Alternative 3, as well. Most of Shoreline is developed as single-family,
and changes will be needed to accommodate future growth. The City can either have development
pressure on them 20 years from now that requires haphazard fixes, or they can make decisions now to
plan for the next 100 years to have a dense center that is not just another long strip like Aurora and 15"
Avenue NE. As a previous member of the Light Rail Station Area Planning Committee, he spoke to
numerous people. While the neighborhood is by no means united and some people are totally opposed
to any change, the vast majority are excited about allowing more density and amenities in the future.

Vice Chair Craft said he also participated earlier on the committee. Based on the comments they
received from the community, as well as their investigation, he said he supports Alternative 3, including
some of the potential changes presented by staff. He reminded the Commission that the goal is to create
an environment that allows for a centralized opportunity for growth in the city over a long period of time
to create a more robust city in the future.

Commissioner Moss referenced a comment letter that questioned how the development potential would
happen given the built-out environment. She noted that there are numerous constraints at the 145" Street
Station given the freeway, on ramps, golf course, school, etc. Therefore, it seems logical that much of
the growth will occur at the 185™ Street Station. While there is no right answer, Alternative 3 offers the
most potential. She referred to Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Goal 34, which discusses the feasibility
of a light rail area as a destination. If that remains the City’s goal, they must recognize that there is not
as much opportunity in the area of the 145™ Street Station.

Commissioner Montero said he also supports Alternative 3, which offers an incredible, long-range
vision. It also addresses that 20 to 30 years from now there will be alternative modes of transportation
and working environments. This kind of a community will allow flexibility for establishing a mobile
community, as well as support services.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

As the Commission reviewed Alternative 3 and potential amendments, Ms. Redinger clarified that the
Commission is not being asked to make a recommendation for the Council to adopt zoning. Instead, they
could make a recommendation for them to study additional areas or zoning capacity in the FEIS. She
further clarified, that just because the Commission recommends something tonight for additional study
does not mean that is what has to be adopted. However, in order to consider it for adoption, it has to be
studied. Chair Scully added that the DEIS is a study document. The final Comprehensive Plan
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amendment might look like Alternative 3 or it might not; and the Commission cannot presuppose what
the actual changes will be until after the study has been completed.

For the Commission’s benefit, Ms. Redinger once again reviewed the proposed changes outlined in
Attachments A and B, and the Commission discussed them as follows:

Option A. Ms. Redinger explained that this change was suggested by a woman who attended the
February 20™ Design Dialogue Workshop. She recommended that the entire area (indicated on map)
should be up-zoned. Because the suggestion was not analyzed in the draft and staff did not have the
woman’s name to ask follow-up questions, they took a more conservative approach that includes just
the rectangle within the study area boundaries where she lives. She recommended that the zoning on
the west side of 5™ Avenue NE should be consistent with the zoning on the east side, which is R-18.

COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTION A AS PROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MOSS SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner Montero asked if the library located across the street has shown a preference for
Option A. Ms. Redinger said they have not received any feedback from the library. The comment
from Ms. McClelland was to engage the library as they do the FEIS and to not assume that the
library’s capital plan includes being able to service the level of density that may be in the area over
time.

Commissioner Maul agreed with Mr. Poitras’ concern that leaving R-6-zoned properties that are
surrounded by R-18 or higher zones may put property owners in a financial bind. He recalled the
rest of the triangle is a gully with only one way in and out, and the Commission did not feel it was
appropriate, topographically, to up-zone it. However, he supports up-zoning Area A, recognizing
that changing the zoning does not mean the property will be redeveloped in the near future.

Vice Chair Craft recalled that in earlier discussions, a former Commissioner commented that the
property owners have value in their single-family homes and would want to be considered as part of
the up-zone. Because it is an isolated area, there was concern that it would get unnecessarily
neglected. However, he did not believe that was a consensus decision. He agreed that it would make
sense to study the area further.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Option B. Ms. Redinger advised that this proposal is based on a written comment the City received
from Judy Parsons on March 25, 2014. She expressed concern that her property would be left in a
dead zone. She asked that the City consider having all the property from 175" to 180" on 10" and
11™ Avenues NE considered at least multi-family zoned.

VICE CHAIR CRAFT MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES

REFLECTED IN OPTION B ASPROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MAUL SECONDED THE
MOTION.
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Although there was initially some concern about the single-family houses being unnecessarily
included, Commissioner Craft cautioned that they could inadvertently create a vast amount of
isolated single-family homes in that area. This may not be what the residents want, and they would
not have the opportunity change if they so desired. The proposed change makes sense from a
continuity standpoint, as well as eliminating a potential island effect.

Chair Scully recalled there were issues related to access. Because 11" Avenue NE does not go
through, providing access for more intense development would be more challenging than in other
areas. In addition, the Commission was worried about up-zoning too much area and not spreading
out development which could create compatibility issues. That said, he can understand the concern
about a little island of single-family zoning being left in the middle of high-density development.

Commissioner Strandberg noted that some of the adjacent properties along 8" Avenue NE are
proposed for R-48 zoning, and everything else would be R-18. She requested an explanation for
including R-48 only on the east side of 8" Avenue NE. Ms. Redinger advised that, consistent with
Land Use Goal 27, the plan focuses on the corridors that connect the stations to each other and to
other commercial areas. Because 8" Avenue NE is a utility corridor, it is wider and could perhaps
accommodate greater densities. Chair Scully added that the west side of 8" Avenue NE has a
significant dip by Serpentine making it less amenable to development, and the Commission felt there
was already enough R-48 zoning.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Option C. Ms. Redinger said this change was proposed by Tony Gale and Donna Pipkin, who own
property on NE Perkins Way. Mr. Gale requested that the zoning in the “hook area” be increased to
the highest housing density possible, but staff proposed R-18 zoning to match the zoning on the east
side of 10" Avenue NE. Mes. Pipkin also voiced support for the proposal to rezone the “hook area”
to high density, which would give a greater chance of future redesign of NE Perkins Way to create a
much safer road.

COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTION C AS PROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MOSS SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner Maul agreed that NE Perkins Way is a problem that needs additional work. Including
it in the study area would highlight it and get more attention towards solving the issues. Whether it
ultimately gets up-zoned or not, it is appropriate to study.

Commissioner Montero said he is not convinced that increasing the density would actually improve
the corridor. The City is currently studying cross connection routes for bicyclists, and increasing the
density would increase the danger to cyclists and pedestrians. Long term, there must be a different
solution than putting more people in that area.
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Chair Scully agreed that NE Perkins Way is a mess and mitigation must be considered whether it is
up-zoned or not. He appreciates the sense that more development might result in more money to
make improvements, but it would also increase the pressure on the road. He is not convinced it could
be built to safely accommodate a lot of traffic, and adding more density could make a bad situation
Worse.

Vice Chair Craft said this issue should be the subject of a larger discussion. He agreed that NE
Perkins Way is a hazardous roadway with the current situation. There is cut-through traffic, so a
traffic impact analysis and mitigation must be part of the plan. He expressed his belief that, in its
current form, the proposal is not sufficient enough to address some of the concerns he has about the
area, specifically, and as it relates to other areas to the south and east.

Commissioner Moss pointed out that including Option C would allow the City to study the area. If
they do not up-zone it, it will not be studied at all in the FEIS. Just because they recommend that it
be part of the preferred alternative and studied in the FEIS does not mean it will be included in the
final plan. Chair Scully said he does not believe that excluding Option C from a land-use
consideration would exclude it from a traffic-impact consideration. However, he agreed that if they
don’t include it as a possibility, they won’t study the impacts of increasing density. Ms. Redinger
said additional mitigation may be needed for the area to be redeveloped.

Mandi Roberts, OTAK, pointed out that the “hook area” is currently excluded from the study area,
and including it would help a little. There are some major topographic challenges to consider when
thinking about transportation solutions, and you must look beyond just the right-of-way to consider
possible land use solutions as well.

THE MOTION CARRIED 4-3, WITH VICE CHAIR CRAFT AND COMMISSIONERS
MALEK, MAUL, AND MOSS VOTING IN FAVOR AND CHAIR SCULLY AND
COMMISSIONERS MONTERO AND STRANDBERG VOTING IN OPPOSITION.

Option D. Ms. Redinger said this amendment was proposed by Jason Cetina, who lives within the
area. He is requesting that the Commission consider rezoning all of the property north of NE 190"
Street and west of 10™ Avenue NE, including the houses on the west side of 10" Avenue NE. He
also requested that they include Sky Acres in any rezone. He commented that this will be the most
opportune time to reconnect the neighborhood to the rest of North City from which they are
somewhat isolated. Mr. Cetina indicated he has talked with neighbors, and some support the
proposed change while others were leery. Mr. Cetina felt that the park would provide a good
transition and would allow the area to support additional density.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTION D AS PROPOSED. COMMMISSIONER MAUL SECONDED
THE MOTION.

Commissioner Moss said the comments provided by Mr. Cetina warrant further review as part of the

FEIS. There is a natural transition in the area; and given that the properties are located close to the
freeway, they may not be quite as desirable for low-density housing. This will be particularly true
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when the light rail line runs in the vicinity. She felt that R-18 zoning may be more appropriate than
R-6.

Chair Scully agreed that North City Park provides a natural barrier, and NE 195™ Street dead ends at
the freeway with a bicycle path going across. The properties below NE 195" Street in Area D are in
a cul-de-sac. He has a hard time envisioning what high-density residential would look like in this
area given all the constraints. He felt it would also put an interesting squeeze on the park to have it
surrounded by high-density residential.

Commissioner Moss said if the property is rezoned to R-18/MUR-35, development would be limited
to 35 feet in height. This would be more medium-density rather than high-density residential and
form-based standards would apply. She felt it would make sense to at least consider the more intense
zone, recognizing that may not be what is ultimately approved. Unless they consider it for a possible
zoning change, it will not be studied as part of the FEIS.

Commissioner Montero said he does not agree that up-zoning Area D would be helpful. He likes the
existing transition, with the child development center, preschools, park, etc. that are totally
surrounded by R-6 development. Changing the zoning could result in an ugly intrusion into the
neighborhood and a bad transition between the park and the rest of the neighborhood.

Commissioner Maul agreed that the park is a natural transition, and there is not a lot of access in and
out. Adding more traffic may not make the most sense. However, because this is a study area, it
would be worth at least considering the proposal.

THE MOTION FAILED 5-2, WITH CHAIR SCULLY, VICE CHAIR CRAFT AND
COMMISSIONERS MALEK, MONTERO AND STRANDBERG VOTING IN OPPOSITION
AND COMMISSIONERS MAUL AND MOSSVOTING IN FAVOR.

Option E. Ms. Redinger recalled that this proposed change was brought forward by Council
Members Hall and McGlashan at the May 19" discussion with the City Council. They felt this area
was overlooked when the initial maps were approved in February. Based on the topography and
close proximity to the station, they recommended that these properties should have higher zoning. It
was noted that this area is immediately adjacent to the interstate and could provide more residential
units within close proximity to the light rail station. With regard to the area north of NE 185" Street,
the topography is lower than areas to the west. Taller buildings in this area could provide noise
barriers for homes to the west.

COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTION E AS PROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MALEK SECONDED
THE MOTION.

Commissioner Maul observed that, as currently proposed, there is a significant amount of MUR-85

zoning on the east side of Interstate 5 and none on the west side. The only dense zoning on the west
side is the Shoreline Center. He felt that allowing a greater density to accommodate redevelopment
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of a significant size would be appropriate in this location. He said he would even support higher
density zoning further north of the Shoreline Center.

Commissioner Malek expressed support for Option E, which would create a sense of symmetry. He
also agreed with the comments from Council Members Hall and McGlashan that the area serves as a
buffer to the Interstate 5 corridor in terms of light, noise, etc.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Options F and G. Ms. Redinger said Option F would change the NB zoning analyzed in the DEIS
to R-48, which was intended to provide more options for the large church parcels near the Shoreline
Center. The recommendation is based on an evolving concept of what the revised R-48 zoning
designation may be. It has been discussed repeatedly that the current R-48 designation does not meet
the intent to create the “station boulevard” or “main street” character envisioned for the 185" Street
Corridor and would need to be revised. As staff drafts allowable uses for a revised R-48 zone, there
may be little distinction between the new zone and the existing NB zone. In order to avoid confusion
and the potential for split zoning if parcels are aggregated for redevelopment, zoning should be
consistent with the neighboring parcels.

Ms. Redinger further explained that Option G would change the R-24 zoning analyzed in the DEIS
to R-18. The original intent was to provide additional transition to step down from the R-48 zoning
proposed for the 185" Street Corridor. However, the preliminary discussions about revised standards
for both the R-48 and R-18 zones indicate that transition could effectively be covered through design
standards rather than through zoning. Zoning the area R-18 would create consistency with the rest of
the subarea, which transitions from R-48 to R-18 with no intermediary zoning. It would also reduce
the possibility of split zoning.

VICE CHAIR CRAFT MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTIONS F AND G AS PROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MAUL
SECONDED THE MOTION, WHICH CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Option H would change the depth of the R-48 zone and move it north so there is a 300-foot swath
on either side of N 185" Street. It would also slightly revise the R-18 areas to provide transition to
the R-6 zones along the street rather than mid block. That means the areas south of N 185™ Street
would be zoned R-6. The opposite would be true for the area north of N 185" Street where the R-18
zoning would be extended north on N 188", N 189™ or N 190™ Streets moving eastward toward
Meridian Avenue N.

The depth of zoning analyzed in Alternative 3 in the EIS was based on comments from City
transportation staff that in order to reduce congestion along the 185" Street Corridor, no new curb
cuts should be allowed. Instead, access through side streets and internal circulation within
developments should be encouraged. In order to promote this concept, the depth of the R-48 and R-
18 zoning was increased. However, after hearing from developers and building industry
professionals, as well as the City’s Economic Development Manager, that the R-48 zoning was too
deep, the City contracted with the Clark Design Group to “ground truth” the proposed zoning. The
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consultant’s recommendation is based on a 300-foot zoning depth, which allows for walkable blocks
while providing sufficient room for internal circulation, creation of alleyways for access, etc.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT THE CHANGES
REFLECTED IN OPTION H AS PROPOSED. COMMISSIONER MAUL SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner Maul said he is not sure he agrees 100% with the proposal. He felt the marketplace
would probably take care of this aspect on its own. He said he does not necessarily agree that up-
zoning too deep would create blocks that are too large.

Chair Scully asked staff to share the basis of the consultant’s belief that zoning that deep would be a
problem. Ms. Redinger said the City’s Economic Development Manager has indicated that the
proposed 300 foot depth on either side that represents Option H is intended to be right sized to allow
significant area for redevelopment, along with a proven pedestrian-friendly street grid. If the area
were much deeper, its pedestrian required focus could be compromised. If the area were much
narrower, the corridor as a whole would lack the density needed to be truly energized.

Ms. Roberts said she believes it is insightful and a good idea to make the change to the north and end
the R-18 (MUR-35) at a street. However, she is not sure it is necessary to change the zoning to the
south. Having R-48 directly across from R-6 seems too severe, and that is why they proposed the R-
18 buffer. She agreed that issues related to depth will be worked out over time through the market,
and the current map is close to the 300-foot depth anyway.

Commissioner Moss said she does not have a problem changing the zoning for the area to the north.
However, Meridian Avenue N. runs through the area to the south, and it is already a very busy road.
She does not see that the proposed change will make any difference because they will start seeing
development on Meridian Avenue N. in both directions. She does not share the concerns about the
zoning to the south being too deep, either. Changing some of it back to R-6 does not make sense
because Meridian Avenue N. may be more appropriate for multi-family development in the future.

CHAIR MAUL MOVED TO AMEND THE MAIN MOTION TO ONLY INCLUDE THE
CHANGES TO THE NORTHERN PORTION OF AREA H. COMMISSIONER MONTERO
SECONDED THE MOTION. THE MOTION TO AMEND WAS UNANIMOUSLY
APPROVED.

THE MAIN MOTION, ASAMENDED TO APPLY ONLY TO THE NORTHERN PORTION
OF AREA H, WASUNANIMOUSLY APPROVED.

In addition to the proposed changes outlined in Attachments A and B, Chair Scully suggested the
Commission consider the additional recommendations that were brought forward by the Commission
and private citizens during the hearing.

Mr. Dale reviewed his proposal that the zoning on the west side of 10™ Avenue NE be scaled down to
provide a better transition. Chair Scully noted that the City has transition standards in place to deal with
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Mr. Dale’s concerns as part of the development code that will be created at a later date to implement the
subarea plan.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MOVED THAT R-48 ZONING BE CARRED ALL THE WAY FROM
N 180"" AND N 185" STREETSBETWEEN 9™ AND 10" AVENUES.

Commissioner Moss said she is recommending that R-48 go along 9" Avenue NE versus splitting in the
middle of the block to allow for large enough lots to accommodate R-48 development and still provide a
transition. She also is concerned about issues such as solar access.

COMMISSIONER MAUL SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Montero expressed his belief that developers of large buildings will likely want to use the
entire block and setbacks and a significant amount of design review would be required. He sees this
area, as well as the area added on the west side of the freeway, as being the only opportunity to develop
substantial facilities close to the station. It does not make sense to eliminate that flexibility.

Commissioner Maul recalled the Commission’s desire to create and encourage activity on 15" Avenue
NE. With the station at 185" Street, they saw potential connections down 10" and 15™ Avenues NE.
Given the topography going up the hill, the proposed R-18 zoning on the east side will lessen the impact
that they skipped a zone between the two. The depth between 9" and 10" Avenues NE is a nice size for
larger buildings and it is close to the station. He is of the mind to retain zoning analyzed in the DEIS and
let the market drive future development. They are trying to encourage and support what is already
happening on 15" Avenue NE.

Chair Scully said that he shares Mr. Dale’s concerns about creating a canyon effect on 10" Avenue NE.
Even with the hill, residents on the east side may be significantly impacted by 85-foot tall buildings.
However, he reminded the Commission that they wanted to include the entire block for sound reasons
that are supported by the community and land use best practices. There are a number of parcels in the
block that are probably not developable for various reasons, and he hesitates to trim down the zoning.
He suggested the solution to the problem lies in adopting development regulations that require step
backs and/or setbacks.

Ms. Redinger suggested that instead of thinking of the change as a down zone, they should consider it as
a reduction in the development capacity from what was analyzed in the DEIS. Technically, even if it
were zoned R-48, it would still be an up-zone from the current R-6 zoning.

THE MOTION FAILED BY A UNANIMOUSVOTE.

Ms. Redinger requested additional information from Merissa Reed regarding her recommendation. Ms.
Reed clarified that she was not proposing a zoning change. Her suggestion was that a mobility study be
done for NE Perkins Way to identify potential traffic impacts. It is already dangerous and the changes
will only drive more traffic through the area. The Commission agreed it is important to understand the
traffic impacts in this area, and they asked staff to review the mobility study to make sure it addresses
the concerns raised earlier by Ms. Reed.
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COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED TO INCREASE THE ZONING FOR THE PROPERTIES
BETWEEN 5™ AVENUE NE AND 15" AVENUE NE FROM NORTH OF THE SHORELINE
CENTER UP TO NE 195™ STREET AND INCLUDING SHORELINE PARK, FROM WHAT
WAS ANALYZED IN THE DEIS TO MUR-85. COMMISSIONER MOSS SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner Maul said it is a big jump to go from R-48/MUR-45 to MUR-85 in terms of cost of
construction, type of building, etc. It is not likely a developer will want to construct a building of that
size so close to Interstate 5. A better location would be closer to the park or near the Shoreline Center
where there is already a lot of public activity and social assets within walking distance, and the transit
station would be within walking distance, as well. Changing the zoning could open up possibilities that
might be more attractive to people who are putting together a project of that size.

Chair Scully voiced opposition to the proposed change. He reminded the Commission that part of what
they are hoping to do is create a dense urban core. Alternative 3 has a 75 to 100 year build out. If the
dense area is too big, large developments will be spread out, making it difficult to provide urban
services. He agreed there is a lot more development potential associated with some of the subject
parcels, but that is something they should expand into rather than establish now.

Commissioner Malek said he was involved in the sale of property near the transit/pedestrian village on
Ash Way in Lynnwood. The project was suboptimal to the City, as it was purchased at a low point in the
market and was more of a salvage operation than realizing the full robust development potential of the
area. Now there is no going back. Just because you zone it to allow greater development potential does
not mean it will be developed that way. He expressed his belief that this area is a prime candidate for the
type and scale of development the City wants to encourage. He agreed with Mr. Dale about being
sensitive to what is happening around the dense cores and having respect for the communities that have
helped develop the areas. However, this is an opportunity to concentrate density in a transit-oriented
area where it really needs to be.

Again, Chair Scully said he believes the proposed change would play havoc with not only the City’s
goals for dense areas, but also attempts to create a step down into the residential areas. He does not
believe this is the time to be adding massive swaths of the City’s highest densities analyzed in the DEIS.

Commissioner Moss said she understands the need for transition, particularly to the west where
properties are currently zoned R-6. However, she noted that Holyrood Cemetery to the north of the
subject property would provide a substantial buffer. She also pointed out that 1 Avenue NE is already a
fairly busy street, particularly with the parking garage that is proposed for the west side of Interstate 5.
She sees more vehicular traffic and activity happening in the entire area between the Shoreline Center
and 1% Avenue and density is more likely to develop on this block.

THE MOTION CARRIED 6-1, WITH CHAIR SCULLY VOTING IN OPPOSITION.

COMMISSIONER MAUL MOVED TO INCREASE THE DENSITY BEING STUDIED IN THE
PLAN TO R-48 (MUR-45) FOR THE PROPERTIES LOCATED BETWEEN NE 190" AND NE
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195" STREETS FROM 1 AVENUE NE TO MERIDIAN AVENUE NORTH.
COMM ISSIONER MAUL SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Maul observed that the City has received comments from citizens who live in the area,
suggesting they would support increased density. He noted that 1% Avenue NE is a very busy
north/south connection, and the properties are located in close proximity to Shoreline Park and the
Shoreline Center with numerous public amenities.

CHAIR SCULLY MOVED TO AMEND THE MAIN MOTION TO CHANGE THE DENSITY
TO R-18 RATHER THAN R-48. COMMISSIONER STRANDBERG SECONDED THE
MOTION.

Commissioner Scully recalled that the Commission has studied this area at length, including significant
work by consultants and numerous public meetings. He is hesitant to make these changes at the last
minute. If the properties are zoned R-48 as proposed in the main motion, he questioned where the
transition to single-family residential would occur. The point of the subarea plan is to have a new, dense
urban core built around the light rail station, but now they are considering significant up-zones for
properties outside of the half mile radius of the station.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MOVED TO AMEND THE AMENDMENT TO THE MAIN
MOTION TO DESIGNATE THE PROPERTIES BETWEEN N 195" AND N 185™" STREETS
FROM 15" AVENUE NE TO CORLISS AVENUE AS R-48 AND THE PROPERTIES
BETWEEN CORLISS AVENUE AND THE STUDY AREA BOUNDARY AS R-18.
COMMISSIONER MALEK SECONDED THE AMENDMENT.

THE MOTION TO AMEND THE AMENDMENT TO THE MAIN MOTION CARRIED 4-3,
WITH COMMISSIONERS MOSS, MALEK, STRANDBERG AND MAUL VOTING IN FAVOR
AND CHAIR SCULLY, VICE CHAIR CRAFT AND COMMISSIONER MONTERO VOTING
IN OPPOSITION.

THE AMENDMENT TO THE MAIN MOTION, CARRIED 4-3 AS AMENDED, WITH
COMMISSIONERS MOSS, MALEK, STRANDBERG AND MAUL VOTING IN FAVOR AND
CHAIR SCULLY, VICE CHAIR CRAFT AND COMMISSIONER MONTERO VOTING IN
OPPOSITION.

THE MAIN MOTION CARRIED 6-1 AS AMENDED, WITH CHAIR SCULLY VOTING IN
OPPOSITION.

Chair Scully recalled staff’s earlier comments about the need to address the underlying zoning for park
properties. Ms. Redinger clarified that she brought up the issue to raise awareness that, at some point,
staff will propose that the underlying zoning of the parks match the surrounding zoning, but they don’t
have a particular proposal at this point.

Chair Scully also recalled staff’s earlier comment about changing the names of the zoning designations
to reference the maximum height limit rather than the maximum density. Mr. Szafran pointed out that
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the zoning designations will be part of upcoming discussion regarding development regulations to
implement the subarea plan. Ms. Redinger added that the new names would be used in the FEIS, but
they could still be adjusted accordingly based on the Commission’s future discussions.

Chair Scully recalled that, throughout the process, the Commission discussed how traffic impacts will
affect roadways and pedestrian and bicycle pathways outside the impact zone. When evaluating traffic
impacts, the consultant should not only analyze where the trips come from, but the impact on the
roadways outside of the land use study area. A map was created to illustrate this concept, but it was not
included in the DEIS. That map currently in the DEIS (Figure 1-2) identifies a much smaller mobility
study area boundary than what the Commission originally discussed.

CHAIR SCULLY MOVED THAT THE COMMISSION RECOMMEND THE COUNCIL
ADOPT THE INITIAL MOBILITY STUDY BOUNDARIES MAP SINCE THE MAP THAT IS
INCLUDED IN THE DEIS (FIGURE 1-2) SEEMS TO INCLUDE LESS AREA THAN THE
ORIGINAL ONE. VICE CHAIR CRAFT SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Maul observed that they have received a number of citizen comments about specific
streets. He questioned how they can track these concerns if they do not have a mobility map that
quantifies and identifies the problems. Ms. Roberts reassured the Commissioners that she did not
disregard the original mobility study boundaries. The TAZ boundaries (Figure 2-1) actually illustrate a
broader boundary than the mobility study boundaries in Figure 1-2. In particular, she noted that TAZ
125, 65 and 67 extend eastward into the areas where citizens have raised concerns. The analysis of each
TAZ would include not only vehicular traffic issues, but pedestrian and bicycle concerns, as well. As
part of the FEIS, she suggested they take another look at each of the TAZs and provide more detailed
information about what mitigation and improvements may be needed once they know what the preferred
alternative will be.

Ms. Roberts clarified that the transportation analysis studies what is in each of the TAZs, including
where traffic flows both within and outside of the study area. However, she suggested that the findings
from the analysis could be described in more detail. Chair Scully indicated that his motion would be
unnecessary based on the clarification provided by the consultant that everything within the purple TAZ
boundaries would be thoroughly studied as part of the FEIS.

THE MOTION FAILED BY A UNANIMOUSVOTE.

Commissioner Moss stressed the importance of considering minimum density and tree canopy
requirements in the newly created MUR zones. She noted that many of the properties were previously
zoned commercial and did not have a tree retention requirement. Ms. Redinger indicated that both of
these issues would be addressed as part of the Commission’s discussions about development regulations.
For example, the Commission’s packet for the August 7" meeting will include recommendations for
minimum density requirements.

Ms. Redinger said staff believes that MUR 85 is a longer term development scenario that will require

developers to acquire multiple parcels. There is an argument to be made that the character of the single-
family neighborhoods could be retained longer with MUR 85 zoning than with MUR 45 or MUR 35
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zoning. The MUR 35 and 45 zones are anticipated to redevelop within the next 20 years into town
homes, row houses, apartments, etc. Because there is not currently a lot of land available in the City for
this type of product, staff believes there is a pent up demand. Chair Scully pointed out that this would
only be true if there are minimum density requirements. He commented that the subarea will likely
develop differently than anticipated unless there are minimum density requirements.

Chair Scully closed the public hearing.

DIRECTOR’'SREPORT

Mr. Cohen did not have any items to report.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

There was no unfinished business.

NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEESAND COMMISSIONERSANNOUNCEMENTS

There were no reports or announcements from Commissioners.

AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

Mr. Szafran announced that the July 17" meeting would be cancelled, and the Development Regulations
related to the 185™ Street Station Subarea Plan would be introduced on August 7.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 10:16 p.m.

Keith Scully Lisa Basher
Chair, Planning Commission Clerk, Planning Commission
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TIME STAMP
July 10, 2013

CALL TO ORDER:
ROLL CALL:
APPROVAL OF AGENDA: 1:24
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT: 1:40
PUBLIC HEARING: HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN UPDATE: 6:11
Staff Presentation: 6:50
Public Testimony: 25:30
PUBLIC HEARING: 185" STREET STATION SUBAREA DEIS: 31:00
Staff Presentation: 32:20
Light Rail Station Area Planning Committee Report: 56:15
Public Comment: 1:01:47
Continued Commission Discussion: 1:25:07
DIRECTOR’'SREPORT: 3:14:21
UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
NEW BUSINESS:
REPORTSOF COMMITTEES AND COMMISSIONERS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:
AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING:

ADJOURNMENT:
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Attachment A:

Scoping and Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments for 185"
Street Station Subarea Plan

Scoping comment; received February 20, 2014; from Jason Cetina, 849 NE 195" St., Shoreline
This request is represented on the map of options for the Preferred Alternative as Area D

Hello Miranda & Steve.

| went to the light rail workshop this evening, and | wanted to voice a concern about a couple of
the alternatives for my neighborhood.

Alternatives 2 & 3 (particularly alternative 3) sort of put the area to the north of 190th St on the
east side of I-5 (the area north of North City Elementary) in an isolated situation. In alternative 3,
there will be more dense zoning up to 195th on the west side of I-5, and up to 190th street on
my side of I-5, but then that's it. The transition from the dense housing near the light rail station
will be sort of abrupt as it goes from dense housing to the school to the woods and then single
family homes. As such, | believe it will be potentially difficult to either re-sell or re-invest in this
isolated little pocket. I'd urge you to reconsider the island that could be created here as a result.

If possible, | would consider rezoning all of the property north of 190th, and west of 10th
(including houses on the east and west side of 10th). | would also include Sky Acres in any
rezoning. This is going to be the most opportune time to reconnect this neighborhood somehow
to the rest of North City, from which we are somewhat isolated.

I'd be happy to discuss this further if you are interested. Thank you for your attention to our city,
and your diligence in ensuring all points of view are heard during the re-zoning process.

Regards,

Jason Cetina

Scoping comment; received March 3, 2014; from Mike Usen, King County Metro Transit
Steve,

Below are King County Metro’s scoping comments on the 185th Street Light Rail Station
Subarea Plan/planned action EIS:

King County Metro Transit strongly supports the City of Shoreline’s efforts to leverage
development opportunities near future light rail stations through subarea planning around the
NE 185th Street Link Station. We believe that high capacity transit should act as a catalyst for
growth that enhances the value of high capacity transit and have consistently encouraged
Sound Transit to work with local jurisdictions like Shoreline to facilitate Transit Oriented
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Development (TOD). Preparing a Subarea Plan and Planned Action EIS will lay the foundations
for a well-planned, gradual transition of existing neighborhoods into the transit-supportive
community appropriate for this corridor.

Because this is a Planned Action EIS, the following comments consist of suggestions for both
the Subarea Plan and the environmental analysis, with a focus on the needs of public
transportation.

Transit supportive land use: Within walking distance of the future Link station, land use should
emphasize higher density housing, employment, mixed uses and community services to build
transit ridership and support other non-single occupant vehicle travel. The subarea plans
should contain special transit-oriented regulations and/or incentives to encourage less car-
dependent lifestyles such as affordable housing with carshare and bikeshare; residential transit
passes; un-bundling parking price from the price of rent, parking management, and market-
based parking requirements.

Non-motorized access: Walkability is especially important in the vicinity of light rail stations,
therefore all future redevelopment opportunities within the subarea should enhance the
pedestrian environment including provisions such as tight street grids, safe and continuous
sidewalks, grade separation for pedestrians and cyclists, lighting, wayfinding, signage and traffic
calming. Sidewalks along NE 185th Street between commuter parking on the west side of I-5
and the Link station on the east side of I-5 will be particularly important. Bicycle access should
be enhanced through provision of bike paths or on-street bike lanes as well as sufficient secure
and weather protected bike parking near the Link station.

Local bus service: The NE 185th Street corridor is currently served by Metro’s Route 348.
Metro is exploring ways to provide additional connecting service to the future Link station
through the study area. The Subarea Plan should prioritize transit access on NE 185th Street
and other bus route arterials by including in-lane transit stops and transit signal priority for better
transit flow and bus and van access to the light rail station. It should also address in
coordination with the transit agencies other transit supportive elements, such as opportunities
for passenger facilities and layover. It is also important to coordinate with Community Transit on
plans they may have for transit service in and around the station.

Study area boundaries: The proposed subarea is a %2 mile radius around the light rail station.
Due to practical walkability limitations, this distance may be appropriate for land use. However,
the study area for transportation should be extended further, especially along important
corridors such as 185th Street. For instance, bike access can extend to a three mile radius or
greater. Some roads, particularly those east of the freeway could be subject to increased future
traffic volumes generated by the station and by subarea and background growth. The plan
should improve connectivity throughout the vicinity of the station between Shoreline Town
Center to the west and the North City business district to the east.
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Transportation analysis: The analysis should address traffic growth, increased levels of
connecting bus service provided by Metro and Community Transit and improved bicycle and
pedestrian travel pathways. Specifically, it should measure the impacts to peak period transit
flow due to increased traffic to and around the Link station and parking facility. It also needs to
identify appropriate mitigation measures to traffic growth such as ways to encourage general
purpose traffic to use streets with little or no bus service in order to improve the speed and
reliability of local and connecting transit service. The analysis should also address non-
motorized access and safety issues including an inventory of sidewalks on arterials and local
streets within at least one-half mile of the future Link station.

We look forward to continuing coordination with the City of Shoreline and Sound Transit to help
address the types of transit facilities and service that will be needed to make the sub area plan
successful.

Mike Usen, AICP

Senior Environmental Planner

King County Metro Transit

New phone number: 206.477.5986

Scoping comment; received March 7, 2014, from Andrew Reay-Ellers
Dear Miranda Redinger--

The other night we were discussing the way that the City of Shoreline is approaching the
examination of potential zoning changes in regards to the Light Rail Station Area at NE 185™.
You said that it would be best if | could submit my comments in writing, so here you go:

The city has created what is being called “bookends” for the re-zoning discussion — two end
points to define the spectrum and/or range of what is being discussed and considered. One end
of this range is said to be the “no change” option; and the other end is the maximum of what is
being examined and considered. Because the materials from the meetings on Feb 19 + 20 are
not yet posted online | do not have access to detailed specifics of this “maximum” which is being
discussed; but | think that we can speak to the general gist of what that proposed.

As you mentioned, there has already been some feedback that this limit of the “maximum to be

considered” does not go far enough, and that a broader scope of options should be examined. |
am definitely one of those who feel that a greater allowance for growth and development should
be analyzed, but to do so will require that the city increase the upper end of what is considered

— to “move the bookend” further out.

On Monday you explained that a business and real estate analysis was done on the area, and
the current “bookend” represents the maximum development which can be expected in this
station area for the foreseeable future. You said that the results were not as large as many
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people expected, because this analysis took into account the fact that in the coming decade
there will be some 74 (I think you used that number) different "Transit Hubs' developing in the
Puget Sound Region, so commercial and residential growth and development can be expected
to be spread amongst these many areas.

| feel that framing the analysis in this way leads to calculating results which mis-judge and
under-value the uniqueness of the NE185th Street Station Area. The two principle factors that
should be better appreciated is the higher level of stability and permanence of a rail station; and
the scarce quantity of residential properties adjacent to the stations of the Light Rail System
north of Seattle.

For the first part, the probable and potential amount of development near the station of fixed-
guideway transit is almost not comparable to that of a bus stop, bus station, or even a transit
center. The frequency and even the very presence of buses and their routes are constantly in
flux, and are subject to change or even cancellation. This impermanence creates uncertainty,
and that lack of certainty leaves developers and residents unsure as to the wisdom of locating in
these areas. Compare that to a Rail Station with the permanence inherent to the built and
installed infrastructure. Developers, residents, and businesses can all locate within a rail station
sub-area with confidence in not only the enduring presence of the station, but the predictability
and regularity of the service. So any discussion of development within transit areas throughout
the region needs to expect much heavier favor-ability of rail station areas. By the time
Lynnwood Link is complete there will be some 22 rail stations in the Sound Transit Light Rail
System, so rather than considering the potential development at 74 'transit hubs', any
development analysis should focus much more on this lower number. This is especially true
because although the bus system will be serving to bring riders to connect to the light rail, the
strong preference of users is to locate in an area where making a connection is unnecessary.
So again, the rail station areas are certain to be the much more popular sites for development,
residents, and businesses.

And looking at that lower number of about 22 (not an exact number as several proposed
stations are not yet certain) brings me to the second point which | feel the analysis did not
properly consider — the existing condition and location of the various station area sites.

The development and build-out of the Light Rail System is principally moving north at this time.
This is especially important because after downtown it will soon to be serving the second-largest
contributor of riders to the system, the University of Washington. So with commuters needing to
come and go from downtown, and from the university, they will look outwards at the station
areas for potential places to live. Coming North out of Seattle, neither of the University District
Stations have significant residential areas adjacent to the stations which exist, or have not
already seen substantial development, so there is limited density growth potential there. The
next station north, Roosevelt, has significantly up-zoned (multiple blocks to 85' and 65'), and is
already seeing major construction of multiple developments all while the station is still years
from opening. (in fact, the growth and development seen in Roosevelt —even in a down
economy-- should serve as a lesson of what can be expected.) But growth and development
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even in this station area is somewhat constrained — by the high school grounds next door, to the
already existent high rises and business district.

Continuing to work north, the next station will be at Northgate. With the already existing huge
commercial space(s) and extensive planned parking garages, there is potential for only a small
amount of additional growth within its station area. With the possibility of a station at NE 130"
still an unknown, the next two stations north are those which will be within the City of Shoreline
— at NE 145", and NE185th — and neither of these station areas currently have any significant
development. The city needs to realize, and the analysis of potential growth needs to recognize,
this reality: the most significant transit system in the region is going to stretch north from
the two biggest drivers of ridership (workers downtown, and students & workers at UW),
and the closest station areas with the greatest amount of potential growth are both within
Shoreline.

An examination of the two Shoreline station areas reveals a further truth: the 185™ Street station
has much more room and potential for growth. The 145" Street Station site is limited, just like
185", by having Interstate 5 occupy all of the land immediately adjacent to the west — but unlike
185", the land adjacent to the 145" Street site is further encumbered by the ramps necessary
for the freeway interchange, and by the land devoted to a golf course.

With review of the facts above: the preference of development at rail stations; and the
availability of develop-able land near the stations which are closest to serving the highest
frequency destinations, it is no exaggeration to say that the NE 185" Street Station Area could
very well see the greatest growth of any transit area in the region during the next decade. The
City of Shoreline should plan accordingly, and would be wise to consider making the most of
this once-in-a-lifetime opportunity. Done well, the station and the surrounding area has the
ability to become a dynamic and vibrant area, with many new residents and services; with the
station supporting the community and the community supporting the station.

Step number one has to be to allow for the consideration of a greater amount of up-zoning
which would allow for greater potential growth. Hopefully people will also remember that if
Shoreline up-zones “to big”, the market will simply dictate that some buildings will be built that
simply are a bit smaller than they could have been — but do too little of an up-zone and there will
be pressure in the near future to re-zone again, resulting in relatively new buildings to be torn
down — forcing the neighborhood to endure near-endless turmoil....

Please encourage the Planners to “move the bookend” which defines the upper end of the
“maximum up-zone” option.

Thanks for your attention and consideration--

andy

Scoping Comment; received March 25, 2014; from Judy Parsons

This request is represented on the map of options for the Preferred Alternative as Area B
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Hi Miranda,

| talked to you about my concern with the multi-housing zoning surrounding my house in the
design that has the highest impact. | would like to know statically what would happen to the
small group of homes on 10th & 11th between 175th & 180th. It would seem to me that those
homes would end up being an area of less desirable location. My address is 17535 11th Ave
NE, and | do have this concern.

Anyway, | guess | want to know if there is any thought in just having all that property from 175th
to 180th on 10th & 11th considered at least multi family zoned instead of in a dead zone.

| am looking forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

Judy Parsons

DEIS Comment; received June 9, 2014; from Patrick Ducey, 19502 14™ Ave. NE, Shoreline
Hi Miranda,

| reviewed the Draft EIS of the 185™ street station, and all of the maps in the document show
that 195" street is open from 15" NE to the I-5 pedestrian bridge. Actually, the road right-of-
way between 14™ and 15" is overgrown with blackberries, and is fenced off. The road right-of-
way between 10" and 11" is a steep path that is essentially a muddy goat trail. Both of these
locations are not slated for improvements, but map 3-3-7 on page 3-17 shows them as part of
the pedestrian routes. Please ask the contractor to correct the maps, or add the cost of
improvements to the budget.

Patrick Ducey

DEIS Comment; received June 9, 2014; from Jesse Walters
Dear Mrs Miranda Redinger,

Here are some of my thoughts on the North LR system.

Now that the US is experiencing more affordable gas and more available alternative fuel
(electric) vehicles, our tendency here to prefer independence in travel and time management

has more of a supporting framework.

It is my hope that the Pacific Northwest continues to prosper and improve without the need for
growth for its own sake. Population growth is projected to level off.
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When there are large scale projects it is my hope that the impact be kept to a minimum to
sustain traditional neighborhoods and a connection to family and neighbor ties. If forced to
choose, | go for sprawl over concentration or congestion.

Specific to this project | would like to see plans that include state of the art dedicated secure
covered (perhaps stacking or elevator shelf parking pods for bicycles, mopeds and scooters, to
provide an incentive for low impact transportation. A rail system generally takes up a lot of
space in relation to the number of travelers per square foot on it at a given time. For more
appropriate modal comparison, this statistic could be further charted by average traveler speed.

| found this picture and website in a quick Google search of anything stack parking related, the
mechanical forklift style looks economical. http://www.alibaba.com/car-stack-parking-system-
promotion.html

The rotary ones would probably be more demanding of proprietary maintenance and parts.

Access: N of 177th 8th NE avenue is wider and less populated than most adjacent N/S
streets, more conducive to development/travel. | would really rather see a station at Ballinger
(1/2 block off on SE side) than near traditional residential neighborhoods. A park-like setting at
the station with benches, picnic tables, swings and gardens would be nice.

Regards

Jesse Walters (retired mechanic, Shoreline on 10th NE at NE 182nd).

DEIS Comment; received June 11, 2014; from Amy Walgamott
Hi Miranda,
| would like to officially submit my comments on the 185™ SA DEIS.

1. Alternative 2 is the best option. It allows planable growth and density around the station
but doesn’t completely alter the existing neighborhood. Buildings up to 145 feet tall, such as
proposed in Alternative 3, would not fit at all into this residential neighborhood that has nothing
now around it at that scale. | would propose a height limit of 65 feet in Alternative 2 (this is
similar to the Roosevelt SA and is a more livable scale). (This height limit only if residents in the
immediate area agree with Alternative 2 rather than 1).

2. Any public services to be removed for development should be moved or rebuilt PRIOR to
being removed. In other words, if the Shoreline Center will be redeveloped, the city needs to
make sure they can offer the services people receive at the location (pool, recreation center,
playing fields, senior center, auditorium, park) at another place before they lose the services.

3.  The city should NOT use existing green spaces within the SA to relocate services or allow
any existing green spaces for redevelopment. As density grows, the city must provide MORE
green spaces.

8a-49


http://www.alibaba.com/car-stack-parking-system-promotion.html�
http://www.alibaba.com/car-stack-parking-system-promotion.html�

4.  The city should have specific provisions for retaining large existing trees (more than the
city currently has, which allows owners to cut all trees within 4 years). Retaining large trees
should be a top priority (not replacement).

5.  Mitigation for impacts of the light rail and rezoning need to be addressed BEFORE
construction and rezoning. In other words, traffic issues should be dealt with now, as well as
environmental damages foreseen. | would like the city to spell out to people how they can hold
the city accountable if the city fails to properly mitigate.

6. How will the city make sure developers build in a style the current residents prefer? OTAK
has shown photos of potential structures and asked for feedback on them. But how can the city
guarantee or even strongly encourage that developers build these preferred types of structures
rather than boxes such as along Lake City Way? | would like to see a code that clearly
describes these guidelines available to the public.

Thanks!

Amy

DEIS Comment; received June 16, 2014; from Jay Davis

Dear Ms. Redinger,
| attended the meeting on June 3rd, and received a copy of the DEIS in my email.

We have lived in Shoreline for 28 years. We are not in the effected area, but a few blocks
north of it. We are actually excited about the light rail station, and hope it gets here sooner. |
understand that under the State's growth plan all towns, cities, and counties must plan for the
expected new residents over the coming decades. The idea of concentrating the growth near
the new light rail station makes very good sense.

But what doesn't make sense to me is to change the zoning in the area now, so many years
before the real demand will start. | see no current demand for big apartment blocks as
envisioned in either alternatives 2 or 3 until the light rail station is completed. What | see
happening is a few builders buying up individual lots here and there as soon as the zoning
change goes into effect, tearing down the existing house, and putting up 4 small houses on
each lot. Such a piecemeal approach seems contrary to the vision in the City's plans. And will
be very unpleasant for the other residents who would like to stay in their homes another 5-10
years.

And | am appalled at the plan to change the zoning of the Shoreline Center. This is a
community resource that will be needed even more as the population increases.

There was some nice dancing around this at the meeting. But the comments about how long
all the developing would take while builders try to acquire adjoining lots, plus a remark that the
Center is "key opportunity site" makes it seem that it will be the first to go. (I told some friends
who lived here in the 70's and 80's about the meeting, and they cynically said it was clear to
them that the sale of the Shoreline Center must be a done deal already and everything else is
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window dressing. And to expect bulldozers in January. Otherwise why the rush? | hope they
are wrong.) After the meeting | was fogged nicely by one of the officials there, as he explained
it belonged to the School District, and maybe they wouldn't want to sell it? Right. Turn down
$22 million for a surplus group of buildings they don't use.

| am sure the site could be re-designed to be more productive. But there is something very
neighborly about a single-story sprawl of buildings with all the open space and fields around it,
and all the community uses it gets.

---Jay Davis

DEIS Comment; received June 15, 2014; from Sarah Jaynes, 1641 N 185" St., Shoreline

| think any zoning changes should occur only within a half mile of the station. Based on the
studies that is the limit where most people will stop walking to the station. Right now it is all
hypothetical that anyone would want to develop and that the area could support commercial
(your market assessment didn't believe it could support any large commercial interests). If there
is a lot of interest and the area gets fully development and it is an asset to the community
zoning further out could be addressed at that later time. | used to live on Greenwood Ave. It is
ugly and not functional to have lines and lines of hastily built and ugly construction.
Development needs to be well thought of and a boon to the community.

| also don't like the largest growth plan. | don't believe the area could support such large scale
growth and that it would hurt the character of the neighborhood.

DEIS Comment; received June 16, 2014; from Tony Gale
This request is represented on the map of options for the Preferred Alternative as Area C
Dear Miranda,

| am in favor of increasing the hook area of NE Perkins Way to the highest density housing
possible, with the buffer step down density along 15th Avenue. Also, | believe that most
residents from Ballinger and Lake Forest Park will use NE Perkins Way as a main route to the
185th Street Station. So, | think it would be deemed necessary to fix this dangerous section of
roadway by making it wider and including bike lanes on both sides of the road.

Additionally, | want to make the Shoreline City Counsel aware of bicycle groups that use NE
Perkins Way as an amateur bicycle competition route. | found a cycling web site that compares
riding times. The route starts at Lake City Way and ends at the NE Perkins Way hook...at my
mailbox at 1121/1123!

The following website shows details:
http://www.mapmyride.com/us/shoreline-wa/perkins-way-and-brookside-blvd-hill-shorcourse-
1363021.

| lived at 1019 NE Perkins Way for five years and witnessed how busy, and dangerous, this
hook area can be. While | currently live in Edmonds, | do own four properties on the hook area
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of NE Perkins Way that total .9 acres. : & gt sE | gma,
Following is a list of my properties and B | gerea 55 Pt S |9 also
a map highlighting the locations: 1| 28T r |
Parcel# 3972300194 1 ey R e g | e

1019 NE Perkins Way e T ik e i e

1121 & 1123 NE Perkins Way = e | i T e '::

1024 190th Street G 0 Y i

| believe that if the former North City s

school continues to be used as a By E s o 2 sganat gunan
school it would be ideal to have more gt g #0 s
family housing across the street, = e e

SJaF u!

hence the high density housing

designation. If it were not used as a school, townhomes or other high-density higher end
solutions would support a large tax base for the city, as this complex would include view
properties.

Thank you for your consideration. | find this process very interesting and look forward to
learning more about the project at upcoming meetings.

Sincerely,

Tony Gale

8516 214th Place SW
Edmonds, WA 98026

tonygale1@gmail.com

DEIS Comment; received June 16, 2014; from Jeanne Small

| like option 3 - most growth - best, followed by option 2.
Thank you for your commitment to diverse housing for varying income levels.
I am very excited about having light rail nearby.

I'm still worried about traffic on 185th - and | wish there would be another traffic light put in
between Meridian and 1st.

Thanks,
Jeanne

Received July 3, 2014; from Donna Pipkin, 1013 NE Perkins Way, Shoreline
This request is represented on the map of options for the Preferred Alternative as Area C

In reviewing the area to be rezoned in the DEIS | am seeing that the Lago Vista plot (the hook)
is not included. The hook is located at the west end of Perkins Way and already gets a lot of
traffic. This road can be a very dangerous stretch of road and will only become more so with the
impact from Light Rail. | believe that rezoning the "Hook" to high density will give us a greater
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chance of future redesigning of Perkins Way to create a much safe road. | hope that this will be
taken into consideration in adding the "Hook" to your rezoning plan.

Thank you,
Donna Pipkin

Received July 7, 2014 from Shoreline resident Robin McClelland
Dear Miranda,

Thank you so much for a beautifully written DEIS. It is clear, to the point, full of information, and,
most of all reinforces an important truth: the redevelopment of the study area will take years,
even decades to unfold and become part of greater Shoreline.

The DEIS provides the basis for a transition that will benefit our entire region.

| would like to point out two areas of concern that may require further study, analysis, and
mitigation.

1. Please do not assume that the Shoreline Library will automatically respond to the population
growth anticipated by the residential zoning intensity. KCLS has its own long-range plan and, in
fact, is nearing the end of capital investments throughout the system. Please consult KCLS
facilities staff for detailed information on what is planned for Shoreline. The library is an
essential part of our community and is often the first stop for new residents.

Recall that the library is situated between the 145th and the 185th station areas and will be
impacted by the land use changes in both areas. As a "non-city managed" public service, the
library deserves to be included in the discussion of future needs.

2. Please give specific consideration to the needs of those with mobility limitations. The trek
from parking on the west side of I-5 to the station may be daunting to those traveling by
wheelchair, in need of a walker, cane, or service dog. It is imperative that those who cannot
drive vehicles have ready, safe, and predictable access to the station and all public
transportation modes.

Will services such as Access, the Hyde Shuttle or other on-demand transports have access to
the station itself? If so, make it perfectly clear.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Robin S. McClelland, FAICP

Received July 10, 2014 from members of the 185™ Station Citizen’s Committee (185SCC)

Rachael Markle, AICP, Director
Department of Planning & Community Development
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City of Shoreline
17500 Midvale Avenue N
Shoreline, WA 98133

Dear Ms. Markle:
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

We urge the city to emphasize walkability and bike-friendly traffic corridors as a center stone to
the design and planning of traffic flow and road design of the light rail station area. In addition,
the City needs to be a strong advocate in leveraging bus service to the light rail station. The City
needs to press Metro and leaders at the county, state and federal level for robust bus service
connecting surrounding areas (Lake Forest Park, North City, Richmond Beach, Aurora Village,
Aurora Avenue, Meridian Park) to the light rail station. Shuttle buses should be considered as
an option. The only way we can ensure that traffic (single occupancy automobiles) don't clog up
our streets and decrease the quality of our neighborhoods, is by ensuring alternative modes of
travel to the station are built into the design of the subarea plan.

Additionally we feel that overall there is a lack of consideration of the impacts of increased traffic
from Lake Forest Park, Kenmore and Edmonds. The impact on Perkins needs to be studied
further — both in the context of a bicycle connector to the Burke Gilman Trail and also as the
main Arterial connection from LFP and 15". Many of us also feel strongly about 188" as a cut
through. As was stated it would be in the initial discussions about a Mobility Study
(map/arrows), This cut-through needs to have mitigation, No turn lane from 15", hairpin turn
coming south on 15™, blind rise and corner, narrow. At present car go too fast on this road and
use it as a cut through. This needs to be looked at in terms of pedestrian safety with mitigation
such as signage, stop sign, roundabout, snaking the road, speed bumps or other
considerations.

There are also many places where Cross walks could be put in soon, prior to any future
development that would help with car pacing/speed, protect pedestrians and begin to set the
tone of the even more walkable neighborhood that is in our future. 2 examples where this would
help: Intersection of 10™ and 180™ (4 way stop that should have crosswalks on all 4 sections)
and also 10™ and 188™. Having a crosswalk at 10" and 188" would help to connect pedestrians
to the green space under the power lines, the informal walking path there and perhaps more
importantly would be a half-way visual reminder for vehicles that travel well above the speed
limit on 10" between the stop signs at 10" N5 /NE 185" and 10" ***N¥/NE 190". Those are
also key intersections that will need to be looked at further, 5 way stop at 10™/190™ and the
much travelled intersection of 10"/185". Currently most cars roll the stop sign, many don't Yield
and travel far too quickly through this intersection.

Also, 5" Ave NE needs to be studied further. On the West side of the freeway as a connector
from 205", it will be the most logical path for many Edmonds and MLT commuters to the
proposed parking garage. Straightaway, easy to speed, a place where many kids catch the bus,
goes through the bike path connector at 195™. From turning on to this street, to speed, this road
should really be studied further.
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5" Ave NE on the East side of I-5 needs to become a complete street! Sidewalks, better
lighting, crosswalks. 5™ Ave NE is the main North — South connector for the 2 Light Rail
stations, has current bus service ( and should be a connector North/South for future bus service
and for bus service to North City), will be a major connector to the station from cars connecting
to/from I-5 at 175", and connects to one of our best “3" Places” that is the Shoreline Library.
Additionally, 5™ Ave NE will connect to current and future development at 165" where the
Crest Theater is and where future development will happen.

General reaction/summary to Transportation section from one of our members: Barbara Guthrie

Before | got into the meat of the DEIS, | was skeptical that not widening 185th St to four lanes of
thru traffic would work. However, after looking at all the stats, intersection improvements, etc. |
am more optimistic that it could work. | also appreciate the city's desire to keep the street trees
(they do provide a nice canopy). In addition, acknowledging the impact to the surrounding
neighborhood if this two lane street were converted to four lanes, the DEIS indicates other
mitigating measures would be tried to improve traffic flow before they add additional thru lanes
(page 3-159). I think that is the best approach.

| have added comments from a bicyclist's point of view (being a former bike commuter) and the
need for alternative east/west connections, for bicyclists especially. My husband and | do a lot of
walking in the area, so | also have added some comments from a pedestrian's point of view.

Traffic flow (intersections/streets)

*At present, N. 175th, W. of I-5 and Meridian Ave N., N. of N. 175th St, are already near
capacity. The intersections of N. 175th/Meridian and N. 185th/Meridian would soon fail the Level
of Service (LOS) goal of "D" with the addition of traffic. Under the "no action" alternative,
projections indicate these two areas would fall below LOS"D".

*Page 3-135 lists the traffic improvements to enhance traffic flow on N. 185th St, Meridian Ave
N. and N. 175th St. What is not mentioned (except on page 3-160 under alternative 3-most
growth) is the need on Meridian Ave N. for a right-turn lane (or pocket) on the Northbound
approach to N. 185th street. Cars moving North on Meridian will need to turn right to go to the
station. Without this lane, traffic would be backed up. This right turn pocket is mentioned on
page 3-140 but it seemed to be a mitigation for increased traffic due to future rezoning and
development and not for traffic going to the light rail station. | just want to make sure it is
included as something that needs to occur simultaneously with the building of the station.

*On page 3-159 it is noted that the city might look to revise its concurrency standards to allow
for LOS E in certain situations. | don't agree with this. We should only allow LOS D. If an
intersection falls below this, we will need to make the changes necessary to improve the traffic
flow. We don't want to support traffic congestion with it's adjunct of increased emissions and
noise.

*Page 3-161 notes that traffic calming measures will be put in place on local streets to prevent
cut-thru traffic to the station and to new development. This is very important and those
neighborhoods adjacent to the station (Echo Lake, Meridian, North City) should work with the
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city to gather new data, solicit input and update their respective Neighborhood Traffic Safety
Action Plans once the station is "live".

*N. 200th St is not mentioned in the DEIS since it is outside of the study area. However, no
doubt this street will be impacted by traffic going to the station as it is a natural flow from Aurora
to Meridian, and then South to N. 185th. How will this increased traffic be mitigated?

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

*The DEIS notes that there have been bicycle accidents at NE 175th and 5th NE, N. 175th and
Meridian and N 185th and Meridian. The projected increased traffic flow would increase
probability of more accidents along N. 175th and N. 185th. This suggests an alternate East-
West bike route is needed that would remove bicyclists from the heavily congested arterials.
Below are listed possible as well as improbable E-W corridors:

1. The N. 195th corridor is becoming part of the connector for the Interurban Trail and the
Burke-Gilman Trail. East of the pedestrian/bike bridge (that will be rebuilt by Sound Transit), it
will continue along Perkins Way to Lake Forest Park. Even though Perkins Way is outside of the
DEIS study area, this is an important link to LFP and the light rail station. Is LFP conducting a
traffic study regarding traffic flow to the light rail station? Will there be increased traffic on
Perkins Way? If so, how does this bicycle connector link between two major regional bike trails
also accommodate more car traffic along this narrow, windy road?

2. The DEIS depicts a separated bike lane on N/NE 185th (figure 3.3-17). Hopefully the street
right of way will allow this separate lane, ensuring bikers are safe from vehicular traffic. This
should be a safe and viable East/West connector as long as there is a barrier between bicyclists
and automobile traffic.

3.1 propose that N/NE 180th be explored as an alternate East/West connector for bicyclists and
pedestrians alike. It would remove bikers and peds from congested streets. A new
pedestrian/bike bridge would have to be built over I-5, and funding would inevitably be an issue,
but it would help immensely to have this alternate E-W route. Going West, the route would take
you through Cromwell Park and link with the Inter-urban trail. Going East, one could go N. or S.
on 5th or 10th NE., linking to the light rail station or to North City.

4. N/NE 175th should not be considered as either a bicycle or pedestrian route. In order to do
so, the ramps onto I-5 would need to be restructured so that pedestrian safety would be
ensured. My husband and | stopped walking on this street solely due to the dangerous traffic
around the I-5 ramps. Why should we encourage pedestrian and bicycle traffic on an already
congested road and one that will only become more dangerous and congested?

5. Although outside of the DEIS study area, another safe East-West corridor for bicyclists and
pedestrians should be explored south of N/NE 175th.

*Safe North-South corridors are also mandated for bicycle and pedestrian traffic. | have listed
them below.
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1. The Interurban Trail The western most N-S connector in the study area

2.5th NE This should be re-engineered as a complete street, with sidewalks and bike lanes.
Alternatively, as is suggested on page 3-162 that "increased traffic along 1st NE and 5th NE
may necessitate a dedicated path along the I-5 right-of way near the proposed light rail
alignment”. If this is the case, and 5th NE is already being moved to accommodate the train,
why not build this path now? It makes the most sense, and is the safest way to move bicyclists
and pedestrians North and South along this corridor.

3.10th NE should become a complete street with sidewalks and separate bike lanes. This is a
wide corridor and should be able to accommodate these facilities. In addition, 10th NE is part of
the re-zone corridor proposed in alternatives 2 and 3. If we are adding the potential of more
density along this stretch of roadway, we should put the infrastructure in place to protect foot
and bike traffic.

Buses

*We all know that lack of steady funding for Metro bus service is a perennial issue. However,
East/West transit connections to the station will be essential in order to mitigate traffic
congestion on N. 185th, Meridian, N. 175th, 15th NE and other area streets. We will all-city,
county, citizens-have to put pressure on the legislature to address the issue of public transit
funding.

*Consider the idea of shuttle buses to enhance/expand the bus/light rail station connections. |
can envision shuttles running between the LFP Towne Center and the future PT Wells
development. | can also envision a large loop between Aurora Transit-Center-N 175th-North
City-light rail station-N 185th. Would shuttles make financial sense, offer more flexibility, be
more efficient? | note that the Ridgecrest Neighborhood Assoc. also promotes the idea of
shuttle buses to bring commuters to the N. 145th light rail station -. | quote, "Implement a robust
shuttle system from park and ride lots and area business hubs.

Parking

The 500 capacity parking garage in the Sound Transit proposal for the N. 185th station should
also be able to serve the Shoreline Stadium for parking for sports events. We’d also like to
encourage the City to work with Sound Transit to make the parking garage as cosmetically
beautiful as possible. Exterior plantings, greenery on the walls/outside facing the freeway. As
people wait for Light Rail this is what you will see looking across the Freeway. Making it look as
pleasing as possible and fitting as compactly into the hillside as possible is best for Shoreline.
Anything that can be done materials-wise to make it less reflective of the sound of the freeway
would benefit the overall experience of Light Rail travelers as well as the residents in the Station
Area.

Other Parking thoughts:

Much will need to be studied further about the possibility of zoned surface parking for the
neighborhood. As we have seen with Development in the North City area and on 12" between
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175" and 180™: Though buildings have a small ratio of parking spaces to units, people still and
for the foreseeable future will have cars! Not being able to park in their building and instead
needing to spill over into the neighborhood is something many current residents are
disappointed in and concerned about with future development. Also, please work with Seattle
City Light to get a commitment that the green space under the power lines will stay a green
space/pathway and not become future surface parking for new development or businesses. We
must protect all of the green space we have now that will be so hard to obtain years from now.

Other

Undergrounding the power lines along N. 185th would help with accommodation of the
sidewalks and bike lanes (not to mention the trees wouldn't have to be pruned!).

Recap:

All three alternatives mention that increased traffic on N. 185th might impact bike stress along
this street and require separated bike facilities. The no action alternative also mentions
necessity for separate bike lanes on NE 180th and 10th NE. Alternatives 2 and 3 mention
Meridian's increased traffic might need a separate bike lane. We strongly suggest that we figure
out the bike routes now and build the facilities, to take us into the future.

Specific comments from Susana Guzman and Paul Whitehill:

| feel very strongly that the character of Perkins Way needs to be protected. | feel that Perkins
Way gaining park status would afford protection for the road to be for local residents only and
provide a link to the Burke/Gilman trail for continued bike access but adding room for joggers
and walkers which at this time do not feel comfortable using the narrow side of the road. This in
turn would add value to the surrounding area given that the density is going to increase. It would
also provide a connection between Shoreline and LFP.

Secondly | felt that while the transportation section covered the car and bus aspects very
thoroughly, | felt that it really did not explore possible pedestrian routes (other than considering
adding sidewalks). | feel that 175 street is so inhospitable. As a resident closer to 175 than to
185, | would love to be able to walk to the other side of the freeway (to get to the Shoreline
Children’s Center and to get to Ronald Bog without having to go under the freeway with all the
cars.

Unfortunately the thought of having to walk on 175th is untenable. Consideration of alternative
walking paths (i.e.: non- motorized pathways to get across the freeway without having to take
175th and or walking all the way up to 185" would be appreciated. Knowing neighbors that
attend Casade K8 | also know that they would love to have the ability to walk to Meridian Park
Elementary. | also know several running groups use the pedestrian bridge at 195th. It is
considered a destination. | would think adding a pedestrian crossing at 179th or 180th would
provide a loop for people to take and get around the area without having to walk next to busy
roads.

Lastly, given that the parks are intended to be located within the %2 mile radius the area where |
live (178th and 3rd Ave) there isn’t a park for a mile. Given that one mile really is not all that far
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the 1 mile walk is on a non-paved side shoulder with cars zooming by at great speeds- not
conducive to pedestrian traffic — (but it is far better than trying to cross the underpass at 175th.
In this instance providing a pedestrian bridge across 180th would provide a connection for
Cromwell Park to the east side of the freeway and provide all the people on the eastside a park
within a %2 mile. In all | support the full up-zoning to the area. But as stated, | have concerns
about the losing the wonderful quality of Perkins Way by giving in to car traffic.

While many would say that it is inevitable to have the traffic come through Perkins Way, | would
argue that having a walk able trail will dramatically increase the value of the area and will
preserve the meandering creek that can best be appreciated by non-motorized means. In
summary, | support the full up zoning for the lightrail. But would like to have

1. Perkins Way made into a park (thus restricting car traffic).

2. Have a pedestrian connection over the freeway to provide an alternative to crossing under
the freeway at 175. Preferably at 180th to connect Cromwell Park to the east side of the
freeway.

Thank you for your consideration,

Susana Guzman and Paul Whitehill

Comments from Merissa Reed

History: Motorcycle Hill history is inaccurate in the report. Per my June 2014 interview of
longtime185th st (Motorcycle Hill) resident (since 1957) Dorothy Hyde (age 96), the name was
coined from the fact that dirt motorcycle paths used to go through this forested area and men
would ride up and down that hill (on dirt trails) for recreation. Later, in 1954, the area was
developed into the Firview Terrace subdivision and the motorcycling days were over.

Land Use:

Preserve/Enhance the North City Park and all other greenspace. Keep the Seattle City Light
open green space or use to connect the Burke Gilman to the light rail. Zoning should reflect the
moderate growth predicted by the market study. Mixed use should be concentrated around the
station, on 10th and up to 15th- connecting the area to 99 seems too ambitious given the
current data than the potentially sprawling design of the max growth plan. The city should aim
for a "Urban Village" in this area to make it more walkable and give it a better sense of place.

Traffic:

We need a mobility study done for Perkins and 188th and preventative measures taken on
188th to ensure that traffic moves safely and to minimize its use as a cut through (snaking the
road, putting a stop sign in at 12th/188th, or some other alternative that would slow traffic.

Thank you for your consideration,

Members of the 185" Station-Area Citizens Committee
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Received July 10, 2014 from Daniel Dale
Shoreline City Council, Planning Commission and Planners:

As the DEIS comment period wraps up and you work towards making a decision about what to
study in the FEIS, please work to have a balanced thought approach, about the plan that
best/most realistically looks to the future, but gels with the existing neighborhoods, the
topography, considers all of the other growth that will (and should happen throughout
Shoreline), and focus on connecting all residents of Shoreline to the station.

I have spoken to many people in the neighborhoods surrounding the station that are concerned
that instead of a Moderate or Hybrid (though still quite aggressive) zoning plan that makes
sense; "Density with Grace", The City Council will be transfixed by the big population gain
numbers of the Most Growth plan that (though yes, over a long timeframe), doesn't do enough
to protect the single family home neighborhoods, is too great of an impact on our utilities,
services, future Cap. projects, and doesn't reflect spreading the impact of future development
throughout Shoreline: on the Aurora corridor, 15th corridor bookends of North City and 145th,
Up-zoning and growth at 145th station area, Shoreline Ballinger neighborhood opportunities for
growth that will have access to existing development and amenities (and the future MLT
station), as well as all of the development that will happen centered around
145th/Aurora/Westminster in addition to the future further development at 165th/Ridgecrest and
185th/Richmond Beach/Hillwood (QFC area). Please continue to consider the 185th Station
area as one piece to this master plan of growth for the city. Even over a long time frame putting
on the order of 30,000 more people in this small of an area may not be the best thing for
Shoreline, not even over the long haul.

Much like we talked about with working to support the Garage at 185th to be on the Westside of
I-5, taking this same 'spread the impact' approach for development, both around the 185th
station as well as the other opportunity areas, makes the most sense in my mind and many
others for Shoreline. There will still be grant opportunities, station area and neighborhood
improvement opportunities, and big development opportunities in the Subarea. Many
developers may not want to build so close to the freeway and they will see better investment
opportunities at some of the other sites around the city that will be within walking distance of
existing grocery stores, shopping, Rapid Ride, Interurban trail etc. BUT still be within striking
distance of the Light Rail stations. ex: Star Apts. at 152nd off Aurora as well as the proposed
project just north of City hall on Midvale among many others to come.

One specific note I'd like to make about zoning along 10th Avenue. With the proposed R18 on
the East side of 10th (This is the transition zoning that is used throughout the Sub Area in
transitioning to R6), I'd like to suggest that we strongly consider making the first row of
development on the West side of 10th to be lower, R48 or R24 all the way up 10th from 180th to
190th. This would lessen the 'canyon effect,' would provide a better height compliment to the
East side that is for the most part raised up on a hill, and would then provide a better transition
to all of the proposed MUR to the East.

Received on July 10, 2014 from Robert Shook
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Hello,

| am 46 years old and have been a lifelong resident of Shoreline. | am a home owner of 15
years and live with my wife and five year old son on N. 188th street, off of 1st ave.

| was in attendance at the council meeting earlier this evening but did not feel comfortable
commenting.

| am extremely displeased that the council has chosen to go with option 3 for rezoning as part of
the 185th light rail station project, especially without making available the specific reasons as to
why the other options were not chosen.

My impression is that the city council's goal is simply to generate as much tax revenue as
possible and in the process sacrifice much of why I, and many other Shoreline residents,
choose to live here. Option 3's rezoning will eventually cause Shoreline to resemble places like
Ballard with its numerous condominiums, apartments, overcrowding, congestion and excess of
concrete. If | wanted my neighborhood to be filled with businesses, strip malls, apartments and
overcrowded spaces, not to mention the increased crime and congestion that comes with it, |
wouldn't have chosen to live in Shoreline in the first place.

I question why the city council members themselves have chosen to even live in Shoreline if
their desire is to completely change the very essence and much of the community landscape.
My guess is that none of the council members actually live in any of the areas that are planned
to be rezoned.

The haste at which this decision has been made, and without the transparency and discussion
as to why the other options fell short, is appalling.

I look forward to communicating the council's decision to my neighbors and to voting in the next
council member elections.

Sincerely,
Robert Shook

8a-61



Attachment G - 2
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NORTH CITY €< =>5%

Water District

1519 NE 177th St. » P.O. Box 55367 = Shoreline, WA 98155 « Phone: 206.362.8100 « Fax: 206.361.0629

Commissioners: July 6, 2014
Ron Ricker Via Email

Charlotte Haines

Larry Schoonmaker

Miranda Redinger
District Manager: Department of Planning & Community Development
. ‘ City of Shoreline
D P s PE. 1
iane Pottinger, 17500 Midvale Ave N

Shoreline, WA 98133-4905

RE: Draft EIS for the 185" Street Station Subarea Plan
& future EIS for the 145" Street Station

Dear Ms. Redinger:

Thank you for allowing us an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for
the above referenced project. Our major comment/concern is the large number of
etrors/incorrect assumptions about the North City Water District that are included in
this draft EIS. This could be corrected/updated with a sit down meeting with our
utility. This open dialogue, in person, will save considerable staff and consultant
time as the City plans for development of the new transit stations.

Other than the public notice that recently went out by the City of Shoreline,
our utility has not been contacted by the City to provide comments or suggestions
about any draft plan. To date, District staff members have been doing utility locates
for Sound Transit for many weeks. We are aware the agency is considering several
alignments, width alternatives, and different facility size locations associated with
the light rail station projects. Depending on which options are selected, the project
could impact the water service to our District. For example, the District’s new
Supply Station 4 completed in 2012 appears to be at the entrance to the proposed
parking garage in Sound Transit’s preferred alternative route for the Lynnwood Link.
Relocating that station and dealing with dead end lines on some existing water mains
would be very expensive. . The costs of these options will be provided to Sound
Transit as part of their design consideration for this station, but estimates should be
considered now

The following érrors should be corrected in the final EIS and are listed by
page:

Edlcellence in water quality for 80 years

www.northcitywater.org

8a-62



Attachment G - 2
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NORTH CITY €<=2»
Water District

1519 NE 177th St. = PO. Box 55367 + Shoreline, WA 98155 ¢ Phone: 206.362.8100 - Fax:206.361.0629

Commissioners:

Ron Ricker
Charlotte Haines
Larry Schoonmaker

District Manager:

Diane Pottinger, P.E.

Page 3-199:

The text has several references to 509 pressure zone. It should be the 590
pressure zone. Obviously, there is an 89 feet pressure difference between a
509 and a 590 pressure zone.

Reference is made to table 3.5-1 and a 2030 projected system deficit of 378
gpm. Attachment 1 is the upgraded contract North City Water District has
with SPU as of March 2013. The contract supply limit is now 3330 gpm
and all references to water supply need to be changed to reflect this new
contract amount. We do not have a deficit with our contracted supply. The
final paragraph on this page discusses a deficiency in source capacity which
is no longer accurate and should be deleted.

Page 3-200:

Table 3.5-1 needs to be changed to reflect the new source of supply and
correct the deficit amounts

Improvements I, 2 and 3 have all been completed since the Water System
Plan Update was adopted by the District. CIP #14 was completed in 2012.
Items 2 and 3 were completed in 2013 and are shown in Attachment 1.

Page 3-201:

North City Water District owns two reservoirs in the area which contain 5.7
million gallons. We demolished our 0.4 mg reservoir in 2011.

Page 3-202:

The storage deficiency was corrected with the contract approval with the
attachment 1. This allowed the District to have two different water sources,
thus decreasing the required storage. This reference needs to be updated.
The pressure zone is identified as 509 but should be 590 zone.

The third paragraph, first sentence is incorrect. We did not install a 31
booster pump station. We installed a 4™ supply station. Second sentence
should be changed to read “With the two booster pump stations and the new
supply station,.... The reference in the last sentence to our contractual
amount is incorrect. As shown in Attachment 1, we have 3330 gpm we can
withdraw from SPU. How and where we do that is up to us to decide.

4t paragraph second column, last sentence is incorrect. It should read, in
order to ensure adequate fire flow within the system, prior to starting a new
development, the applicant is required to apply for a Certificate of Water
Availability. Once the application is complete and the fees paid, the District
will conduct a Fire Flow Analysis using a computer hydraulic model to
determine the amount of flow and pressure available at the property in
question. If the result of the analyses indicates there is sufficient fire flow,
the Certificate of Water Availability will be issued to the property owner. If
the result of the analyses indicates there is insufficient fire flow,
improvements will be required.

Extcellence in water quality for 80 years
www.northcitywater.org
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Water District

I519 NE 177:th St. » P.O.Box 55367 -« Shoreline, WA 98155  Phone: 206.362.8100 » Fax: 206.361.0629

Commissioners:

Ron Ricker
Charlotte Haines
Larry Schoonmaker

District Manager:

Diane Pottinger, PE.

Page 3-203:
 In the first paragraph, the number of customers west of I-5 is indicated as
small. The District has over 100 customers west of I-5. Need to remove
reference to “small” .
 Table 3.5-3 identifies "Shoreline Water District." It should be changed to
“North City Water District." Also, here is information for 2011 and 2012..

2011 {2012
North City 140 139
Water District
Wholesale 165 172
Average
Seattle 128 130

* The reference for commercial water use in a study completed by Pacific
Institute is great but we would recommend you ask us for actual commercial
customer information. As a member of the Seattle Operating Board, we are
well aware of how the commercial water use patterns change, within the
Seattle regional system. A local number would be more appropriate.

¢ Inthe second paragraph down, there is a reference to "North Creek Water
District." Our name is "North City Water District."

Page 3-216:

e Paragraph 2. As shown in Attachment 1 and discussed earlier, our
contractual requirements are 3,330 gpm for all of our water sources from
SPU.

Page 3-218:

* Alternative 2, second sentence. Reference is made to the 30” transmission
main. This steel main was installed in 1955 and its age should be
considered in light of future development. It may require replacement at
some time. We do not have information about any problems with the line as
it is owned by SPU; coordination should be made as to the timing of the
replacement of this line. - :

o Table 3.509, last row heading should be “Total of Both Water Systems” not
“Districts” as shown.

Page 3-219:

e First paragraph, reference TAZ 38. While this TAZ is between the SPU and
North City Water District water systems, it is still within the SPU service
area. Any and all improvements made to TAZ 38 should be made in
coordination with SPU.

¢ Second paragraph, second sentence. In order to adequately provide fire
suppression, these mains “may” need to be upsized, not "will" be upsized.

Excellence in water qudlity for 80 years
8a-64 www.northcitywater.org



NORTH CITY

Attachment G - 2

Water DISBC‘t

{519 NE |77th St. » P.O.Box 55367 ¢ Shoreline, WA 98155 = Phone: 206.362.8100 < Fax: 206.361.0629

Commissioners:

Ron Ricker
Charlotte Haines
Larry Schoonmaker

District Manager:

Diane Pottinger, P.E.

The amount of upsizing of the mains will not be known until an extensive
hydraulic modeling is done of the area.

Alternative 3 — Most Growth. The same comments as mentioned previously
regarding the age of the 30” transmission main should also be discussed
here. Depending on the maintenance information of this line, it may need to
be replaced when all the laterals will also be replaced. All references to
TAZ 38 should be made referencing SPU.

Page 3-222:

Capital projects item 1a — the pump station project is expected to start in the
fall of 2014 and will take 15 months.
Capital projects item 1b — this project has been completed.

Page 3-223:

Item 2, paragraph starts midway through the page then continues to column
2. After the following paragraph, the discussion continues back at column
1. It is very confusing.

Item 3 was completed in 2012. However, with the proposed design by
Sound Transit, this recently-completed capital project will have to be
relocated elsewhere west of I5.

Page 3-224:

Item 4 was completed in 2013 as part of a public private partnership with a
developer.

Item 6 is identified to be completed in 2026. However, as capital projects
are constructed, the district will look at each of the dead end fire hydrants to
determine if we can incorporate a hydrant replacement as part of another
project. In that case, the projects will be built befoxe 2026.

Page 3-230:

Table 3.5-12 identifies 491 feet of 12 inch main to be replaced. This was
completed in 2012 and therefore, the table should reflect 0.

In the end of the following paragraph, this same project was completed and
should state that.

Last sentence in the following paragraph refers to “rezoning alternative”.
Public water systems are not designed to.meet zoning requirements. They
are designed to meet the land use type. If we were to design to a particular
zoning, the water system could be upgraded to first an 8” water main, then
potentially something larger like a 12” water main when the zoning is
changed a second time. It is not cost effective for the rate payers to pay to
install then upgrade the water main twice simply because the zoning
changes. The District will consider the potential future project
improvements when the land use is adopted and when our water system plan
requires updating. If the City or a developer would like to have us do the
hydraulic modeling sooner, we may be able to accommodate that through a

Excellence in water quality for 80 years
8a-65 www.northcitywater.org
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NORTH CITY €3

1519 NE 177th St. » P.O.Box 55367 + Shoreline, WA 98155 + Phone: 206.362.8100 - Fax: 206.361.0629
Commissioners: financial arrangement. However, any projects identified will have to be
Ron Ricker adopted as part of the planning process to be able to use public funds.
Page 3-231:
Charlotte Haines o The first paragraph references the quantity of water mains that are expected

to be upsized. This may not be required but until an extensive hydraulic

modeling analysis is completed, we cannot be sure.

District Manager: e Alternative 3: the first two references for the TAZ 24 and 26 should be
TAZ 124 and 126.

* Inthe last sentence on the same paragraph, there is a reference to “storage
reservoirs serving the community”. When there is a large demand change
such as what the City is considering, the reservoirs servicing each “pressure
zone”, not “community” needs to be evaluated. Reservoirs such as the
Richmond Highland Tanks in the SPU area are the only reservoirs in the
SPU system for the 590 zone which extend far beyond the proposed transit
station.

Larry Schoonmaker

Diane Pottinger, P.E.

In the District’s current water system plan, there are several projects that
were identified in the 10 year CIP that are located in the subarea which we have been
able to complete or are in the process of completing. This acceleration in our CIP
can directly be attributed to our public private partnerships and the Drinking Water
State Revolving Fund loans we recently obtained. With the exception of some dead
end water mains that we will evaluate in the future, we will have no capital projects
that will be required under Alternative 1 — No Action, Existing Zoning Map.

We have not undertaken the expensive hydraulic modeling that would be
required to determine the cost of the capital projects required to meet the land use for
Alternative 2 and 3. If the new land use is adopted in the next several years, when
the District updates its water system plan, we can calculate the cost at that time. The
modeling effort not only identified which areas need what improvements but it also
identifies a schedule in which the improvements should be made to have the least
impact on the ratepayers and the developers. The district can’t upsize a main for
future development too early, otherwise we could run into significant water quality
concerns for our existing customers.

To reiterate, I would suggest that some members of the City staff meet with
both SPU and North City Water District to discuss these proposed changes to the
City’s land use which could simplify the draft EIS that we are currently reviewing.
We can eliminate a substantial amount of information included in the final EIS that
is unneeded, and more accurately look at the impacts of the alternatives. Thank you
for considering our comments.

Excellence in water quality for 80 years
8a-66 www.northcitywater.org
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Water Di?sric:t

1519 NE §77th St -

Attachment G - 2

¥

PO. Box 55367 + Shoreline, YA 98155 + Phone: 206.362.8100 - Fax: 206.361.0629

Commissioners:

Ron Ricker
Charlotte Haines
Larry Schoonmaker

District Manager:

Diane Pottinger, PE.

Sincerely,

Qe /2%

Diane Pottinger, PE
District Manager

cc: Andy Maron, District Attorney

Attachment 1

Excellence in water quality for 80 years
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City of Seattle
Seattle Public Utilities

March 13, 2013

- ‘Diane-Pottinger; District Manager
Shoreline Water District

P.O. Box 55367

Seattle;, WA 98155

Re: Modification to Exhibit Il of Wholesale Water Supply Contragct:

Dear Ms. Pot hger:

Attached is the revision to Exhibit Il of the Full Requirements Contract for the Supply of .
Water to Shoreline Water District. The revision reflects the additions of Stations 191,

193 and 194. Stations 193 and 194 are also listed in Exhibit C of your Wheeling Water
Agreement.

Thank you and if you have any questions, please contact me at (206) 684-7975.

Sincerely,

Juts, ey )

Terr Gregg | L O~

Wholesale Contracts Manager ‘ Diane Pottmger Djstnc@anager
Shoreline Water Distric

- RayHoffman, Director . _ : L , =

Seattle Public Utilities. . Tel (206) 684-5851

700’5 Avenue, Suite 4900 Fax (206) 684-4631

PO Box 34018 : TDD (206) 233- 7241

Seattle, WA 98124-4018 . :

An-equal employment opportunity; affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people. with disabilities provided on request.
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Ronald Wastewater District
17505 Linden Avenue North « P.O. Box 33490
Shoreline, Washington 98133-0490

(206) 546-2494 « Fax (206) 546-8110
www.ronaldwastewater.org

July 9, 2014
Miranda Redinger
Department of Planning & Community Development
City of Shoreline
17500 Midvale Avenue N

Shoreline, WA 98133

Attachment G - 2

COMMISSIONERS®
Robert L. Ransom
Gretchen A. Atkinson
Brian T. Carroll
George R. Webster
Amold H. Lind

GENERAL MANAGER
Michael U. Derrick

RE: 185th Street Station Subarea Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Redinger:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 185th Street Station Subarea Planned Action

Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Page 3-204; 3.5.1.b Wastewater; Service Provider, Par 1: Ronald Wastewater District is
currently a municipal utility governed by elected officials. A more clear explanation might be,

“...which will make the wastewater system a City owned and operated utility.”

Page 3-206; Wastewater Collection Systems, Par 1:. Where is the 3,200 feet of sewer main

located that are of “undetermined diameter? Please let us know.

Page 3-206; Wastewater Collection Systems, Par 2: The sanitary sewage collection system in
_5“‘ Ave NE ultimately connects to the KC treatment system, not the Edmonds treatment system.

Page 3-206; Wastewater Collection Systems, Table—3.—5:4:47'rft~Statien—%is»’not—in%heiwﬁ‘h—m‘ e
Street Station Subarea Planned Action” map, page 1-16. Lift Station 14 primarily serves homes
~ outside of the “185™ Street Station Subarea Planned Action” area. Lift station 15 has a stand by

generator.

Pégé 3.220; Table 3.5-10: The table predicts a 508% increase in sewer demand. This increase
will need to be verified by adjusting the District’s hydraulic model after the City has finalized its
land use designations for the subarea. The District’s Capital Improvement Plan would then be

updated to reflect any new projects required.

Page 3-225; Wastewater: Reference is made to North City Water District under “Wastewater.”

The reference should more accurately be to Ronald Wastewater District,

Working for Environmental Protection
A special purpose district foxgvéq ygsuant to RCW title 57
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DEIS Comments
page 2

Page 3-232; Wastewater; Table 3.5-15: Lift Station #14. See Page 3-206; Wastewater
Collection Systems, Table 3.5.4 above.

Below are some general comments:

There are major Washington State drainage facilities along I-5 that drain to local water courses
that possibly should be shown and/or commented on.

The table of contents should list tables and figures.

The District’s lift station 15 is in the subarea. It’s overflow line terminates at the proposed site of
the Link Light Rail Station where it would discharge into the I-5 drainage course.

Increasing the pumping capacity and size of Lift Station 15 will require upsizing of the forcemain
and gravity lines downstream from the lift station which are outside of the subarea. Hydraulic
. modeling would need to be done based on changed land use designations.

There are samtary sewer lines in the subarea that under the current land use designations, once
built out, would be hydraulically overcapacity.

Slncerely,

W\M/@@Q U DVMCQL

Mlchae_l U. Derrick
General Manager

cc: Board of Commissioners
George Dicks
Scott Christensen

8a-71
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HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT

consortium

HDC's A@rdable Housing Membiers:

Miranda Redinger owincome HousE Organizations
Department of Planning & Community Development cormunity Development

City of Shoreline . _Corporations.

17500 Midvale Avenue N gpecial Needs HOUSIT
Shoreline, WA 98133 : Organeton®

| - puplic Housing Autortes

Ju].y 10, 2014 -quﬁmuni,\Y' A§t'\0ﬂ Agenc!es

i izations
- Werkigree:Housing QOrganizalions,
t Authorities

RE: 185" Street Station Subarea Planned Action Draft Environmental

plblic fevelopmen
Impact Statement

© government hgencies and
. I;:dmmiszsv'\ons: .

e Avéhitects anid Designers

pevetopment specialists

On behalf of the Housing Development Consortium of Seattle-King County ' canied public Accountarts

(HDC), thank you for the opportunity to comment on Shoreline’s 185" Street D ars and Lenders
Station Subarea Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). ,?‘e:g';"_'fé\. B

When drafting the final EIS, we urge you to thoroughly analyze the impact  Netional Fu
each alternative’s proposed growth type will have on housing affordability . Community 0
and to fully explore policies to effectively mitigate these impacts. Propeity Managers

ders and Lenders

vestment Specia‘l'\sts

. {aw Firms
HDC is a coalition of more than 100 nonprofit organizations, private companies,

and public partners committed to the vision that all people should have the
opportunity to live in safe, healthy, affordable homes in communities of
opportunity. HDC is pleased that Shoreline’s DEIS expresses a commitment to
encourage and promote a variety of housing types and affordability levels. Low
and moderate income families are frequent riders on transit; planning for
affordable housing near light rail can provide increases in trips and ridership, in
addition to meeting the needs of these families.

Contractors

In setting forth the pattern of residential growth around-the 185" light rail station,
this planned action plays a tremendous role in determining whether Shoreline
residents of all incomes can find affordable homes near their work, school, transit,
and other services. Therefore, it is vitally important that the City analyze in detail
the effect each alternative would have on housing affordability and plan
mitigation strategies to ensure Shoreline meets the housing needs of low and
moderate income households.

Affofd 7
f]
hn PpOr[l{hit‘y

HSims 13 o
R SR Segine w.
Edite, ‘.'VL:'SI'?i!’Egi’('.m 98101

206,682 9B41 Fax 2056623 46679 sww, housingconsertium.org
2. nn. 104 Ax LD Nl S whh

83-7—-2‘
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Specifically, HDC urges you to analyze these different alternatives based on: the type of
construction that will result and the impact of different scenarios on land costs. We then ask you
to consider an array of development incentives and other tools that could help mitigate upward
pressure on the cost of housing for Shoreline’s low and moderate income families as the City
grows and welcomes light rail. ‘

¢ Construction Type

The type of construction, which varies based on building size, can have a significant impact on
the cost of new housing. For example, wood frame construction (4-6 stories tall) is often more
affordable to produce than steel and concrete construction (6 or more stories tall). When
comparing the alternatives for growth, the City should consider these factors.

% Land Costs & Transit Access :

Aligning residential growth with transit access has tremendous environmental and social
benefits. However, this form of growth can also place extreme upward pressure on housing costs.
Across the country, and here in King County, light rail stations have led to exponential increases
in land costs. While smart housing policies can, and should, overcome this barrier to affordable
housing, it is nevertheless worth close analysis. When comparing and analyzing alternatives
for growth, the City should consider how land prices will change in order to plan effective
mitigation strategies for affordable housing.

% Mitigating Impact

With the right level of incentives, Shoreline can attract residential development affordable to a
range of incomes, including those most in need. A variety of tools can help Shoreline meet the
needs of low and moderate income households as the City plans for growth around light rail
stations, including: .

= Density Bonuses

= Incentive/Inclusionary Zoning

» Development Agreements

= Reductions in fees and other regulations

» Permitting priority, streamlining, or flexibility

= Reduced parking requirements

*  Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE)

» Transfer of Development Rights for Affordable Housing (TDR)

Many of these incentives allow nonprofit housing providers, in addition to market-rate
developers, to provide affordable housing for Shoreline’s low and modest-wage workers and
families. Appropriately crafted incentives harness the power of the marketplace to produce
affordable homes with very limited public investments. Development incentives are proven to
stimulate affordable homes in a mixed-income setting, and, when implemented well, they allow
communities to increase the supply of affordable homes, support workforce and economic
development and reduce sprawl, traffic congestion, and pollution. The resulting homes enable
residents to bénefit from urban reinvestment and connect to emerging job centers, transit
stations, and opportunity networks. '

8a-73



Attachment G - 2

A strong incentive zoning policy is one extremely important tool for addressing affordability
near light rail stations and a recommendation of PSRC’s Growing Transit Communities Strategy.
As a signatory of the Growing Transit Communities Compact, Shoreline should consider
incentive zoning in its high-capacity transit station areas. When drafting your final EIS and
other guiding documents pertaining to the 185™ light rail subarea station, we urge you to
emphasize the importance of applying a strong affordable housing incentive zoning
program and other development incentives concurrently with any proposed zoning
changes. A lack of concurrency between growth and development incentives can lead to missed
opportunities for public benefit.

Acknowledgment of affordability impacts and specific discussion of mitigation strategies will
make your final EIS a strong document. It should be possible for working people in Shoreline to
afford housing and still have enough money left over for the basics like groceries, transit, and
child care. Planning for affordable housing near your 185% light rail station will help make this
vision a reality. '

We look forward to continuing to work with you as more clarity is developed for affordable
housing strategies in the final EIS. HDC will continue to closely monitor this process and
provide public comment as it progresses. If you have any questions about our comments, please
feel free to contact me at kayla@ housingconsortium.org or call (206) 682-9541.

Best,

Kayla Schott-Bresler
Policy Manager
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PCD

r°n SOUNDTRANSIT

July 10, 2014

Miranda Redinger

City of Shoreline

Senior Planner

17500 Midvale Ave N
Shoreline, WA 98133-4905

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 185t Street Station Subarea Planned
Action Draft EIS (June 2014). Sound Transit supports the 185t Station Area planning
process being undertaken by the City. Sound Transit submitted comments to the City
on preliminary draft chapters of the DEIS relating to transportation and land use
prior to publication, and our comments were adequately addressed in the DEIS. We
do not have additional comments on the DEIS.

Sound Transit anticipates publishing a Final EIS in 2015 on the Lynnwood Link Light
Extension Rail project. As you are aware, the preferred alternative identified by the
Sound Transit Board in November 2013 included a light rail station at 185t Street. A
final decision by the ST Board on the project to be built will be made after the Final
EIS is published.

We look forward to a continuing collaborative relationship with the City of Shoreline
and working with you on the City’s next steps for 185th Station Area planning

7 Lo

Nytasha Sowers

Project Manager

Sound Transit, Office of Capital Development
401 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104

Cc: Matt Shelden

Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority » Union Station
401 S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104-2826 « Reception: (206) 398-5000 * FAX: (206) 398-5499
www.soundtransit.org
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Element 1

LAND USE

Goals and Policies

Light Rail Station Areas

LU2o0:

LU21:

LU22:

LU23:

LU24:

LU25:

LU26:

LU27:

LU28:

LU29:

LU30:

LU31:

Collaborate with regional transit providers to design transit stations
and facilities that further the City’s vision by employing superior
design techniques, such as use of sustainable materials; inclusion of
public amenities, open space, and art; and substantial landscaping
and retention of significant trees.

Work with Metro Transit, Sound Transit, and Community Transit
to develop a transit service plan for the light rail stations. The plan
should focus on connecting residents from all neighborhoods in
Shoreline to the stations in a reliable, convenient, and efficient
manner.

Encourage regional transit providers to work closely with affected
neighborhoods in the design of any light rail transit facilities.

Work with neighborhood groups, business owners, regional transit
providers, public entities, and other stakeholders to identify and
fund additional improvements that can be efficiently constructed in
conjunction with light rail and other transit facilities.

Maintain and enhance the safety of Shoreline’s streets when
incorporating light rail, through the use of street design features,
materials, street signage, and lane markings that provide clear,
unambiguous direction to drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Evaluate property within a % mile radius of a light rail station for
multi-family residential choices (R-18 or greater) that support
light rail transit service, non-residential uses, non-motorized
transportation improvements, and traffic and parking mitigation.

Evaluate property within a % mile radius of a light rail station for
multi-family residential housing choices (R-48 or greater) that
support light rail transit service, non-residential uses, non-motorized
transportation improvements, and traffic and parking mitigation.

Evaluate property along transportation corridors that connects light
rail stations and other commercial nodes in the city, including Town
Center, North City, Fircrest, and Ridgecrest for multi-family, mixed-
use, and non-residential uses.

Implement a robust community involvement process that develops
tools and plans to create vibrant, livable, and sustainable light rail
station areas.

Create and apply innovative methods and tools to address land

use transitions in order to manage impacts on residents and
businesses in a way that respects individual property rights. Develop
mechanisms to provide timely information so residents can plan for
and respond to changes.

Encourage and solicit the input of stakeholders, including residents;
property and business owners; non-motorized transportation
advocates; environmental preservation organizations; and transit,
affordable housing, and public health agencies.

Create a strategy in partnership with the adjoining neighborhoods
for phasing redevelopment of current land uses to those suited
for Transit-Oriented Communities (TOCs), taking into account when
the city’s development needs and market demands are ready for
change.
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Element 1

LAND USE

Goals and Policies

LU32: Allow and encourage uses in station areas that will foster the creation
of communities that are socially, environmentally, and economically
sustainable.
LU33: Regulate design of station areas to serve the greatest number e e
of people traveling to and from Shoreline. Combine appropriate Communities (TOCs) are
residential densities with a mix of commercial and office uses, and e
multi-modal transportation facilities. R
LU34: Pursue market studies to determine the feasibility of developing any IR Cleagnen tc:c
of Shoreline’s station areas as destinations (example: regional job, magll.mjcze acce:ts Od
shopping, or entertainment centers). public transport, an
often incorporate
LU35: |dentify the market and potential for redevelopment of public featu_res_ to encourage
properties located in station and study areas. transit ridership. A
TOC typically has a
LU36: Encourage development of station areas as inclusive neighborhoods center with a transit
in Shoreline with connections to other transit systems, commercial station, surrounded by
nodes, and neighborhoods. relatively high-density
. . , . , . development, with
LU37: Regulate station area design to provide transition from high-density pr(\)/grels?sively’lnger-
multi-family residential and commercial development to single-family density development
residential development. spreading outward
LU38: Through redevelopment opportunities in station areas, promote from the center. TOCs
restoration of adjacent streams, creeks, and other environmentally ggnhgrally adr'e Ioc?ted
sensitive areas; improve public access to these areas; and provide SUEIR &) ‘lluf‘ ©
public education about the functions and values of adjacent natural 1/4 to 1/2 mile from a
areas. transit stop, as this is
considered to be an
LU39: Use the investment in light rail as a foundation for other community appropriate scale for
enhancements. pedestrians.
LU4o0: Explore and promote a reduced dependence upon automobiles
by developing transportation alternatives and determining the
appropriate number of parking stalls required for TOCs. These
alternatives may include: ride-sharing or vanpooling, car-sharing (i.e.
Zipcar), bike-sharing, and walking and bicycle safety programs.
LU41: Consider a flexible approach in design of parking facilities that serve
light rail stations, which could be converted to other uses if demands
for parking are reduced over time.
LU42: Transit Oriented Communities should include non-motorized
corridors, including undeveloped rights-of-way, which are accessible
to the public, and provide shortcuts for bicyclists and pedestrians to
destinations and transit. These corridors should be connected with the
surrounding bicycle and sidewalk networks.
LU43: Employ design techniques and effective technologies that deter crime

and protect the safety of transit users and neighbors.
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To: Miranda Redinger and Steve Szafran,
City of Shoreline

From: Mandi Roberts, Otak
Date: July 16,2014
Subject: Considerations Related to Identifying a Preferred

Alternative for Further Study for the 185" Street
Station Subarea Planned Action Environmental
Impact Statement

Project No.. 32245

This memorandum provides an overview of considerations related to defining the Preferred Alternative for the 185"
Street Station Subarea Plan. The alternative identified by the City Council will be analyzed in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement. Pros and cons of inclusion of some of the areas being considered for the Preferred Alternative are
discussed below.

Integrity of the Public Process
As stated in a memorandum to the City prior to the July 10" Planning Commission meeting where the potential
alternatives were discussed, | indicated the following:

“If the Preferred Alternative is significantly different than Alternative 3—Most Growth, the City may want to
provide additional opportunities for public review and comment. With this in mind, it is recommended that the
City carefully consider the amount of change and additional upzoning being proposed with the Preferred
Alternative to ensure that the level of change to be analyzed in the Final EIS falls within the following
parameters.

- Proposals for zoning intensity beyond what was analyzed in the Draft EIS should be based on public comment
received throughout the process.

- Areas proposed for additional zoning intensity should be contiguous to other areas proposed for upzoning in
the Draft EIS action alternatives and within the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) already analyzed.

- Substantial changes that could impact neighborhood character beyond those analyzed in the Draft EIS should
be minimized or mitigated, such as changes in areas where topography might result in a more highly visible
character change in the neighborhood than that proposed under Alternative 3—Most Growth (e.qg. if building
heights, bulk, and mass could be substantially higher than that proposed under Alternative 3).

- At several points in the process, the City has stated an intention to minimize neighborhood impacts by
providing transitions between new upzoned areas and single family zoning being retained. A zone designation
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of R-18 is typically provided between single family areas and higher intensity zoning in Draft EIS Alternatives 2
and 3 as one means of providing the transition. It is recommended that this transitional zoning be retained with
changes to the proposed zoning map under a new alternative.”

A potential concern related to the Preferred Alternative recommended by the Planning Commission (Alternative 4) is
that it does propose significant changes in zoning from what has been presented to the public to date in the DEIS and
various public workshops and meetings. From this point to the date of the publishing of the FEIS, it is highly
recommended that the City conduct robust public and neighborhood engagement to build awareness of the potential
zoning changes being studied in the FEIS. There is not a formal public comment period for the FEIS, but the City can
create opportunities for public comment and build public awareness through:

Mailings to subarea residents showing the Preferred Alternative being considered in the FEIS and asking for
public comment

Advertising the August 11™ City Council meeting as a public hearing and asking for public comment on the
alternative recommended by Planning Commission

Advertising a future meeting or meetings in conjunction with the adoption of the FEIS and supportive zoning
and design regulations as public hearings

Providing robust outreach at upcoming community events this summer and fall where the Preferred
Alternative can be displayed

Shoreline has done an excellent job of facilitating a transparent process to date and engaging the community
throughout the station subarea planning process. It is very important to follow through with this effort and provide
opportunities for sufficient public review and comment on the Preferred Alternative being contemplated as the
potential zoning to be adopted with the subarea plan. It will be important to note that while this alternative is
analyzed in the FEIS, this does not mean that it will necessarily be adopted in full. However, if it were not analyzed
with regard to impacts and mitigation, it would not be eligible to be considered as implementation of the subarea plan.

Complexity of the Analysis in the FEIS and Schedule Implications

Given the addition of substantially more potential density in Alternative 4, our team will be required to conduct an
additional complexity of analysis to support the FEIS and capital improvements program for the Preferred Alternative.
While we have agreed to conduct another round of analysis for the Preferred Alternative as part of our existing scope
of work and within our existing budget, this effort will require more time than originally estimated for publishing the
FEIS.

If the Preferred Alternative is confirmed and we are authorized to proceed with its analysis for the FEIS on August 12 or
25, 2014, we would need approximately six weeks to complete this analysis and have the FEIS document ready for City
staff review. Review and revision would require another four weeks, although we will submit chapters for review as
soon as they are complete to expedite this process. This would put the timeframe for bringing the FEIS through
adoption, first via Planning Commission review and then to City Council, starting approximately the end of October.
This may make it difficult to obtain full adoption of the FEIS, Planned Action Ordinance, and subarea plan by the end of
the year as the City was hoping.

It is important to realize that the added population generated by the Planning Commission recommendation for the
Preferred Alternative, which contains considerably more density, requires us to re-calculate and re-analyze many
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elements in the FEIS to ensure there is a full understanding of potential impacts of full build-out (such as schools,
utilities, transportation, etc.)

Key Considerations (Including Pros and Cons) of Areas for Additional Upzoning

In review of the new area being considered for MUR-85 designation between 5" Avenue and 1% Avenue (west of
Interstate 5), the topography in this area is rising, and while there is a cemetery to the north (and therefore no need
for transitional zoning and setback treatments), 85-foot-high buildings will be prominent in this location from
surrounding viewpoints in the neighborhood. This is one reason why is will be important to facilitate robust public
review and comment on this new proposed zoning to make sure we clearly understand the community sentiment
about this location being zoned for 85-foot high buildings.

The time to build-out the preferred alternative will be considerably longer than currently estimated for Alternative 3,
perhaps closer to 150 years (at the projected 1.5 to 2.5 annual growth percentage). This may be too long of a
timeframe to really plan for and the City may instead consider a phased approach to upzoning that might consider
increasing zoning densities in ten to fifteen years from now based on activity in the station subarea.

With a broader geographic area for MUR-85, this could have the potential of diluting focused transit-oriented
development/redevelopment potential around the light rail station. Development may occur in more of a “popcorn”
fashion in the subarea rather than a more concentrated manner along 185" and around the station.

Conversely, providing a broader geographic area of MUR-85 zoning also broadens potential opportunities for housing
choice and affordability and is more flexible and adaptable to developers’ preferences and market conditions. For
example, a developer might find that a residential project near the parks and community destinations northwest of the
Shoreline Center would be more attractive than one at the station area. There might be view opportunities in that area
(south of the cemetery) that would help to catalyze redevelopment opportunity there.

These considerations are provided as “food for thought” to the City as it further considers how the Preferred
Alternative may be shaped.

Possible Trade Offs to Balance Proposed Density

It may be possible to reduce the additional anticipated traffic that would be generated by the density and other related
impacts to schools, parks, utilities, etc. by cutting back on other density proposed in the alternative. For example, the
140-foot height limit proposed for the Shoreline Center in Alternative 3 could be dialed back to an 85-foot height limit,
which is more consistent with other surrounding proposed zoning and potentially more in alignment with potential long-
term market demand. In doing this, we would also recommend changing the zoning designations of Master Use Permit
(MUP) shown for the school district properties to MUR-85, but consider using a developer agreement to grant additional
height in exchange for amenities desired by the community, including green building and affordable housing.

While the best practice is for all mixed use buildings to have active uses at the ground-floor level, we can refine and
recalibrate our assumptions related to the amount of neighborhood serving commercial and retail use assumed. Active
uses such as professional services and offices, community uses, and even residential uses can be assumed at the ground
floor level in some areas. This will reduce the overall peak trip generation, which is more intensive with commercial and
retail uses. This approach will be further studied but it is anticipated that neighborhood serving retail and commercial
uses would be more focused around the transit station and along 185" Street. An intent of this proposed use mix would
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be to capture neighborhood trips rather than generate new ones. For example, live/work lofts do not generate commute
trips, and neighborhood coffee shops and yoga studios would likely appeal to those within walking distance.

I am happy to discuss any of these points further. Please let me know if you have questions or would like more
information. Thank you for considering these points.
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Council Meeting Date: August 11, 2014 Agenda Item: 8(b)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: 2015-2020 Draft CIP Review and Discussion

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

PRESENTED BY: Tricia Juhnke, City Engineer

ACTION: ___ Ordinance ____ Resolution __ Motion
X _Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

Each year, the City is required to adopt a six-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) to
identify and approve capital projects based on projected revenues and expenditures.
The adopted CIP sets the direction for staff in the development and implementation of
capital projects throughout the City. The 2015-2020 CIP will be submitted to Council for
review and approval in October along with the 2015 Operating Budget. At tonight's
meeting, Council will be provided with the opportunity to review the draft fund
summaries of the four capital funds and to provide input or changes prior to submitting
the 2015-2020 CIP as part of the operating budget.

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The six-year CIP must be balanced based on reasonable assumptions of revenues and
expenditures. The fund summaries provided tonight are based on the direction and
priorities provided by Council in June. In addition to financial constraints, the availability
of staff resources will be incorporated into the timing or scheduling of various projects.

RECOMMENDATION

No formal action is required; however, City staff is looking for feedback and confirmation
on the priorities contained in the draft 2015-2020 CIP.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney JA
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BACKGROUND

Each year, the City is required to adopt a six-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The
plan is broken into four funds — General Capital, Roads Capital, Surface Water Capital
and Facilities Major Maintenance. The CIP is scheduled to be adopted in November
with the annual operating budget.

The CIP establishes the priorities for capital investments throughout the City. These
priorities are typically identified through master plans approved by Council that address
long-term needs and vision for the City. The most current master plans were all
adopted in 2011 and can be found at the following links:

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan

Transportation Master Plan

Surface Water Master Plan

The Council also adopts a six-year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), as required
by law, that defines projects and priorities for transportation related projects. State law
requires the TIP to be adopted by July of each year. The 2015-2020 TIP serves as a
guide for establishing priorities for the CIP and can be found at the following link:
Transportation Improvement Plan.

The Surface Water Ultility is unique from the other capital funds in that it is funded
almost entirely by surface water utility fees' and must address operating needs and
capital needs with this funding. The Council has the discretion to adjust the rates of the
utility as necessary to ensure adequate revenue to meet the operational and capital
needs of the utility. In addition to the master plan, Surface Water has also developed
the Thornton Creek Watershed Plan and the Boeing Creek and Storm Creek Basin
Plans. Both of these plans identify needs and priorities within the applicable basins.

On June 16th, staff presented issues and needs for each of the four capital funds.
Council provided direction on all four funds, which have been included in the
development of the draft 2015-2020 CIP. The staff report for the June 16 Council
meeting can be found at the following link:
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staff
report061614-9a.pdf.

The Council will review and approve the CIP in conjunction with the 2015 Operating
Budget this fall. The following is the list of dates for the 2015 Budget process with
Council:

! As an enterprise or utility fund, the fees and charges collected by the utility are spent within the utility. There is no
General Fund contribution to the utility. There are periodically grants specific to Surface Water as part of an annual
budget.
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http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/parks-recreation-cultural-services/projects-and-plans/parks-recreation-and-open-space-plan�
http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=11146�
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/pwk/swes/SWMP_12-16-11.pdf�
http://shorelinewa.gov/home/showdocument?id=16925�
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/public-works/surface-water-and-environmental-services/boeing-and-storm-creek-basin-plans-project�
http://shorelinewa.gov/government/departments/public-works/surface-water-and-environmental-services/boeing-and-storm-creek-basin-plans-project�
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staffreport061614-9a.pdf�
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staffreport061614-9a.pdf�

Discussion of Preliminary 2015-2020 CIP August 11, 2014

Discussion of Preliminary 2015 Budget and CIP September 22, 2014
Discussion of 2015 Proposed Budget October 13, 20, 27, 2014
Public Hearing and Discussion on Proposed 2015 Budget and November 3, 2014

2015-2020 CIP
Public Hearing and Council Discussion on 2015 Property Tax and | November 10, 2014
Revenue Sources
Adoption of 2015 Budget and 2015 CIP and Property Tax Levy November 24, 2014

DISCUSSION

Draft fund summaries for three of the capital funds (General, Roads and Surface Water)
are attached to this staff report as Attachments A-C. These fund summaries have been
updated to include updated costs for existing projects and updated revenue forecasts.
They have also been updated to include priorities and direction received by Council at
the June 16 Council meeting. A fund summary for Facility Major Maintenance is not
included in this staff report as it is funded entirely by the general fund and will be
incorporated into the operating budget process.

General Capital Fund
Attachment A is the draft fund summary for the 2015-2020 General Capital Fund. The
following key issues have been revised or addressed in the CIP:

Police Station

The City Hall Police Station project schedule and budget have been revised. The
project is moving forward with property acquisition in 2014 but design is not anticipated
to begin until late 2014/early 2015. This will push back the construction timeline, with
completion projected to be in 2016/2017. The project scope and cost estimate will
further be reviewed and refined once a design consultant has been selected for the
project. In June, Council also requested that other needed maintenance improvements
for City Hall be incorporated in the Police Station project. This will be reviewed and
incorporated into the scope as part of the design process. Additional funding may be
needed for this project in the future. However, the intent is to utilize additional Police
seizure funds if available to fund the project.

Maintenance Facility

This project has temporarily been put on hold while uncertainties surrounding utilities
are resolved. The CIP shows funding needed for site improvements needed this year,
with the remaining bond funds programmed in 2016 when design is anticipated to begin.
Staff anticipates additional funding will be needed for this project, largely depending
upon the outcome utility acquisition and scope of the project over time. A better cost
estimate will be developed before design starts in 2016.

Shoreline Veteran's Recognition
As the Council discussed at their July 28th meeting, this project has been added to the
CIP for $75,000. This project is anticipated to be funded entirely by donations.
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Shoreline Pool Master Plan

As discussed in June, this project has been added in 2018. The current cost estimate
for a master plan is approximately $100,000. This estimate has been increased to
$115,000 to account for inflation over the next four years.

Field Lights and Turf Replacement

The Parks Department recently received an assessment of the current conditions of the
synthetic surfaces and light conditions at Shoreline A/B, Twin Ponds and Hamlin ball
fields (lights and poles only). The results of the assessment indicate poles and lighting
need replacement within the next two years at an estimated cost of $950,000 for all
three fields. The synthetic surface at Shoreline A/B is now eight years old and has
reached the end of the warrantee and is approaching the end of its lifespan. The
synthetic surface at Twin Ponds has another two years on the warrantee, but
replacement should be anticipated within a year or two of 2016. Cost estimates for the
replacement of the synthetic surface at both locations is estimated at $2 million.

The General Capital Fund currently includes $130,000 annually in rental fees that are
restricted for use in field replacement. Prior year contributions were less, given that
some of the rental fees were to “restore” monies in the General Capital Fund from the
cost of the turf replacement projects. Currently $200,000 has been set aside for turf
replacement. The draft CIP has incorporated the lighting and turf replacement at
Shoreline A/B and the lighting upgrades at Twin Ponds. The turf replacement at Twin
Ponds remains unfunded. To incorporate these two new projects, the field rental
revenue directed towards the General Capital fund has been increased from $130,000
to $170,000 per year starting in 2015. This increase is offset by other associated
revenue increases in the general fund, more specifically a recent lease agreement on a
cell phone tower at Twin Ponds. Both projects also include future grant funding.
Additionally, Parks staff will be identifying the opportunity to increase rental fees
particularly for lights.

Echo Lake Access at N 195th Street

This project was identified by Council as an opportunity to increase public access to
Echo Lake via the existing N 195th Street right-of-way, east of Aurora. Staff has
reviewed the location and constraints and recommends a master plan be developed for
this area. Issues that will need to be addressed through the master plan include permit
issues for critical areas including the wetland buffer, grading/access to the lake, and
public outreach/involvement. This effort is estimated at $40,000-$50,000, but is
currently unfunded based on availability of funds and other priorities in the General
Capital fund.

Roads Capital
Attachment B is the draft fund summary for 2015-2020 Roads Capital Fund. Based on
the discussion in June, the following items have been incorporated into the CIP:

Annual Road Surface Maintenance

This project has been increased to fully allocate the available Transportation District
Benefit (TBD) funds and add two grant projects. Through the Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC), the City will receive grant funding for two system preservation projects:
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15th Avenue NE (NE 147th to NE 155th) overlay project
Meridian Avenue NE (NE 195th to NE 205th) overlay project
Both projects utilize TBD funds for grant match. Based on available fund balance this
program was also increased by approximately $700,000 over the six-year CIP.

Hidden Lake Bridge

This project has been revised to include repairs identified in study completed earlier this

year.

145th Street Corridor Design Project

PSRC has recommended grant funding starting in 2016 to fund the design of 145th
Street. This project includes approximately $660,000 from the grant matching fund.

Bike System Implementation Project

This new project will install signage and markings to implement the bicycle

implementation plan developed by the Transportation Master Plan. Primarily funded by
a grant, the project utilizes approximately $88,000 from the grant matching fund

Additional Grant Projects

Several projects have been submitted for grants but decisions on award of the grants

have not been made yet. The following projects are shown in the CIP but work will not

occur unless the City receives the grant:
Echo Lake Safe Routes to School
Ashworth Sidewalks (195th Street to 200th Street)
NE 155th Street Sidewalk Repair

Additional Grant Match Funding

In order to continue to be successful in funding the match needed for grants, additional
general fund contribution has been incorporated into the CIP. More specifically, general

fund contributions of $500,000 has been added in 2015 and $200,000 in 2016. The
following table shows both the grant match contributions, use of the match and the

match remaining:

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
General fund contribution 300,000 | 500,000 | 200,000
Grants received
Bike system implementation 86,768
145th Corridor Design 660,954
Grant match balance 300,000 | 800,000 | 252,278 | 252,278 | 252,278 | 252,278 | 252,278

In addition to these projects, there are additional projects that have recently been
submitted for grants or will be submitted later this month. Also, NE 175th Street is on
the contingency list and expected to be funded at a later date.

Surface Water Capital

Surface Water Utility, as mentioned previously, must address operating and capital with
the revenue generated primarily by surface water fees. Attachment C, the draft Surface
Water Capital Fund, includes estimated operating expenditures. As the operating
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budget is still being prepared and revised, these numbers are estimated and will change
before the budget is submitted to Council in October. Based on the anticipated
increases in operating expenditures there is little change in the Surface Water Capital
fund. The fund continues with an emphasis on the Stormwater Pipe Replacement
program and high priority projects identified in the adopted basin plans. The plan still
includes $4 million in bond revenue to fund the Stormwater Pipe Replacement Plan.
Two new projects have also been added to the CIP - 10th Avenue NE Drainage
Improvements and NE 148th Street Infiltration facilities. Both projects were identified as
high priorities in the Thornton Creek Basin Plan.

COUNCIL GOALS ADDRESSED

The Capital Improvement Plan impacts or addresses several Council Goals, including:
Council Goal 1: Strengthen Shoreline’s Economic Base
Council Goal 2: Improve Shoreline’s utility, transportation and environmental
infrastructure

RESOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

The six-year CIP must be balanced based on reasonable assumptions of revenues and
expenditures. Direction and feedback provided by Council tonight will be utilized to
finalize the 2015-2020 CIP that will be submitted to Council as part of the Operating
Budget in October.

In addition to financial constraints, the availability of staff resources directly influences
the timing or scheduling of various projects. The 2014 budget included an additional
Project Manager specifically to support the Surface Water Utility capital projects and
programs. As the Roads Capital Fund has increased in projects as a result of increased
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) and the success of obtaining grants, there are
limitations to resources for project management, design, and construction management
and inspection.

These resource limitations directly impact the CIP project budgets and schedules in
several ways. Project schedules are delayed or adjusted in order to balance
resources. Consultants are utilized for both design and construction management and
inspection at a higher cost. Even with the use of consultants there are limitations to City
resources and the ability to oversee and manage consultants. To the extent feasible
staff is incorporating use of consultants and timing of projects in developing and
submitting projects for grant funding.

RECOMMENDATION

No formal action is required; however, City staff is looking for feedback and confirmation
on the priorities contained in the draft 2015-2020 CIP.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Draft 2015-2020 General Capital Fund
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Attachment B - Draft 2015-2020 Roads Capital Fund
Attachment C - Draft 2015-2020 Surface Water Capital Fund
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GENERAL CAPITAL

nt A

PROJECT EXPENDITURES
PARKS PROJECTS
BALLINGER NEIGHBORHCOD PARKS - - - - - B 150,000 - - 150,000 150,000
ECHO LAKE PARK IMPROVEMENTS 65,360 282,137 410,137 - - - - - - - 475,997
KING COUNTY, TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE REPLACEMENT LEVY - 25,000 - 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 - 550,000 550,000
PARK AT TOWN CENTER 121,430 - - - - - - 200,000 - 200,000 321,430
PARKS REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT 1,644,405 236,295 236,295 206,110 216,415 227,236 238,597 250,528 263,054 1,401,940 3,282,640
PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE UPDATE - - - - 23,000 27,000 - - - 50,000 50,000
REGIONAL TRAIL SIGNAGE 43,138 125,354 100,354 5,000 - - - - - 5,000 148,492
SALTWATER PARK PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE MAJOR REPAIR 21,245 284,340 70,000 264,340 .- - - - - 264,340 355,585
SHORELINE A/B TURF & LIGHTING REPLACEMENT - - - - 1,980,000 - - - - 1,980,000 1,980,000
TWIN PONDS THWREE LIGHTING REPLACEMENT - - - - - - 330,000 - - 330,000 330,000
FACILITIES PROJECTS
MAINTENANCE FACILITY 2,589,088 600,912 33,000 - 567,912 - - - - 567,912 3,590,000
POLICE STATION 38,535 1,926,467 1,590,000 244,000 3,707,467 - - - - 3,951,467 5,580,002
$HORELINE POOL MASTER PLANNING - - - - - - 115,000 - - 115,000 115,000
SHORELINE VETERAN'S RECOGNITION - - - 75,000 - - - - - 75,000 75,000
PROJECTS T BE COMPLETED IN CURRENT YEAR {2014)
KRUCKEBERG BOTANIC GARDEN 1,541,684 9,649 9,649 - - - - - - - 1,551,333
OFFLEASH DOG AREAS 158,437 1,563 1,563 - - - - - - v 160,000
RICHMOND BEACH SALTWATER PARK IMPROVEMENTS 2,904,373 14,739 14,739 - - - - - - - 2,919,112
SHOREUNE POOL REPAIR/REPLACEMENT NEEDS ANALYSIS 33,321 16,679 15,539 - - - - - - - 48,859
SUNSET SCHOOL PARK PROJECT 141,527 163,473 153473 - - - - - - - 295,000
TRAIL CORRIDORS 2,340,518 343,685 174,381 - - - - - - - 2,514,899
NON-PROJECT SPECIFIC
GENERAL CAPITAL ENGINEERING 513,853 55,000 55,000 55,000 - - - - - 55,000 623,853
COST ALLOCATION CHARGES 30,000 59,434
CITY HALL DEBT SERVICE PAYMENT ! 3,996,180 4,659,926
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 12,557,413 4,778473 3,557,310 1,653,736 7,269,340 1,028,182 1,606,143 1,238,074 926,304 13,721,839 29,836,562
REVENUES
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX 6,169,786
SOCCER FIELD RENTAL CONTRIBUTION 1,020,000
INVESTMENT INTEREST )5 30,230 58,890
FUTURE FINANCING (Sale of Current Police Station} 1,085,000 - - 1,065,000 - - - - 1,065,600
FUTURE FUNDING - - - - - - - - -
FUTURE GRANTS - - - 350,000 - 175,000 - - 525,000
GENERAL FUND CONTRIBUTION - - 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 300,000
KC TRAIL LEVY FUNDING RENEWAL 25,000 108,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 119,000 110,000 v 550,000
KING CONSERVATION DISTRICT GRANT 9,649 9,649 - - - - - - -
KING COUNTY YOUTH SPORTS FACILITY GRANT 75,000 65,000 - - - - - - -
PRIVATE DONATIONS - - 75,000 - - - 200,000 - 275,000
TREASURY SEIZURE FUND 261,465 1,590,000 171,465 - - - - - 171,465
TREASURY SEIZURE FUND - POTENTIAL - - 72,535 2,642,467 - B - - 2,715,002
REVENUES - TOTAL 1,436,114 2,790,479 1,581,240 5,365,210 1,316,491 1,546,707 1,636,155 1,403,640 12,850,143
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 2,854,010 2,087,179 2,015,323 111,193 229,502 228,147
TOTAL REVENUES 2,790,479 1,581,940 5,365,210 1,316,491 1,546,707
RESTRICTED AMOUNT FOR TURF REPLACEMENT 680,000 I
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,557,310 1,653,796 7,269,340 1,028,182 1,606,143
ENDING FUND BALANCE # 2,087,179 2,015,323 111,193 229,502 65 228,147
IMPACT ON OPERATING BUDGET - 37,400 45,500 45,703 45,910 45,910
TOTAL PUBLIC ART (1% CONSTRUCTION) 8,629 5,860 39,128 2,694 2,778 2,867
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Attachment B

ROADS
PROIECY EXPENDITURES
. REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT
Pedestrian f Non-Moctorized Projects
BIKE SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION - - - 10,000 632,725 - - - - 642,725 £42,725
TRAFFIC SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 1,327,928 145,069 145,069 132,500 155,125 157,881 160,775 163,314 167,005 937,190 2,410,097
System Presorvation Projects .
ANNUAL RCAD SURFACE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 10,686,880 1,500,000 1,500,c00 1,092,660 2,314,984 1,100,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 8,107,644 20,254,524
CURE RAMP, GUTTER AND SIDEWALK MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 2,045,465 152,517 152,517 152,517 152,517 152,517 200,000 200,000 200,000 1,057,551 3,255,534
HIDDEN 1AKE BRIDGE 30,237 119,763 106,636 450,000 - - - - - 450,000 586,873
TRAFFIC SIGNAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM 1,011,581 360,308 360,308 105,000 110,250 115,763 121,551 127,628 134,010 714,202 2,086,091
CAPACITY CONSTRUCTION : .
Pedestrian f Non-Motorized Projacts
25TH AVE. NE SIDEWALKS - 40,000 49,000 12,000 443,000 10,000 - - - 465,000 505,000
ASHWORTH AVE SIDEWALKS B B - 75,000 802,500 - 12,500 - - - 850,000 890,000
ECHO LAKE SAFE ROUTES TQ SCHOOL - - - 34,500 483,000 12,500 - - - 530,000 530,000
EINSTEIN SAFE ROUTE TO SCHOOL 5,026 424,974 354,986 30,876 4,411 - : - - - 85,287 445,299
INTERURBAN TRAIL/BURKE-GILMAN CONNECTORS 199 544,301 519,301 25,000 - - - - - 25,000 544,500
N 155TH SIDEWALK REPAIR - - - 24,000 521,000 55,000 - - - 600,000 £00,000
NE 195TH SEPARATED TRAIL 49,261 422,689 509,630 16,708 3,032 - - - - 19,740 578,631
Safety / Operations Projacts
145TH ST CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS - - - - 2447977 2,447,977 - - - 4,895,954 4,895,954
AURCRA AVENUE NORTH 1920D - 205TH 9,372,019 18,995,350 18,976,596 15,583 818 372,922 - - - - 15,956,740 44,305,355
AURORA AVENUE NORTH-145TH TO 192ND SAFETY IIMPROVEMENTS 57,984 372,103 369,133 - - - - - - - 427,117
ROUTE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE 145TH CORRIDOR - 200,000 175,000 321,000 - - - - - 321,000 496,000
PROJIECTS TQ BE COMPLETED IN CURRENT YEAR {2014) -
AURGRA AVENUE NORTH 165TH - 185TH 48,725,569 7,089 7,089 - - - - - - - 48,732,658
AURCRA AVENUE NORTH 185TH - 192ND 16,085,427 3,500 3,500 - - - - - - - 16,068,927
BRIARCREST SAFE ROUTES TQ SCHOOL 507,190 7,479 7,479 - - - - - - - 514,669
TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN UPDATE 316,792 16,356 16,356 - - . - - - - 333,148
. NON-PROJECT SPECIFIC - - - - - - - - - - -
ROADS CAPITAL ENGINEERING 1,520,466 249,120 249,120 266,959 251,014 1,760,529 3,530,115
COST ALLOCATION CHARGES A8 8 50;060: 10,000 ‘ 309,000 343,381
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 91,722,026 23,603,999 23,536,101 18,432,538 8,784,457 4,414,777 2,032,965 37,758,472 153,016,595
REVENUES
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX 6,169,786
GENERAL FUND SUPPORT 24 -Zed, 2,346,859
INVESTMENT INTEREST 24 15,140 20,144 11,607 6,327 5,870 7,217 66,306
CITY GENERAL FUND S00,000 500,000 - - - - - - -
CMAQ 3,839,476 3,865,700 3,026,011 - - - - - 3,026,011
DoE 400,000 400,000 381,286 - - - - - 381,386
FEDERAL - 5TP 12,264 6,132 385,000 - - - - - 385,000
FTA - RAPID RIDE 2,428,206 2,428,206 2,332,563 - - - - - 2,332,563
FUTURE FUNDING - - - - - - - - -
HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM {HSIP) 614,786 593,933 2,178,589 - - - - - 2,178,589
KING COUNTY METRQ - - - 172,860 - - - - 172,860
REGIONAL MOBILITY 1,530,260 1,530,259 753,746 - - - - - 753,746
SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL 422,174 348,139 111,782 477,721 12,500 - - - 602,003
STP GRANT - 100,000 154,650 3,649,107 2,117,500 - - - 5,921,257
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT BOARD 5,172,821 5,210,010 2,102,493 47,244 - - - - 7 2,149,743
TRANSPORTATION BENEFIT DISTRICT 786,113 701,140 793,800 1,031,824 701,140 701,140 701,140 70L,140 4,630,184
UTILITY REIMBURSEMENTS 5,819,256 5,821,953 2,682,289 - - - - - 2,682,289
WSDOT - PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE SAFETY PROGRAM 539,801 515,301 123,000 1,313,500 57,500 - - - 1,494,000
REVENUES - TOTAL 22,065,157 23,501,656 16,747,499 5,140,228 4,160,072 2,013,867 2,081,718 2,149,197 35,292,582
"BEGINNING FLIND BALANCE 3,062,432 3,027,987 1,342,948 446,442 191,737 172,639 212,276
TOTAL REVENUES 23,501,656 16,747,499 5,140,228 4,160,072 2,013,867 2,081,718 2,149,197
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 23,536,101 18,432,538 3,784,457 2,042,081 2,051,654
RESTRICTED AMOUNT FOR GRANT MATCHING 252,278
ENDING FUND BALANCE 3,027,987 1,342,948 446,442 191,737 172,639 212,276 309,520
IMPACT ON OPERATING BUDGET 0L A 3000 83,071 130,334 127,528 127,573 -

TOTAL PUBLIC ART {1% CONSTRUCTION) : 29,88~ T 1473233 49,248 18,237 12,300 12,300 76,426




Attachment C

SWM
PROPOSED UTILITY RATE INCREASE
SWM RATE RESIDENTIAL SF HOME ANNLUAL FEE

PROJECT EXPENDITURES
REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT
Basin Planning
PUGET SOUND DRAINAGES BASIN PLAN - - - 200,000 - - - - - 200,000 200,000
Flood Protection f Drainage Improvement
10TH AVE NE DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS - - - - 75,000 100,000 100,000 - - 275,000 275,000
GOHEEN REVETMENT REPAIR _ 100,400 291,305 66,160 " 200,794 17,000 11,500 6,000 6,000 6,000 247,294 413,854
NE 148TH INFILTRATION FACILITIES - - 65,000 200,000 - - - - - 200,000 265,000
NORTH FORK THORNTON CREEK LID STORMWATER RETROFIT 762,536 77,464 55,575 5,892 - - - - - 5,892 824,003
STORMWATER PIPE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 9,079 479,000 479,000 880,000 1,000,000 955,000 870,000 530,000 530,000 4,765,000 5,253,079
SURFACE WATER SMALL PROJECTS 2,211,731 138,538 138,538 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 100,000 100,000 800,000 3,150,269
Water Quality
SURFACE WATER GREEN WORKS PROJECTS 221,668 342,814 277,814 50,600 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 300,000 759,482
PROJECTS TO BE COMPLETED IN CURRENT YEAR [2014])
BALLINGER CREEK DRAINAGE STUDY {LYONS CREEK BASIN} 141 209,859 210,000 - - - - T - - 210,141
HIDDEN LAKE DREDGING ’ 111,711 2,656 2,656 - - - - - - - 114,367
HIDDEN LAKE MAINTENANCE STUDY - 100,000 100,000 - - - - - - - 100,000
WMCALEER CREEK BASIN PLAN - 450,000 450,000 - - - - - - - 450,000
MERIDIAN PARK WETLAND DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT 365,066 24,000 24,000 - - - - - - - 389,066
PUMP STATION NO. 25 559,801 - 453 . - - - - - - 560,260
NON-PROJECT SPECIFIC
SURFACE WATER CAPITAL ENGINEERING 1,778,191 205,000 205,000 217,000 230,000 244,000 258,000 258,000 258,000 1,465,000 3,448,191
COST ALLOCATION CHARGES 265 750,000 1,728,987
PUBLIC WORKS DEBT SERVICE PAYMENT 2,024,145 2,368,576
AMOUNT RESTRICTED - LOAN MAINTENANCE FACILITY DEBT SERVICE 566,944 708,680
: STORMWATER PIPE REPL DEBT SERVICE PAYMENT SEEdEEEE i s IR HEAERY 36 1,823,914 1,823,914
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ' 6,932,442 3,092,758 2,727,237 2,693,979 2,401,788 1,768,420 1,768,420 13,423,189 23,082,868
REVENUES
INVESTMENT INTEREST 6055 : 8,556 27,740 20,206 55,343 10,563 30,518 172,926
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY BIENNIAL STORMWATER CAPACITY GRANT 60,000 120,000 - - - - - - -
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY STORMWATER RETROFIT GRANT 40,427 4,419 - - - - - 4,419
KING COUNTY FLOOD ZONE DISTRICT OPPORTUNITY 1 i i 634,230
FUTURE FUNDING - BONDS 4,600,000
REVENUES - TOTAL 204,281 272,287 2,118,780 133,545 2,126,011 161,148 136,368 136,323 4,812,175
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 3,274,529 1,711,213 1,849,321 777,169 1,677,052 898,914 897,601
TOTAL CAPITAL REVENUES 272,287 2,118,780 133,545 2,126,011 161,348 136,368 136,323
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 5 305,38 457
ADDITIONAL OPERATING REVENUE {SCHOOL DISTRICT) 034
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 2,727,237 2,693,979 2,310,661 2,479,921 2,401,788 1,768,420 1,768,420
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES 2,510,193 2 )3
ENDING FUND BALANCE 1,711,213 1,849,321 777,169 1,677,052 298,914 897,601 1,074,506
MINIMUM REQUIRED RESERVE (20% OPER REV) 704,183 715,266 743,876 781,070 820,124 861,130 904,186
VARIANCE ABOVE MINIMUM REQUIRED RESERVE i 1,007,030 1,134,055 33,293 895,981 78,790 36,471 170,320 }
IMPACT ON OPERATING BUDGET - 54,869 56,079 56,309 57,500 57,630

TOTAL PUBLIC ART {1% CONSTRUCTION) 8b-10 _ - _ _ - _
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