CITY OF

SHORELINE
AGENDA

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS MEETING

Monday, July 20, 2015 Council Chamber - Shoreline City Hall

7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North
Page Estimated

Time

1 CALL TO ORDER 7:00

2 FLAG SALUTE/ROLL CALL

3. REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER

4 COUNCIL REPORTS

5 PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may address the City Council on agenda items or any other topic for three minutes or less, depending on the
number of people wishing to speak. The total public comment period will be no more than 30 minutes. If more than 10 people are signed
up to speak, each speaker will be allocated 2 minutes. Please be advised that each speaker’s testimony is being recorded. When
representing the official position of a State registered non-profit organization or agency or a City-recognized organization, a speaker will
be given 5 minutes and it will be recorded as the official position of that organization. Each organization shall have only one, five-minute
presentation. Speakers are asked to sign up prior to the start of the Public Comment period. Individuals wishing to speak to agenda items
will be called to speak first, generally in the order in which they have signed. If time remains, the Presiding Officer will call individuals
wishing to speak to topics not listed on the agenda generally in the order in which they have signed. If time is available, the Presiding
Officer may call for additional unsigned speakers.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 7:20
1. CONSENT CALENDAR 7:20
(a) Minutes of Business Meeting of June 1, 2015 7a-1
8. STUDY ITEMS
(@) Discussion of the Landscape Conservation and Local Infrastructure 8a-1 7:20
Program (LCIP) Feasibility and Findings
9. EXECUTIVE SESSION: Litigation - RCW 42.30.110(1)(i) 8:20

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

10. ADJOURNMENT 8:50

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

SHORELINE CITY COUNCIL
SUMMARY MINUTES OF BUSINESS MEETING

Monday, June 1, 2015 Council Chambers - Shoreline City Hall
7:00 p.m. 17500 Midvale Avenue North

PRESENT: Mayor Winstead, Deputy Mayor Eggen, Councilmembers McGlashan, Hall,
McConnell, and Roberts

ABSENT: Councilmember Salomon

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 Salomon.

Deputy Mayor Eggen moved to excuse Councilmember Salomon for personal reasons. The
motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnell and passed 6-0.

3. REPORT OF CITY MANAGER

Debby Tarry, City Manager, provided reports and updates on various City meetings, projects and
events.

4, COUNCIL REPORTS

Councilmember McConnell reported on the Ronald Wastewater Committee of Elected Officials
(CEO) Assumption Transition Meeting and explained they are identifying items that need to be
addressed. She stated several contracts are set to expire and need monitoring. She reported that

the CEO is evaluating equipment, a new management software system, and other work items.

Councilmember Hall reported attending the Puget Sound Partnership Ecosystem Coordination
Board Meeting. He shared that a new publication from Puget Sound Institute, in partnership with
the United States Environment Protection Agency, Puget Sound Partnership, and the University
of Washington, presents scientific work in a useful format that will assist in local government
decision making. He summarized that the publication states the biggest impacts to the Puget
Sound are from the actions of individual citizens.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT
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Tom McCormick, Shoreline resident, pointed out that the Interlocal Agreement with the Fire
Department and the City of Lake Forest Park is on the Consent Calendar and added that the
Memorandum of Understanding with BSRE in 2013 was never approved by Council, and
therefore illegally adopted. He expressed concern that the City has waived its rights to object to
elements in the Point Wells Traffic study.

Margaret King, City Attorney, clarified that the Memorandum of Understanding on the Agenda
tonight is before Council because it is acting like an Interlocal Agreement between two cities.

6. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Councilmember Hall requested that Item 7.d be removed from the Consent Calendar and placed
as Item 8.a.

The agenda was approved as amended by unanimous consent.
7. CONSENT CALENDAR

Upon motion by Councilmember Hall, seconded by Councilmember Roberts and
unanimously carried, 6-0, the following Consent Calendar items were approved:

(a) Minutes of Business Meeting of March 30, 2015
(b) Adoption of Ord. No. 703 - Westminster Street VVacation

(c) Authorize the City Manager to Execute the Memoranda of Understanding with
the Shoreline Fire Department and the City of Lake Forest Park for the Use of
Their Facilities to Establish the City's Primary and Alternative EOC and Radio
Rooms for Emergency Communications

8. STUDY ITEMS

(a) Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Contract with David A. Clark Architects to
Provide Design Services for the Police Station and City Hall Campus in an amount
not to exceed $405,405.00.

Debbie Tarry, City Manager, provided the staff report and explained that the current building is
inadequate to serve as a Police Station. She recalled a previous Council discussion which
supported moving the Police Station to the City Hall Campus. She reviewed design and
construction costs, and estimated $6.7 million as the total cost of the project. She explained that
the cost variance includes added project administration and design costs, increased
contingencies, and construction cost increases. She stated that the total revenue of $6.7 million
includes revenue from treasury seizure funds, shared settled case seizure funds, the sale of
current facility, the City Hall Project General Capital funds, and project gap funding from the
General Fund reimbursed by future seizure funds. She then reviewed the project schedule.
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Deputy Mayor Eggen moved to authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with D.
A. Clark Architects for design and construction management services in an amount not to
exceed $405,405. The motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnell.

Deputy Mayor Eggen recounted discussions regarding the need for a new Police Station and
asked for an estimate of seizure funds available for the project. Ms. Tarry responded the Police
Chief indicated that $2.5 million will be collected over time and used to repay any funds the City
initially uses. She explained that these funds are different from seizure funds the City receives
from drug activity in Shoreline and tend to come in larger amounts. She shared that she will be
recommending to Council the use of one-time general fund savings to support this project.

Councilmember Roberts asked when the $6.7 Million needs to be expended and if there are rules
governing the use of seizure funds. Ms. Tarry responded that cash on hand will cover the
contract, acquire the Grease Monkey property, and start tenant improvements. She stated the
Federal Government has been notified of the intent to use the funds for the new station and that
she anticipates using short term financing to have cash on hand to make project payments.

Councilmember Hall expressed concern over parking and wants to ensure that land is being used
efficiently. He recommended that additional financial options be explored and stated that he
prefers that the General Fund not bear a large cost to fund capital construction.

Deputy Mayor Eggen clarified that tonight’s authorization is only for the design of the project.
Ms. Tarry confirmed that the authorization before Council is for design costs and explained that
upon Council’s authorization, a construction contract will go out for bid at a later date.

Councilmember McConnell recalled a discussion about a specific location being required for
police parking and asked if 20% is usual for contingencies. Ms. Tarry responded that vehicles
need to be in close proximity of the police and separated from other vehicles on the Campus. She
stated that police buildings need to meet certain standards for police emergency services and
explained the need to address how that applies to parking facilities. She stated that alternative
options for parking will be explored and that a 20% contingency was used because of the amount
of work needed to complete the design for the project.

Mayor Winstead commented that this is a very important project that will impact City Hall. She
shared that having police on a civic campus is a good idea and that it brings an element of safety.
She explained that the City will benefit from advancing this project in the current economy, and
stated she will be supporting the motion.

The motion passed unanimously, 6-0.

(b) Discussion of the King County Best Start for Kids Initiative
Scott MacColl, Intergovernmental Relations Program Manager, introduced Patti Hayes,
Seattle/King County Public Health Interim Director, to provide the presentation. Ms. Hayes
reported that 75% of the County’s general fund is spent on the justice system and that data

reveals that prevention and early intervention are the most effective and least expensive
approaches to addressing these problems. She presented the Heckman Curve Chart that showed
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the earlier the investment in human capital the greater the return on a child’s success. Ms. Hayes
explained the 6-year countywide levy scheduled for the November 2015 ballot. She outlined the
Best Starts for Kids program and funding details, and reviewed implementation plans,
governance and investment strategies.

Councilmembers expressed appreciation for a program that invests in children and for the
County for putting the Initiative out to voters. They asked about governance, what the investment
per child is, and if funding will be provided for new programs. Ms. Hayes said they have to
figure out the investment per child, and shared that some programs are targeted and others are
universal. She explained that contracts will be awarded based on outcomes. She envisions
awarding funding to smaller organizations embedded in the community that utilize brain research
and trauma informed approaches, and have not had past funding opportunities.

Councilmembers asked about the age range for the Best Start for Kids Initiative. Ms. Hayes
replied that research shows that brains continues to mature through ages 24-26, and added that
the Initiative aligns with the ages in the King County Youth Action Plan.

Councilmember Roberts estimated that based on the existing King County population of children
under age 5, the investment would be $250 per child. He commented that Sound Cities
Association (SCA) will be taking a position on the Initiative and asked Council to provide
direction on whether the Council’s SCA representative should support this proposal. He
mentioned the concerns that came up at SCA were related to governance and lack of money in
the proposal for housing. Mayor Winstead said that Ms. Tarry will check with individual
Councilmembers and provide information regarding supporting SCA’s position.

Councilmembers stated they would like to see the final plan before making a decision. They
suggested governance be provided by the Regional Policy Committee to ensure the inclusion of
suburban cities. They commented that the State Legislature should fund these services statewide,
but it is nice that local voters will be given the opportunity to fund them. They asked if funds will
focus on children in need and in crises. Ms. Hayes responded that the bright future screenings
will be universal and that there will be targeted programs based on information that emerge from
the outcomes.

At 8:12 p.m., Mayor Winstead convened a recess and at 8:16 p.m., she reconvened the meeting.
(c) Discussion of the Solid Waste Request for Proposal

Dan Repp, Utility and Operations Manager, introduced Uke Dele, Surface Water and
Environmental Services Manager. He explained that the existing Recology CleanScapes contract
will expire on February 17, 2015. He reviewed the recommended Request for Proposal (RFP)
structure for collection services, solid waste options and the RFP schedule. He stated that the
cost for consultant services for the RFP procurement process is $41,730 and was included in the
2015 Budget approved by Council. He stated he anticipates collection services starting March
2017,

Councilmembers asked why the City is proposing to use a contractor to pick up storm debris
instead of staff and if the costs will shift from the General Fund to the consumer. They also

4
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questioned how many households do not have trash pickup. Mr. Repp replied that having the
contractor provide storm debris collection services will reduce staff’s workload, allow for faster
service, and provide opportunities to evaluate price points and collection options. He explained
that language regulating when debris is picked up will be included in the contract and confirmed
that costs will be shifted to consumers. Jeff Brown, Epicenter Services Consultant, explained that
the process would be similar to a regular route base service and that pick up schedules will be
driven by the magnitude of an event. Rika Cecil, Environmental Programs Coordinator, stated
that 11% of households do not have pickup service.

Councilmembers asked what the lifespan of a waste collection truck is and discussed the merits
of a 7 or 10 year contract if the cost of a replacement truck is included in the contract. Mr. Repp
responded that the life of a solid waste collection truck is 10 years and explained that it is hard to
predict how companies price base a 7 or 10 year contract. He added that providers bear a lot of
risk and that offering a 7 year contract with an extension is more favorably received by
providers.

Councilmembers asked if a contract could be constructed to allow consumers to share garbage
services and costs. Councilmembers were pleased to hear that non-collector households are down
to 11% and requested more information on mandatory services.

9. ADJOURNMENT

At 8:35 p.m., Mayor Winstead declared the meeting adjourned.

Jessica Simulcik Smith, City Clerk
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Council Meeting Date: July 20, 2015 Agenda Item: 8(a)

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
CITY OF SHORELINE, WASHINGTON

AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of the Outcomes from the Feasibility Study for Transfer
of Development Rights and the Landscape Conservation and Local
Infrastructure Program in Shoreline
DEPARTMENT: Planning & Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Steven Szafran, AICP, Senior Planner
ACTION: ___ Ordinance ____ Resolution ____ Motion
X Discussion __ Public Hearing

PROBLEM/ISSUE STATEMENT:

The Landscape Conservation and Local Infrastructure Program (LCLIP) was passed
into State Law in 2011. LCLIP creates incentives for both land conservation in the
county and infrastructure improvements in the city. The City received a grant to study
the feasibility of applying LCLIP in the 145th and 185th light rail station subareas, Town
Center, and the Community Renewal Area (Aurora Square).

At tonight's meeting, the City's consultant, ECONorthwest, will provide their findings
regarding use of LCLIP in these locations to the Council. If Council chooses to pursue a
LCLIP program, staff will work with the consultant and King County to implement the
program.

RECOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT:

As this item is for discussion purposes only, there is no financial impact at this time. If
the Council chooses to pursue LCLIP for Shoreline, there may be a range of financial
implications. The report finds that the City stands to gain $4.4 million for infrastructure
improvements if half of the City’s growth targets occur and up to $7.3 million if those
targets are exceeded.

The report lists three different LCLIP revenue scenarios the City may consider in
implementing the LCLIP program:

e Scenario 1 assumes growth occurs at 50% of PSRC's target and uses
Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) for the first 300 units constructed in the 185"
Street Light Rail Station Subarea. Under this scenario the program would cost
the City $1.35 million.

e Scenario 2 assumes the same level of growth as Scenario 1 but applies MFTE to
all properties within the 185" Street Light Rail Station Subarea. It also assumes
that instead of a ratio of one (1) Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) for every
four (4) units, that a ratio of one (1) TDR for every two (2) units is implemented.
Under this scenario, the City would not have to buy TDR credits as the private
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market could retire all credits necessary to keep the program current. This
scenario would net the City $4.4 million over the life of the program.

e Scenario 3 is similar to Scenario 2 except it assumes high growth (growth over
what PSRC forecasts), but also uses MFTE. This scenario would net the City
$7.3 million over the life of the program.

RECOMMENDATION

As this item is for discussion purposes only, staff recommends that Council discuss the
LCLIP and ask questions of staff and the City's consultant. At a future meeting, staff will
make a recommendation to Council for next steps for establishing a Transfer of
Development Rights program and participation in the LCLIP program.

Approved By: City Manager DT  City Attorney MK
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BACKGROUND

The Landscape Conservation and Local Infrastructure Program (LCLIP) was passed
into State Law in 2011. LCLIP creates incentives for both land conservation in the
county and infrastructure improvements in the city. The purpose of the program is to
encourage the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) with a public infrastructure
financing tool called tax increment financing (TIF). This program seeks to credit added
development potential in exchange for preservation of natural and rural lands in the
county, while providing greater assessed tax revenues for the City to pay for
improvements such as plazas, parks, sidewalks, bike lanes, etc. to encourage vibrant,
livable cities.

As Council recalls, an initial discussion of the LCLIP was held on December 8, 2014.
The staff report for this discussion can be found at the following link:
http://cosweb.ci.shoreline.wa.us/uploads/attachments/cck/council/staffreports/2014/staff
report120814-9a.pdf.

The City began looking at the LCLIP program as a way to include TDRs into the light rail
station subareas. In exchange for accepting development rights, the City will have
access to financing for revitalizing designated districts. The City will also be able to
bond against the future tax revenue generated by the development projects to make
essential infrastructure improvements.

In addition to looking at the two station areas, the consultant also looked at getting more
TDR’s in Town Center, the Aurora Square Community Renewal Area (CRA), and the
Aurora Corridor. As part of this study, staff is looking at ways to encourage more TDR'’s
through Development Agreement’s at the CRA and increased development potential in
the 145™ Street Light Rail Station Subarea.

Goals of the Program

It is important to point out that Transfer of Development Rights have been part of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan Goals since at least 2005. Goals NEI, NEII, NEIV, and NEV
speak to preservation of natural areas and Land Use Policy LU58 specifically supports
TDR programs throughout the City. It reads:

LUS58: Support regional and state Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)
programs throughout the city where infrastructure improvements are needed, and
where additional density, height and bulk standards can be accommodated.

The Council’s policy has been, through support of the City's Comprehensive Plan, to
support the preservation of rural land by increasing density within urban areas and
support regional partnerships with King County and the Puget Sound Regional Council.

Other goals of the program include money for public improvements within designed
areas assigned by Council. The future light rail stations at 185™ and 145™ will require
street improvements including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. More density around the
stations will require more park space, open space, and recreational facilities. Density
increases will also require utility upgrades including stormwater, sanitary sewer and
water lines.
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LCLIP will be one way the City can divert the County portion of property taxes to fund
these improvements that will be needed in the future. In addition to the King County
portion of the taxes, the County has expressed a willingness to provide park and/or
open space to the City in the area of the 185" light rail station.

DISCUSSION

The City recently received a $42,060 grant to study the feasibility of applying LCLIP in
the 145th and 185th light rail station subareas, Town Center, and the Community
Renewal Area (Aurora Square). At tonight's meeting the City's consultant,
ECONorthwest, will explain the program and their findings to the Council. The attached
report (Attachment A) from ECONorthwest provides study findings and
recommendations for the LCLIP program as it applies to the City of Shoreline. Staff and
the consultant will also be able to answer any clarifying questions the Council may
have.

The study found that there is a strong policy case for LCLIP is Shoreline.
Specifically, the study states:

The analysis shows a range of situations in which LCLIP could succeed. Ina
scenario assuming that half of the City’s PSRC 2035 growth target occurs in the
Study Area, LCLIP could generate net revenue of $4.4 million (net present value,
or $8.5 million in nominal terms) for infrastructure in Shoreline. Should the City
exceed that growth, the net revenue would increase to $7.3 million (net present
value, or $13.9 million in nominal terms).

LCLIP will likely be a successful proposition as the local market continues to
evolve. Conditions in Shoreline will support use of LCLIP through redevelopment
in the Study Areas. This analysis shows that growth, if in line with projections, is
sufficient to make LCLIP a success. At minimum the City would receive new
revenue for infrastructure that it otherwise could not access and at best that
revenue would exceed $13.9 million. Under such a growth scenario, the Study
Areas could support approximately 33 multifamily projects and 32 new retail
office projects over a 25 year period.

Based on the report provided by ECONorthwest, staff poses five questions that will help
provide direction on establishing a TDR program in the City of Shoreline, if the Council
is so inclined. The questions are as follows:

e Question #1 — What is/are the risk(s) or downside(s) to entering into a TDR
agreement with King County? The report paints an optimistic picture of
implementing the LCLIP program in the City of Shoreline. What, if any, is the
downside into entering into such agreement?

e Question #2 — Is the City obligated to refund money collected from King County if

the City fails to meet specified targets or chooses to end the LCLIP program
before specific milestones are met?
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e Question #3 — As noted earlier, the City's Comprehensive Plan Land Use (LU)
Policy 58 states: “Support regional and state Transfer of Development Rights
(TDR) programs throughout the city where infrastructure improvements are
needed, and where additional density, height and bulk standards can be
accommodated.” To what degree is the Council interested in pursuing the
creation of a TDR program in Shoreline even if the City does not avalil itself to the
use of LCLIP funds?

e Question #4 — What are the costs of administering a TDR Program? Costs
considered will be costs in terms of staff resources and tine and costs in terms of
money to set up the program and its continued maintenance and operation.

e Question #5 — If the City were to retire all of the 231 TDR credits allotted by King
County, what is the return on investment the City should expect to see in the
near and long term?

If the Council agrees, staff will proceed with answering the above questions and any
other questions the Council may have, and come back to Council with a
recommendation for establishing a TDR program in the City of Shoreline.

RECOURCE/FINANCIAL IMPACT

As this item is for discussion purposes only, there is no financial impact at this time. If
the Council chooses to pursue LCLIP for Shoreline, there may be a range of financial
implications. The report finds that the City stands to gain $4.4 million for infrastructure
improvements if half of the City’s growth targets occur and up to $7.3 million if those
targets are exceeded.

The report lists three different LCLIP revenue scenarios the City may consider in
implementing the LCLIP program:

e Scenario 1 assumes growth occurs at 50% of PSRC's target and uses
Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) for the first 300 units constructed in the 185"
Street Light Rail Station Subarea. Under this scenario the program would cost
the City $1.35 million.

e Scenario 2 assumes the same level of growth as Scenario 1 but applies MFTE to
all properties within the 185" Street Light Rail Station Subarea. It also assumes
that instead of a ratio of one (1) Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) for every
four (4) units, that a ratio of one (1) TDR for every two (2) units is implemented.
Under this scenario, the City would not have to buy TDR credits as the private
market could retire all credits necessary to keep the program current. This
scenario would net the City $4.4 million over the life of the program.

e Scenario 3 is similar to Scenario 2 except it assumes high growth (growth over
what PSRC forecasts), but also uses MFTE. This scenario would net the City
$7.3 million over the life of the program.
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RECOMMENDATION

As this item is for discussion purposes only, staff recommends that Council discuss the
LCLIP and ask questions of staff and the City's consultant. At a future meeting, staff will
make a recommendation to Council for next steps for establishing a Transfer of
Development Rights program and participation in the LCLIP program.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: LCLIP Feasibility Study — Findings and Recommendations
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Attachment A

Shoreline LCLIP

Findings and Recommendations

June, 2015

Prepared for:

City of Shoreline

Final Report
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Contact Information

Morgan Shook, Erik Rundell, Matt Hoffman, and Nick Bratton prepared this report. ECONorthwest
gratefully acknowledges the substantial assistance provided by staff at Forterra and Heartland.

ECONorthwest specializes in economics, planning, and finance. Established in 1974, ECONorthwest
has over three decades of experience helping clients make sound decisions based on rigorous
economic, planning and financial analysis.

For more information about ECONorthwest, visit our website at www.econw.com.

For more information about this report, please contact:
Morgan Shook

ECONorthwest

1218 Third Avenue, Suite 1709
Seattle, WA 98101
206.395.9004
shook@econw.com
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Executive Summary

Why is the City of Shoreline undertaking this study?

The City is exploring the viability of the Landscape Conservation and Local Infrastructure Program
(LCLIP) for the 185t and 145t Street light rail station subareas, Town Center, and Aurora Square,
collectively referred to herein as the Study Areas. The City has created a compelling vision for the
Study Areas through recent and ongoing planning efforts that promotes higher levels of activity
through mixed-use, high-density development. The growth and development envisioned for the Study
Areas can support the City in achieving its broader community goals, such as economic
development, fiscal sustainability, environmental conservation, and higher quality of life for its
current and future residents.

To catalyze and support growth in the Study Areas, the City will need to make substantial
investments in infrastructure. While funding for these capital needs will come from a variety of
sources, the City will likely need to contemplate pursuing innovative funding tools beyond those
already identified to address potential funding gaps. One funding tool the City is exploring the use of
is LCLIP, a form of tax increment financing.

What is LCLIP?

LCLIP is a form of tax increment financing enacted in 2011. The program offers cities access to tax
increment financing in return for their acceptance of development rights transferred from regional
farms and forests. These transfers are typically conducted as private real estate transactions, but
can also be conducted by cities.

In exchange for the placement of development rights in LCLIP districts, the jurisdictional county (in
this case King County) agrees to contribute a portion of its regular property tax to the sponsoring city
for use for a defined period (up to 25 years). Cities may use this revenue to fund infrastructure
improvements that support infill growth and redevelopment. The program is only available to select
cities in the central Puget Sound counties of King, Pierce, and Snohomish.

What did the study find?

There is strong policy case for LCLIP in Shoreline.

The analysis shows a range of situations in which LCLIP could succeed. In a scenario assuming that
half of the City’'s PSRC 2035 growth target occurs in the Study Area, LCLIP could generate net
revenue of $4.4 million (net present value, or $8.5 million in nominal terms) for infrastructure in
Shoreline. Should the City exceed that growth, the net revenue would increase to $7.3 million (net
present value, or $13.9 million in nominal terms).

The future light rail station areas can play a role in the city meeting its growth targets. Following a
recent rezone, the 185t Street station area has the capacity to accommodate a sizable amount of
population and employment growth and already includes a mechanism for using the transfer of
development rights (TDR). The pending rezone of the 145th Street station area offers similar
possibilities, while developer agreements in Aurora Square and multifamily projects in Town Center

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations ES-1
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could drive TDR use and generate revenue. The City has identified a range of infrastructure
improvements, many involving improved mobility and access to transit, in which LCLIP can finance
investments that will support redevelopment.

LCLIP will likely be a successful proposition as the local market continues to evolve.

Conditions in Shoreline will support use of LCLIP through redevelopment in the Study Areas. This
analysis shows that growth, if in line with projections, is sufficient to make LCLIP a success. At
minimum the City would receive new revenue for infrastructure that it otherwise could not access
and at best that revenue would exceed $13.9 million. Under such a growth scenario, the Study Areas
could support approximately 33 multifamily projects and 32 new retail office projects over a 25 year
period.

What is the path forward for LCLIP?

Redevelopment of the Study Areas with more intensive mixed-use development represents a
departure from historical growth patterns for some of the areas, particularly those around future light
rail stations. The station areas are currently low to medium-density residential areas. The new zoning
reflects plans for more mixed-use residential growth near the stations. This change in zoning and
potential expansion of uses represents a timely opportunity for the City to finance infrastructure
investments that will support that redevelopment. Meanwhile, continued redevelopment of Town
Center creates another area in the City that could both support the City’s use of LCLIP and also
benefit from public improvements. Finally, redevelopment of Aurora Square could be a variable, and
potentially influential, contributor to the success of LCLIP in Shoreline. There are three approaches
the consultant team identified for proceeding with LCLIP, two of which are likely feasible and can
generate revenue for the City.

The current analysis shows that while (1) even with moderate growth estimates the City may net
$4.4 million (NPV, or $8.5 million nominal) in new revenue, and (2) a simple and desirable market
mechanism can drive the use of TDR. Uncertainty remains around the timing and amount of demand
for redevelopment in the Study Areas. However, by taking no action in the near term the City may
miss the opportunity to capture value from redevelopment until after the process has already
started, thereby passing up potential revenue from LCLIP.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations ES-2
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1 Project Overview

In 2014 the City of Shoreline applied for and won a grant through the Environmental Protection
Agency’s National Estuary Program, administered by the Washington State Department of
Commerce. This grant funded a study exploring the viability of the Landscape Conservation and Local
Infrastructure Program (LCLIP) for the future light rail station areas at 145t and 185th Streets, Town
Center, and Aurora Square, collectively referred to herein as the Study Areas. The City has created a
compelling vision for the Study Areas through recent planning efforts that promotes higher levels of
activity through mixed-use, high-density development. The growth and development envisioned for
the Study Areas can support the City in achieving its broader community goals, such as economic
development, fiscal sustainability, environmental conservation, and higher quality of life for its
current and future residents.

In order to catalyze and support growth in these areas, the City will need to make substantial
investments in infrastructure. While funding for these capital needs will come from a variety of
sources, the City will likely need to contemplate other innovative funding tools to address potential
funding gaps. The City is exploring the use of the LCLIP, a form of tax increment financing (TIF)
enacted in 2011 (RCW 39.108). This program allows cities to access incremental county property tax
revenues to fund and finance public improvements within designated LCLIP districts of their
choosing. In exchange for receiving a portion of county revenues, cities agree to accept a number of
regional development rights of their choosing through a transfer of development rights program
(TDR). This program creates a new revenue stream for cities to help pay for infrastructure and is
designed to be flexible to suit a wide range of city needs and objectives.

This report provides a series of findings and recommendations for a potential LCLIP program for the
City of Shoreline based on:

= LCLIP legislation and program features.

= The City’s incentive zoning and possible TDR mechanisms.

= Historical development trends, projections on future growth and estimates of TDR use.

= Estimates of LCLIP funding potential.

1.1 Why Use TDR and LCLIP in Shoreline

The Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) Vision 2040 is the region’s strategy for accommodating
future growth through 2040. The strategy focuses on concentrating population and employment
growth in cities that are best suited for growth and can mitigate many of the public costs and
impacts of urban sprawl. Individual cities implement the goals of Vision 2040 through their
comprehensive plans and zoning regulations in accordance with the Growth Management Act
(GMA).1

1 Washington State Department of Commerce. Website accessed July 2015.
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The GMA encourages “innovative land use management techniques” such as TDR to help local
governments achieve their planning goals.2 TDR programs are a tool for implementing growth and
planning goals that goes beyond traditional zoning by giving landowners other real estate options, by
protecting resource lands from development in perpetuity, and by engaging the market to generate
private funding for land conservation.

As mandated by VISION 2040 and by the King County Population and Employment Allocations the
City of Shoreline has adopted population and employment planning targets as part of its
comprehensive plan, and must act to accommodate that growth within the City over the next 20
years. In addition, the comprehensive plan envisions much of this new growth being directed to the
future light rail station areas, Town Center, and Aurora Square.

The Study Areas are anticipated to play a central role in accommodating new growth. These areas
have the capacity to accommodate a large amount of population and employment; however, each is
in need of infrastructure improvements. The City has limited capacity to pay for all the desired
projects through the general fund and existing infrastructure funding sources. As an alternative,
LCLIP could help support future growth in accordance with the City’s comprehensive plan by
generating revenue to fund improvements that are needed to accommodate that growth and realize
the City’s vision.

1.2 HKey Questions

This report outlines a series of considerations relating to the use of LCLIP to help inform the City’s
decisions on program participation. These considerations will also help the City to understand how to
optimize use of the tool in a way that best advances its infrastructure, growth, and conservation
objectives. The key questions for this analysis cover:

= What is the policy basis for using LCLIP and broader community goals?

= What are the key LCLIP program issues for how the City may construct its LCLIP program?

= What is the structure of the City’s incentive zoning program and how would implementing a TDR
program fit within that structure?

= Under current market and development conditions, how might development projects use TDR to
access additional building capacity?

= What range of LCLIP revenues might be possible?

= Based on the cumulative understanding of the questions above, how might the city think about
moving forward with an LCLIP program?

2RCW 36.70A.090
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1.3 Report Organization

The

report is organized into six subsequent sections that provide an analysis of the feasibility of

LCLIP in the study area and recommendations for moving forward with a Landscape Conservation
and Local Infrastructure Program. The main sections of the report are:

LCLIP Program Review: This section reviews the LCLIP legislation and identifies a framework
for thinking about incentive zoning, TDR, and LCLIP program choices.

Incentive Zoning and TDR Policy Review: This section reviews mechanisms for TDR
within the Study Area and individual zones.

Incentive Zoning and TDR Assessment: This section summarizes the capacity for
development and provides an assessment of the feasibility of TDR under current development
economics and offers some insight on its potential use.

LCLIP Revenue Assessment: This section reviews development trends in the study area,
projects development over the next 20 years. This section then assesses the revenue potential
of an LCLIP program under a different growth and TDR absorption scenarios.

Program Findings and Recommendations: This section summarizes the key findings from
previous sections and provides recommendations for establishing a LCLIP program based on
those findings.

Implementation Road Map: Lastly, this section outlines the steps necessary should the City
decide to establish a TDR and Landscape Conservation and Local Infrastructure Program.

ECONorthwest
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2 LCLIP Program Review

2.1 Program Overview

LCLIP is a form of tax increment financing enacted in 2011. The Washington State legislature
created the LCLIP program based on its finding that:

The state and its residents benefit from investment in public infrastructure that is associated with
urban growth facilitated by the transfer of development from agricultural and forest lands of long-
term commercial significance. These activities advance multiple state growth management goals
and benefit the state and local economies. It is in the public interest to enable local governments to
finance such infrastructure investments and to incentivize development right transfer in the central
Puget Sound through this chapter.

The program offers the City a new funding source: a portion of the jurisdictional county’s regular
property tax in return for 1) mechanisms to place development rights and 2) the acceptance of a
specified amount of regional development rights. In exchange for the placement of rural
development rights in LCLIP districts, the jurisdictional county (King County for the City) agrees to
contribute a portion of its regular property tax revenue to the sponsoring city for use for a defined
period. The program is only available to select cities in the central Puget Sound counties of King,
Pierce, and Snohomish.

LCLIP targets only a portion of the incremental property taxes generated from new development. This
is not a new tax to residents or businesses. The remaining portion of the property tax still accrues to
the sponsoring city and to the jurisdictional county. Existing and incremental revenues flowing from
sales, business and occupation, and utility taxes still accrue to the City, as well as other capital
restricted revenues.

2.2 Use of LCLIP Funds

Under the LCLIP program cities can use LCLIP-generated funds to pay for public improvements in the
LCLIP district as follows:

= Street, road, bridge, and rail construction and maintenance;

= Water and sewer system construction and improvements;

= Sidewalks, streetlights, landscaping, and streetscaping;

= Parking, terminal, and dock facilities;

= Park and ride facilities of a transit authority and other facilities that support transit-oriented
development;

= Park facilities, recreational areas, bicycle paths, and environmental remediation;
= Storm water and drainage management systems;

= Electric, gas, fiber, and other utility infrastructures;

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 4
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= Expenditures for facilities and improvements that support affordable housing as defined by WA
law;

= Providing maintenance and security for common or public areas; and
= Historic preservation activities authorized under WA law.

LCLIP is different from previous versions of TIF in Washington in that it provides more flexibility on
how the funds can be used. Specifically, LCLIP enables funding for more than just capital
improvements and can support some operational activities related to the maintenance and security
of public areas.

2.3 Determinants of LCLIP Revenues

LCLIP District Revenue Calculation

The tax basis of LCLIP originates from new construction so it excludes existing buildings and
revaluation. LCLIP revenues are derived from the allocation of a portion of the City’s and County’s
regular property tax (e.g. current expense levy) to the LCLIP district. Once a district has been created
by a city, 75% of the assessed value of new construction - multiplied by a city’s sponsoring ratio
(explained below) - is allocated to the LCLIP district and used as the tax basis to distribute revenues
from the regular property tax using the current year’s regular property tax rate.

For example, suppose a newly constructed building generates $1,000 in regular property tax
revenues on a property tax rate of $1.00. If this same building is valued at $1,000,000 for the
purposes of new construction, then 75% (multiplied by the Sponsoring City Ratio, explained below) of
the new construction would place $750,000 in the LCLIP assessed value base and lead to the
distribution of $750 of the $1,000 paid in regular property tax to the LCLIP area. The remaining
$250 would still go to the jurisdiction’s general fund. As noted, the Sponsoring City Ratio acts to pro-
rate how much of the 75% of new construction is added to the LCLIP district assessed value base.
The example above assumes a ratio of 1.0. Alternatively, a ratio 0.50 would reduce that $750
revenue apportionment to $375.

The calculation of LCLIP district assessed value basis starts at the time that the district(s) is created.
The dedication of city and county property tax revenues to the district commence the second year
after the district is established. The program can run for a maximum of 25 years on the condition
that cities meet performance milestones (explained below).

LCLIP Sponsoring City Ratio

In adopting an LCLIP program, the city must select a specific number of TDR credits to accept based
on a regional allocation set by PSRC. These allocations are generally proportional to a city’s growth
targets; Seattle’s allocation is 3,440 credits while Everett's is 1,491 and Tacoma’s is 1,843.
Shoreline’s allocation from PSRC is 231 TDR credits. The “Sponsoring City Ratio” reflects the
proportion of development rights a city has chosen to accept (the specific number above) relative to
the city’s allocated share, as determined by PSRC. The resulting ratio of “specified portion” to
“allocated share” (anywhere from zero to one) acts to pro-rate the amount of new construction value
that can accumulate to a LCLIP district. A city must set its sponsoring city specified portion that is
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equal to or greater than 20% of its allocation. For Shoreline, that amount is 46 development rights or
higher.

Accepting the full allocated share would maximize potential LCLIP revenues while taking something
less than the full allocated share reduces the potential value of the program to a city. For example,
Shoreline’s allocation is 231 rights; supposing it chooses to accept 58 of them (specified portion), its
resulting sponsoring city ratio is 0.25 (58 divided by 231). The City would receive 25% of the county’s
portion of property tax revenue over the course of the program. If the City accepted 231 credits it
would receive 100% of the county’s portion.

In choosing its ratio, the city is trying to select an amount of credits it expects to be able to place over
a 20-year period to meet the threshold requirements (discussed below) and extend the program (and
revenues) to the full 25 years. In doing so, the city is balancing the feasibility/likelihood of TDR being
used by development against the amount of revenue LCLIP can generate. ldeally the private market
for growth will place all the credits, but as the analysis shows, in a scenario where the private market
does not achieve full TDR placement there will be a decision for the city to purchase credits to
continue the revenue stream or not to purchase credits and discontinue the program.

LCLIP Performance: Credit Placement Thresholds

While the LCLIP program can run for a maximum of 25 years, the legislation requires participating
cities to demonstrate performance on the use of credits within their Local Improvement Project Area
(LIPA). Cities using the LCLIP tool must meet a series of performance thresholds pegged to their
specified portion and are given a choice in regards to permitting or acquisition of development rights
if they want to start and extend the program revenues. These thresholds are as follows:

= Threshold #1: Placement of 25% of the specified portion of TDR credits is required to start the
revenue stream. This is not a time-based milestone, but rather a performance-based milestone.

= Threshold #2: Placement of 50% of the specified portion of TDR credits is required by year 10 to
extend it by 5 years.

= Threshold #3: Placement of 75% of the specified portion of TDR credits is required by year 15 to
extend it by five years.

= Threshold #4: Placement of 100% of the specified portion of TDR credits is required by year 20
to extend it by five years to its conclusion.

In previous examples of LCLIP implementation, there has been some difference in interpretation
from program partners as to what is required to start an LCLIP program. Briefly, the difference in
interpretation is whether the placement of 25% of the specified portion is required to start the
program or whether the creation of the LCLIP program through ordinance is the trigger. Should
Shoreline adopt LCLIP, this question of timing will be resolved through an interlocal
agreement with King County.

Program revenue is a function of three central factors:
= Specified portion (City TDR credit commitment). Higher commitment = higher revenue
= New construction activity. More construction = higher revenue

= Market participation vs. City credit acquisition. More market activity = more revenue

Exhibit 1 below illustrates the relationships between city TDR commitment, growth, and revenue.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 6
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Exhibit 1. Conceptual LCLIP Revenue Scenarios

100% Specified Ratio

50% Specified Ratio

LCLIP Revenue ($)

20% Specified Ratio

Growth (New Construction)

Source: Forterra, 2015

LIPA(s) District Formation
A LIPA or LCLIP district is the designated area in which:

= TDR credits will be placed by market transfers and measured for performance monitoring.

= [nfrastructure projects will be constructed and funding will be used.

= The calculation of the new construction as the tax basis for LCLIP revenues will be based.
A city may have multiple and non-contiguous LIPA(s) as long as the area(s) meet the requirement of
containing less than 25% of the city’s assessed value. While a city may create multiple LIPA(s), LCLIP
works on a cumulative citywide basis and not an independent district basis - meaning the same
program parameters apply to all LIPA(s) regardless of start date and configuration. Therefore if a city
is considering multiple LIPAs, it is advantageous to establish them all at the program launch rather
than adding them incrementally over time, which would result in foregone revenue.

2.4 Program Framework for LCLIP

A strong LCLIP program for the City of Shoreline must position the City to maximize LCLIP revenues
through structuring the following program parameters:
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LIPA geography. The City will want to create a LIPA(s) that meets the nexus requirements
stated above. However, creating a district(s) that contain areas where development is expected
will help create a large new construction tax base used as the basis of the revenue calculation.
The larger the tax base, the more funding leverage the City will have.

TDR provisions. The number of TDR credits used is a function of several factors:

The size and structure of the incentive component. The city must determine how much
demand there may be for building projects that will utilize TDR. The placement of TDR within
the structure of the incentive mechanism factors in how it may be accessed by developers.
For example, TDR may be among a menu of options that developers can choose from, it may
be tiered with other options requiring developers to sequence options that may place TDR
first or last in that sequence, or it could be the means by which developers access cost
savings.

The nature of the incentive associated with TDR. Typical TDR incentives offer additional FAR
or height; however, TDR can be connected with any variety of opportunities associated with
development (“conversion commodities”). Other examples include connecting TDR with
reduced setbacks, structured parking requirements, or impervious surface limitations. In the
context of Shoreline, the incentive may be a multifamily tax exemption, part of a negotiated
development agreement, or incentive zoning.

The exchange rate for TDR. The amount of incentive a developer receives per TDR credit used
in large part determines the extent to which a TDR consumes the incentive zoning available.
The incentive created by the TDR exchange rate must be equal to (or exceed) a developer’s
willingness- and ability-to-pay, otherwise TDR will not be used.

City specified portion and program timing. In order to optimize the flow of LCLIP
revenues, the City has an incentive to meet all four performance thresholds. Doing so means
the city must select a specified portion that is targeted at some expected use of incentive zoning
and the absorption of TDR credits over the horizon of the program. This element of LCLIP is the
most difficult technical aspect that the city must consider. Forecasting future development is
challenging, much less determining the rate at which that development will access incentives
that use TDR.

ECONorthwest
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3 Incentive Zoning and TDR Policy Review

Overall, Shoreline’s existing policies support the use of TDR and LCLIP. Shoreline currently offers
incentives to advance affordable housing and density goals, although not in the form of incentive
zoning. Shoreline does not currently have a stand-alone TDR program, however the 185th Street
subarea plan includes a TDR provision.

Shoreline’s comprehensive plan language establishes a policy foundation for the use of LCLIP and
TDR to encourage quality development, revitalize neighborhoods, and provide infrastructure that
supports growth. Shoreline should look to the comprehensive plan goals and policies to determine
areas that LCLIP funding should be directed towards. Shoreline may consider using LCLIP as a
source of funding to meet the goals of catalyzing a master-planned, sustainable lifestyle destination
in Aurora Square. Additionally, light rail station expansion areas would benefit from infrastructure
investments as the city plans to work with stakeholders to identify and funds additional
improvements that can be efficiently constructed in conjunction with light rail and other transit
facilities.

3.1 Study Area Context

The City has four different areas within Shoreline it is evaluating for LCLIP feasibility. The areas
include the Town Center zone, Aurora Square, and the future Link light rail station areas at 145th
Street and 185th Street.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 9
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Exhibit 2. Overview of Study Area
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Source: City of Shoreline, King County

3.2 Existing Incentives

Real estate economics show that the value of building a home on a single-family lot in a rural area is

considerably higher than the marginal value of an additional unit constructed
receiving area project. To address these different values and incentivize the
to developers in a project must exceed the cost of buying credits. One way to

in an urban multifamily
use of TDR the benefit
achieve this goal is to

offer developers more units in a project than are being removed from rural areas. For example, in

the King County TDR program a developer gains the ability to construct two bo

nus units for every one

TDR credit purchased. A similar approach will be useful in Shoreline to create sufficient incentive.
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The City currently only encourages the utilization of TDR credits in the 185th Station Area where the first
300 units may access the eight-year MFTE program and do not have to provided the required
affordable housing in exchange for TDR credits. The code dictates that projects may access this
incentive if one TDR credit is secured for every four units. While this is currently the only requirement in
place to use TDR credits, the LCLIP program is flexible and allows for multiple approaches to achieve
market-based credit placement. Options the City might consider include the expansion of incentive
zoning in the Town Center, Mixed Business zone, or potentially the 145th Station Area; an expansion of
the current code in the 185t Station where private placement via a multi-family tax exemption is an
incentive; development agreements; public acquisition of credits; or a combination of approaches to
create a portfolio of mechanisms to place TDR credits and meet LCLIP performance milestones. The
following summarizes each approach.

Incentive Zoning

Incentive zoning or the exchange of additional development capacity in return for a public benefit is
a common approach to utilizing TDR credits. This can be in the form of additional height, additional
units, lower parking ratios, or a reduced lot coverage ratio to name a few.

Private Placement

Another alternative is private placement through other incentives such as requiring the use of TDR
credits to access the MFTE program. The concept MFTE is simple: developers receive an eight-year
exemption from property taxes for constructing multifamily residential projects that provide a public
benefit. Later sections detail this approach, along with costs and revenues associated with the
mechanism. This approach would be considerably simpler from a policy and regulatory standpoint to
implement than incentive zoning that includes TDR, and could potentially reduce uncertainty in
implementation of LCLIP by providing a more streamlined and valuable bonus to developers.

Development Agreements

Another avenue by which the City can generate demand for TDR credit placement from private
development is with development agreements. This approach is more opportunistic than MFTE or
incentive zoning, and is more variable in its ability to absorb credits. When a developer proposes a
large project to the City and requests special dispensations to facilitate its construction the City has
an opportunity to negotiate the acquisition of TDR credits by the developer into the agreement. There
is no formula or guideline for this, and since the pipeline of projects that could potentially place
credits is uncertain the viability of this approach is difficult to predict with certainty. A single large
project, however, could result in the placement of a substantial portion of the City’s TDR
commitment.

Public Acquisition

While not likely the first choice for the City as a means to meet performance milestones in LCLIP the
use of public funds to acquire credits needed to continue the program is another option. Any public
money that the City expends to buy credits to achieve milestones reduces the net revenue that would
accrue to the City. That being said, it is important to keep as a backstop to close any gap left by the
private market. The City could negotiate pricing agreements with King County or other flexible terms
as part of an interlocal agreement implementing LCLIP. The revenue projections for the City are such
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that even if public acquisition became necessary the City would still come out ahead financially -
possibly far ahead - given the prospects for the program.

3.3 Incentive Zoning

Shoreline currently offers a variety of incentives to developers to encourage affordable housing,
density, and high quality development. However, Shoreline does not currently have a formal
incentive zoning program. Shoreline’s zoning in the Study Areas suggests that bonus options other
than additional units or floor area would be potential approaches to pursue for TDR utilization. For
example, there are no incentives currently offered for additional height. This would potentially make
bonus height an incentive for a TDR program in areas where the City deems it appropriate. That said,
in the Town Center commercial zones, as well as Mixed Business, multifamily residential buildings
are permitted to be built up to 70-feet and 65-feet, respectively. These heights may support up to
seven-stories. However, the resulting floor heights are not optimal under situations where the ground
floor space is required to be taller than 10-feet (typically 15-feet ground floor height).

At these permitted heights we assume most developers would develop six-story multifamily
residential projects often referred to as five-over-one construction types.3 An additional floor would
support five-over-two projects. Changes in building and fire codes are allowing cities to permit these
seven-story projects and this extra floor could be a land use code modification that uses TDR credits.
While there is an added cost to constructing an extra level this is often offset by the added revenue
potential from additional units.

Additional TDR incentives that award parking reductions or impact fee offsets could be considered in
light of existing incentives offered to promote other public benefits, particularly around future station
areas. The current land use code and proposed language in the 145th Station area provide for
typical market based ratios.

One opportunity for TDR use under current market conditions is within the Town Center and
potentially the 145th Station Area where buildings are currently permitted to achieving 65 to 70 feet.
These zones provide an opportunity to test the impact of an additional story on project economics.
Modeling a hypothetical project provides insight into what a developer could afford to pay for bonus
density holding other factors constant.

Market, revenue, and cost inputs were derived from an analysis of comparable projects in the
surrounding area to arrive at a set of key analysis assumptions (below). These include physical
programming such as podium sizing, building efficiency, and average unit sizes as well as market
data such as rents, expenses, cap rates and typical developer profit assumptions.

In both cases the project was modeled assuming wood frame construction atop a concrete podium
(Type V-A construction). This concrete podium encompasses all ground-floor uses, including a 2,500
square foot retail component, lobby and residential community space, and at-grade, “tucked,” or

3 The five over one construction type is an abbreviation for Type V construction over Type | construction or wood frame
over concrete and steel construction. This construction can be in six stories with one level of concrete and five of wood
frame or seven stories with two levels of concrete and five levels of wood frame.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 12

8a-24



Attachment A

“wrapped” parking. Podium height is assumed to be 15 feet, commensurate with market demand for
Class-A retail space. Additional required parking is accommodated with surface parking to avoid
costly below-grade structured parking. The prototype used for this assessment was the Malmo
development. This project has recently been completed and comprises 129 units in a five over one
construction type building. This project sits on 1.2 acres.

Space Program Comparison

In this example, an incentive of an additional floor (10’ heights) is achieved with design bonuses
through the provision of retail and public space. With the above assumptions, the modeled project
yields 148 units within a 70-foot tall structure. Including a TDR bonus density through the addition of
a story the project yields and additional 24 units - for a total of 171 units. The additional floor is of
type one construction with a portion of the level being used for parking and a portion for residential
units.

Financial Performance

Based on the current market, a five-over-one or five-over-two development type would be feasible if
land values are at or below $34 per square foot. The project economics are similar between the two
types because the cost of the additional floor of concrete construction is roughly in balance with the
additional units and subsequent revenue potential. Developers may elect to construct an extra floor
if the market would support a higher rent. As shown in Exhibit 3, the likelihood of an incentive
requiring TDR credits to add an additional floor would not likely result in TDR credit utilization. This is
indicated by the similar resulting residual land values between the two scenarios.

Exhibit 3. Bonus Density Pricing

Key Inputs Base w/ Design TDR Type Key Outputs Base w/ Design TDR Increment
Use Apartment Apartment Density
Regulatory Stories 6 7 1
Zoning Mid-Rise Mid-Rise Height 65 80 15
Max Height 65 to 70 80 ft Floor Area Ratio 4.00 4.90 1
Max FAR NA NA Space Program
Space Program BGSF 134,100 155,225 21,125
Unit Size (NRSF) 705 705 Unit Count 148 171 24
Parking Ratio 1.00 1.00 Parking Stalls 133 154 22
Lot Size 50,000 50,000 Retail SF 5,000 5,000 0
Revenue Financial Performance
Rent $1.95 $1.95 psf/mo Proj Value $29,148,428 $33,796,308 $4,647,880
Cap Rate 5.75% 5.75% Proj Cost $25,129,828 $29,203,829 $4,074,001
Expenses Margin on Cost 16% 16% 14%
PUPY Cost $5,700 $5,700 per unit/yr |[Value Remain for Land (RLV)
RE Taxes $1,539 $1,539 per unit/yr Total $1,686,725 $1,888,774 $202,049
Returns RLV / Unit $11,434 $11,014 -$420
Developer Profit 16% 12% on cost RLV / Land SF $33.73 $37.78 $4.04

Source: Heartland

There are other opportunities in the 185t Station Area and potentially in the 145th Station Area for
utilizing TDR credits for additional height beyond just a single floor. According to the land use code
for the 185th Station Area buildings in the MUR-70 zone buildings may exceed 70-feet (heights tall
enough to support five over two construction) through a development agreement. However, the
market economics to support multifamily towers in the City are several development cycles away and
the likelihood of any towers being built during the LCLIP program is low.
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3.4 Private Placement

The only area in Shoreline where TDR is currently allowed is the 185t Street station subarea, and
this provision is subject to the City authorizing a TDR program. For the first 300 units of multifamily
housing constructed, developers may access an eight-year property tax exemption and forgo the
affordable housing requirement by acquiring TDR credits at a rate of one credit for every four units
built. This would result in the placement of 75 TDR credits.

The other Study Areas (145th, Town Center, and Aurora Square) could also use an eight-year property
tax exemption to place TDR credits. Under RCW 84.36 a city may grant a developer an eight-year
exemption on property taxes if a multi-family project provides some public benefit. This mechanism
has traditionally been used to incentivize the construction of affordable housing and can also apply
to TDR and the LCLIP program, which clearly provides multiple public benefits.

Under this approach, the bonus that the developer would gain is access to operational cost savings
through the eight-year tax exemption. In order to access this, the developer would buy TDR credits.
The number of credits needed to access the MFTE would be calibrated such that the net savings to
the developer is still sufficiently high to justify the credit purchase.

Analysis of developer willingness to pay suggests that a prototypical 120-unit project could place
approximately 40 credits. This model results in an exchange rate of one TDR credits per
three units in the project or a fee in lieu of $25 per net square foot assuming an
average unit size of 800 square feet and the average TDR credit costs $20,000 today. By
participating in this program the owner of this prototypical project could realize a tax savings of
nearly $473,000 in nominal terms over the eight-year exemption for very little effort. This assumes
that 65% of the benefit goes toward TDR acquisition and the remainder to the project owner. The City
would need to amend its development regulations to define the terms and create the mechanism for
developers to access MFTE through purchase of TDR credits. The table in Exhibit 4 summarizes the
approach used to estimate TDR utilization.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 14

8a-26



Attachment A

Exhibit 4. TDR Credits to Access MFTE Program

Annual Tax A Split TDR Cost:|$20,000
| 1% | 65% | Inflation:|2%
MFTE TDR Project Tax TDR Credits
Year Benefit Contribution  Savings Afforded
1 2015 $163,200 $106,080 $57,120 5.2
2 2016 $164,832 $107,141 $57,691 5.1
3 2017 $166,480 $108,212 $58,268 5.1
4 2018 $168,145 $109,294 $58,851 5.0
5 2019 $169,827 $110,387 $59,439 5.0
6 2020 S$171,525 $111,491 $60,034 5.0
7 2021 $173,240 $112,606 $60,634 4.9
8 2022 $174,972 $113,732 $61,240 4.9
Total $1,352,221 $878,944 $473,278 40.2
NPV $967,464 $628,852 $338,612
Total credits over 8 year period for a 120 project 40.2
Exchange Rate 1: TDR credits needed per 3 units 1.0
Exchange Rate 2: Fee in lieu per net square feet $25

Source: Heartland, 2015

The MFTE program does come with an opportunity cost for the City in the form of tax revenue
reallocation during the eight years these units are exempt. The MFTE program would delay the new
construction value contributions to the LCLIP program for the City until the eight-year exemption
expired. After the exemption expires the value would be added to the City’s assessed value used in
calculating how much revenue the City is receiving under the program. The delay in adding new
construction value will somewhat reduce the amount of LCLIP revenues to the City over the life of the
program. The City would also realize slightly less in total property tax revenue due to the delay in the
addition of new construction value as well. Further analysis may be warranted to study the fiscal
impacts of this program relative to the benefits of added units and LCLIP revenue.

Based on this analysis we assume that the first 300 units in the 185t Station Area will use the MFTE
incentive meaning 75 credits out of the 231 (under a full acceptance of credits by the City) would be
utilized leaving 156 credits. If the other study areas are offered a similar incentive, but a one credit
per three unit rather than one credit per four unit then only 468 more units would need to be
delivered to support the LCLIP program. In total this would represent 768 units or between six to
eight multifamily projects assuming an average project size of 100 to 120 units.

For Aurora Square, where rules around Community Renewal Areas allow the City greater flexibility in
specifying terms for redevelopment and where zoning is not conducive to a traditional TDR incentive
structure, a more appropriate mechanism for using TDR would be to include acquisition of credits as
part of a negotiated development agreement. In this situation an exchange rate may not apply;
rather the City and developer would agree on a total number of credits to buy as part of the terms of
the project.
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4 LCLIP Revenue Assessment

The LCLIP revenue assessment tests several parameters to better understand the impact of different
TDR mechanisms and development growth variables as drivers of potential LCLIP revenues. LCLIP
revenues are dependent on a few different inputs, primarily the LIPA area used and the projected
amount of growth within that area. The next two sections discuss these in more detail before then
assessing the revenue potential under different scenarios.

4.1 LIPA Area

For the revenue analysis, the initial combination of four discrete geographies was examined. Upon
reviewing the revenue-generating potential for the Study Areas, the analysis showed that collectively
these areas represented only 14% of the City’s total assessed value. Two key features of LCLIP are
that revenue is a function of growth and cities may capture the incremental revenue from up to 25%
of their assessed value. It is to Shoreline’s advantage to maximize the assessed value included in
the LIPA in order to maximize the program’s revenue potential. Subsequent revenue projections were
based upon an expanded Study Area that extended north and south along Highway 99 from the
Town Center, which is shown in Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5. Expanded Study Area
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4.2 Development Assessment and Projections

This section provides an assessment of development trends in the study area in order to understand
real estate development shifts in the area and make reasonable projections about possible future
growth, based on those trends and near-term projects in the pipeline.

Based on the City’s buildable land assessment and capacity analysis estimate there is enough land
and zoning capacity to support approximately 9.1 million square feet of commercial space and just
over 5,000 units. These estimates were calculated prior to the rezone of the 185t Study Area
approval and the potential additional development capacity that may result from the rezoning of the
145t Study Area. Based on figures from OTAK, combined these two areas could increase the city’s
capacity up to 10.1 million commercial square feet and 42,730 multifamily units.

Exhibit 6 below helps put that capacity into perspective. The chart on the left shows historic
multifamily development patterns through April 2015 in units delivered city-wide while the chart on
the right shows historic commercial development patterns by net square feet delivered4. The city has
just over 6,000 multifamily units (project with at least four units or more) and the cumulative total of
commercial space in the city is just over four million square feet. Based on this assessment there is
ample capacity to support new development for decades to come.

Exhibit 6. City Development Patterns
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The growth scenarios devleoped for LCLIP Revenue Testing were based on the PSRC’s growth targets
for the City and the three study areas as well as the property comprising Aurora Square and
commercially zoned land within 500-feet of Aurora from the southern end of the city to the north just
past the Town Center Study Area. The reason for including the latter two areas was to test potentital
revenues from a LIPA that approaches the LCLIP programs 25% of the city’s current assessed value.

The table in Exhibit 7 summarizes PSRC’s household growth estimates between 2010 and 2035 for
the City as well as the Study Areas. Also depicted in this table are estimated number of new housing

4 Parking structures are non-leasable square footage are typically excluded from the King County Assessor’s net square
footage calculations.

ECONorthwest Shoreline LCLIP Findings and Recommendations 17

8a-29



Attachment A

units that may be introduced to support the household growth. These estimates are based on pre-
Study Area rezone condition.

Exhibit 7. PSRC Growth Target Summary

2010 2035 Estimated Estimated Estimated Housing Estimated Multifamily

Area Households Housheolds Household Growth Unit Demand Unit Demand*
City of Shoreline 21,576 26,711 5,135 4,602 2,591

145th Study Area 1,132 1,601 469 419 419
§ 185th Study Area 1,690 2,141 451 403 403
< Town Center Study Area 395 595 200 179 179
'§ Aurora Square/Corridor** 4,232 5,657 1,425 1,275 892
& Study Areas Total 7,449 9,994 2,545 2,276 1,893

Study Areas % of City 35% 37% 50% 49% 73%
City Remainder 14,127 16,717 2,590 2,326 698
Source: PSRC, Heartland LLC
Notes:

* Esimated multifamily unit demand assumes that 100% of the housing units delivered in the 145, 185t, and Town Center study areas
will be multifamily units while 70% of the units in the Aurora Square/Corridor area will be multifamily and 30% of the city’s remaining
household growth will be supported in multifmaily developments.
**The City, Town Center, 145t and 185t Study Areas household estimates were provided by PSRC from its Land Use Targets data. The
Aurora Square/Corridor estimates are based on PSRC’s TAZ areas that touch the Aurora Square/Corridor area.
The PSRC is revising its growth targets and Shoreline’s will likely increase as a result of this effort.
This will be due to the additional capacity that the rezone will allow coupled with the City’s proximity
to job centers and the improved connectivety to those job centers via bus rapid transit imporvments

and the planned Sound Transit Link Lynnwood extenion.

The development pipeline in the City illusrates it's growting attractivness to developers. Rental rate
trends (driven by low vacancy rates) are supporting new multifamily projects. Exhibit 8 on the
following page maps a list of key pipeline projects that will account for growth in the study area in the
near-term. In the coming years, over 1,062 new residential units in 8 projects are planned with 215
of the units scheduled for delivery in the next two years. These projects are generally indicative of the
type and scale of growth going forward.
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Exhibit 8. Pipeline Sites
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Development Projections

A look at historical delivery of mulifamily units and commerical square footage would suggest the
current growth targets are likley attainable. However, with the regions projected growth, the obseved
recent development trends, and a strenghtening regional market, Shoreline should be able to easily
meet and exeed PSRC’s growth target. As a result, two growth scenarios were developed for LCLIP
revenue modeling. The following table in Exhibit 9 summarizes the multifamily and commercial
projections for all of the Study Areas under the Growth Target Scenario over a 25-year period.
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Exhibit 9. Growth Target Development Projection in Square Feet

Multifamily Multifamily Parking Total Square

Area Commercial Units Projects Structures Feet Distribution
185th 16,307 544 5 102,261 662,146 11%
145th 15,993 533 4 100,290 649,383 11%
Town Center 765,431 265 2 381,198 1,411,329 24%
Aurora Square 258,988 518 4 203,953 980,917 17%
Aurora Remainder 900,382 744 6 524,109 2,168,442 37%
Total 1,957,101 2,603 22 1,311,810 5,872,218 100%

Multifamily Commercial

Units Projects Square Feet

First 10 Years: 810 7 602,078
Remaining 15 Years: 1,793 15 1,355,024

Source: Heartland

The second scenario, illustrated in Exhibit 10, summarizes the High Growth Scenario where the pace
is projected to increase a greater rate than the Growth Target Scenario in all of the areas over a 25
year period.

Exhibit 10. High Growth Target Projections in Square Feet

Multifamily Multifamily Parking Total Square

Area Commercial Units Projects Structures Feet Distribution
185th 23,296 777 6 146,087 945,923 11%
145th 20,562 685 6 128,944 834,922 10%
Town Center 921,813 319 3 441,280 1,682,163 19%
Aurora Square 517,976 1,036 9 407,906 1,961,835 23%
Aurora Remainder 1,350,573 1,116 9 786,163 3,252,663 37%
Total 2,834,221 3,933 33 1,910,379 8,677,506 100%

Multifamily Commercial

Units Projects Square Feet

First 10 Years: 1,238 10 879,804
Remaining 15 Years: 2,695 22 1,954,416

Source: Heartland; PSRC

4.3 LCLIP Revenue Testing - Scenarios

Overview

Using a LCLIP revenue model designed for the City, the analysis tested three different scenarios to
assess the number of TDR credits potentially placed and corresponding revenues generated through
the LCLIP program. Each scenario assumes different levels of growth to test how sensitive the
revenues are to the assumed amount of growth.
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Assumptions

The analysis uses a number of common assumptions for all scenarios. The revenue analysis
assumes that the primary mechanism used to place TDR credits is the eight-year multi-family tax
exemption (MFTE) program. It is likely a large share of new multi-family residential development
would use the MFTE program. The program is voluntary, but if structured correctly, the property tax
exemption would provide a cost saving to the developer after purchasing development rights,
creating a financial gain for purchasing credits. LCLIP revenues in the scenarios below include the
delay in property tax revenues due to using the MFTE mechanism.

The analysis assumes that the LCLIP program would start in 2016 and run for 25 years. For a
program starting now the net present value is a useful measurement of projected revenue, as it is
adjusted for inflation. For a program starting in the future it is helpful to consider the revenue stream
over time in nominal terms (not adjusted for inflation). Considering both values provides a more
complete picture.

All scenarios assume the price of TDR credits is $20,000 and increase to $36,000 (in 2015 dollars)
at year 15. The analysis also assumes all TDR credits are first purchased by the private market, and
the City only purchases credits to meet the program placement thresholds to continue the program
going if needed. The exchange rate for the program is based on the assumed value of the tax
exemption relative to the cost of purchasing TDR credits. For the exchange rate, about three units
need to receive the exemption over eight years to justify paying for one $20,000 credit.

The Impact of Development Variables

The following scenarios assessed LCLIP revenue based on assumptions about the timing, scale, and
quality of development. Outside of the LCLIP program parameters, the three main development-
based determinants of revenue impact are:

= Scale and mix of development. The revenue impact is likely to change as developers
contemplate differing types and amounts of residential and commercial development.

= Value of development. While the baseline assumptions around development value
(normalized on a square footage basis) were drawn from reliable data, it is difficult to predict
future development value with great certainty.

= Timing of development. The timing of construction can either accelerate or delay the
delivery of LCLIP revenues. Delay reduces the revenues under the LCLIP time window by pushing
out the returns into the future, resulting in reduced years of benefits that are discounted more
heavily. The opposite is true in a situation where development happens earlier.

It should be noted that changes to any of these (whether driven by future policy or market dynamics)
can have a significant impact on the amount of LCLIP revenue generated. A difficult issue to
disentangle from the analysis is the degree to which potential LCLIP-driven infrastructure
improvements may facilitate (i.e. lower the overcall cost or feasibility) development by solving critical
site and/or access issues or by reducing costs to developers.
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Scenario 1: Growth Target Forecast with Limited MFTE Program

This scenario assumes 3.7 million square feet of development occurs within the Study Areas by
2040. This level of growth represents 50 percent of PSRC's 2035 growth target for the City. This
scenario assumes the first 300 units constructed in the 185t Station Area are eligible for the eight-
year MFTE program and affordable housing waiver.

Under this scenario the City would not be able to meet the first performance threshold at year ten,
which requires placement of 116 credits. This scenario assumes half of the projected growth for the
185th Station Area occurred over the first ten years and 80% of the first 300 multi-family units in the
185th Station Area used the MFTE program. As a result, only 54 credits would be placed in the first
ten years. The City would need to purchase the additional 62 credits to continue the program at a
cost of over $1.35 million in 2015 dollars.

Relying solely on the MFTE program in the 185t Street station area will not create a viable path for
LCLIP success without City support or finding other options for placing TDR credits within the other
components of the Study Areas.

Scenario 2: Growth Target Forecast with Full MFTE Program

Scenario 2 tests how many credits the MFTE program could utilize if the eight-year multi-family tax
exemption (MFTE) program was enacted in the entire Study Area at the start of the program. This
scenario also assumes the City would realize the same 3.7 million square feet of new development
by 2040 as in Scenario 1, but it uses the lower exchange ratio of one TDR credit for every two units,
which means the program could retire more TDR credits for the number of units constructed. It also
assumes that 80% of multi-family residential development in these areas would utilize the program.
This figure is derived based on utilization rates in the City of Seattle. Lastly, the scenario also
assumes that the City accepts 100% of the 231 allocated credits to maximize revenue.

Under these assumptions the LCLIP program would place all 231 credits of the City’s TDR credit
allocation. In addition, the private market could retire enough credits to meet all of the performance
thresholds.

LCLIP would produce significant funding benefits to the City. Assuming a 100% specified ratio (City
commits to all 231 credits), total revenue to the City from the County’s portion of property tax
revenues would be $4.4 million (net present value, $8.5 million in nominal terms) over the 25-year
period and reach about $300,000 annually (in 2015 dollars, nearly $800,000 in nominal terms) by
year 25 of the program.
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Exhibit 11. Scenario 2 Summary

Total Square Feet of Growth 3.7 Million Square Feet

TDR Credits Used 231

Revenues 2015 Dollars (Inflation Adjusted) Nominal (Non-Inflation Adjusted)
Total LCLIP Revenues $12.0 Million $22.8 Million

City Portion of Property Tax $7.6 Million $14.3 Million

County Portion of Property Tax $4.4 Million $8.5 Million

City TDR Acquisition Cost SO SO

City Net Revenue $4.4 Million $8.5 Million

Source: ECONorthwest. Note all figures in 2015 dollars; 25-year present value at 4% discount rate

Exhibit 12. Scenario 2 Annual LCLIP Revenues
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Scenario 3: High Growth with Full MFTE Program

The High Growth scenario tests the revenue potential if the City realizes more development than
planned for under the City’s growth target. This scenario assumes the City realizes over 5.4 million
square feet of new development by 2040, which represents 61 percent of PSRC's 2035 growth
target for the City. This growth is significantly more development than historically experienced and
the 3.7 million square feet assumed in Scenario 1. As with Scenario 2, this scenario assumes that
the eight-year MFTE program is enacted for the entire the Study Area at the start of the program.

Under these assumptions the private market would be able to place all of the City’s 231 TDR credits
and meet each performance threshold without public support. Assuming a 100% specified ratio (the
City commits to all 231 credits), the program could generate $7.3 million (net present value, $13.9
million in nominal terms) over the 25-year period and reach over $400,000 annually (in 2015
dollars, $1.3 million in nominal terms) by year 25 of the program.
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Exhibit 13. Scenario 3 Summary

Total Square Feet of Growth 5.4 Million Square Feet

TDR Credits Used 231

Revenues 2015 Dollars (Inflation Adjusted) Nominal (Non-Inflation Adjusted)
Total LCLIP Revenues $19.7 Million $37.4 Million

City Portion of Property Tax $12.4 Million $23.4 Million

County Portion of Property Tax $7.3 Million $13.9 Million

City TDR Acquisition Cost SO SO

City Net Revenue $7.3 Million $13.9 Million

Source: ECONorthwest. Note all figures in 2015 dollars; 25-year present value at 4% discount rate

Exhibit 2. Scenario 3 Annual LCLIP Revenues
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Summary

The three most important factors influencing the success of LCLIP in Shoreline are the amount of
growth occurring, the timing of that growth, and the number of TDR credits placed. In order for LCLIP
to generate the projected revenues through the MFTE approach outlined here, Shoreline will need to
locate at least half of its PSRC growth target within the Study Area over the timeframe of the
program.

In addition to the amount of development projected, high utilization of the MFTE incentive in projects
within the Study Areas will be an important factor in ensuring the City consistently meets its TDR
placement milestones and increases the assessed value for revenue purposes. As a result, the City
will want to establish an exchange rate that provides sufficient incentive for developers to use the
tool. Other factors, such as timing the start of the program and choosing how many credits to accept
will influence the success of LCLIP in Shoreline.
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5 LCLIP Program Findings and Recommendations

5.1 Summary of Findings

There is strong policy case for LCLIP in Shoreline.

The Study Area, including Town Center, Aurora Square, and the future light rail station areas, will play
a central role in the city meeting its growth targets. These areas will have the capacity to
accommodate considerable new population and employment. Residential capacity, particularly in the
light rail station areas, can use TDR (and, by extension, generate LCLIP funding) through use of the
multi-family tax exemption program. The study area can benefit from infrastructure improvements to
support redevelopment, especially around improving access to transit. Flexible funding from LCLIP
can provide Shoreline with a revenue source to help make those investments. A moderate growth
scenario could generate $4.4 million (net present value, $8.5 million in nominal terms) while a more
aggressive growth scenario could generate $7.3 million (net present value, $13.9 million in nominal
terms).

A market-driven approach to TDR placement can make LCLIP viable.

Shoreline recently adopted a subarea plan for the 185th Street light rail station area. This plan
contains provisions for market-based use of TDR, which can serve as a cornerstone for TDR use in
the City. By itself, the 185th Street light rail station area will not place enough credits to make LCLIP
successful, but if Shoreline can expand use of TDR in other areas the picture changes. By extending
the MFTE program to other parts of the City the private market can absorb enough TDR credits to
meet the LCLIP performance milestones.

Furthermore, Shoreline can augment the MFTE approach by negotiating TDR use as part of
development agreements for projects in Aurora Square. This mechanism is variable and the scale of
future Aurora Square projects is uncertain, however the inclusion of TDR as part of future projects in
the Community Renewal Area could help accelerate the City’s TDR placement and contribute to
revenues. The pursuit of development agreements in Aurora Square should be a focus for the City as
an opportunity throughout the duration of the LCLIP timeline or as a catalyst for the start of the
program.

The timing of redevelopment is a key to the success of LCLIP.

Current conditions in Shoreline may not present a strong case for starting LCLIP immediately,
however important zoning changes around the future light rail station areas create an important
opportunity for redevelopment. New projects are already emerging in Town Center and the potential
for redevelopment in Aurora Square is another potential driver for LCLIP success. In order to
maximize revenues and mitigate risks the City may time the use of LCLIP around known projects that
would use TDR.
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5.2 Recommendations

Shoreline can pursue a range of actions to maximize the benefits of LCLIP while reducing its
exposure to the risks of not meeting performance milestones. The City can take an approach to
using the program that combines strategic and opportunistic elements. In thinking about using
LCLIP, the City should consider a suite of actions that collectively could create conditions for the
program to succeed.

Potential LCLIP Approaches

The follow section lays out three approaches to proceeding with LCLIP.

No Action in the Immediate Future

The analysis shows that while the 185th Street subarea can retire nearly one third of the City’'s
allocation of development rights, by itself this source of demand will not be sufficient to meet the
performance milestones of the program over time. Pursuing LCLIP under the status quo would either
require City acquisition of credits to keep the revenue flowing or would result in the premature
conclusion of the program without City acquisitions to bridge the gap.

Furthermore, Shoreline will soon consider a rezone of the 145t Street light rail station area, the
outcome of which could potentially create more opportunities for using LCLIP. While the City may not
consider adoption of LCLIP prior to the completion of the 145th Street subarea plan, it could
strengthen the viability of LCLIP by including provisions in the rezone that support its use.

Target Maximum Specified Portion

This approach would establish LCLIP targeted at placing all 231 credits allocated to Shoreline. The
program is designed to provide greater financial incentives for cities accepting higher numbers of
credits. This would maximize revenue to the City but also carries increased risk as the program could
end early (or require City intervention) should growth and TDR use not keep pace with performance
milestones. King County has expressed a willingness to incorporate flexibility into a potential LCLIP
partnership with Shoreline in ways that would reduce the City’s financial exposure. This approach is
predicated on the location of at least half of Shoreline’s PSRC growth target within the four potential
LCLIP districts identified in the analysis.

Time and calibrate LCLIP program to a development/TDR milestone(s).

The city can structure the start of the LCLIP program with a single (or multiple) major development,
such as a project in Aurora Square or a multifamily/mixed-use project in either Town Center or a light
rail station area. Timing the program to the start of a known large-scale development within the City
would create three advantages. Shoreline could capitalize on known demand, increase the program
benefits, and reduce risk by making progress towards performance milestones from the outset of the
program.

Tying the program to a known quantity of TDR use would allow the city to comfortably structure the
LCLIP program to run for the full 25 years (i.e. meet performance thresholds). Making headway on
the performance thresholds in advance would allow the City more flexibility on the use of funds by
allowing some public infrastructure costs to be financed with debt, should that be desirable.
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Summary recommendations for path to LCLIP implementation

Commit to all 231 credits to maximize revenues.

Include 25% of the City’s assessed value in the program by incorporating all four areas (Aurora
Square, Town Center, and both light rail station areas), and expanding the Town Center LCLIP
district.

Consider including an incentive zoning provision in the 145t Street subarea plan or a MFTE
provision similar to that adopted in the 185t Street subarea plan.

Extend the MFTE provision for TDR use across all potential LCLIP districts (185t is already in
place).

Pursue TDR use as part of development agreements for Aurora Square projects.

Discuss flexibility and accommodations around program performance milestones with King
County.

Prepare all the groundwork for adoption of LCLIP so the City may start the program on short
notice as conditions change.

Time the start of the program in conjunction with a project that would use TDR.

Furthermore, in moving forward the City should monitor the following conditions:

Indications that confirm market interest in TDR, such as development applications that have
been or are expected to be proposed that will need TDR credits in different zones.

Analysis of the expected use of TDR credits confirms a reasonably high likelihood of meeting
threshold requirements for TDR use in the LCLIP district.

Infrastructure projects have been identified that qualify under the LCLIP program.

A LCLIP district can be created that maximizes the projected LCLIP revenue to pay for
infrastructure projects while meeting the requirements of the LCLIP legislation.

As needed, a shared strategy approach with King County or another partner agency should be
included in an approach to retiring TDR credits.

ECONorthwest
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6 Implementation Road Map

Should the city of Shoreline choose to pursue LCLIP, the following next steps are necessary to
implement the program:

Step 1: ldentify a specific geographic area for increased density that will become a local
infrastructure project area (“LIPA”). The LIPA must:

= |nclude contiguous land (no “islands” within a LIPA)

= Not include more than 25% of the total assessed taxable property within the city

= Not overlap another LIPA

= In the aggregate, be of sufficient size to: 1) use the City’s “specified portion” of transferable
development rights (unless the City has purchased the transferable development rights to
reserve for future development), and 2) not be larger than reasonably necessary

= Contain all public improvements to be financed within its boundaries

Step 2: Accept responsibility for all or a share (a “specified portion”) of the transferable
development rights allocated from the Puget Sound Regional Council to the city. Consider whether
to include any rights from another city through an interlocal agreement.

Step 3: Adopt a plan for development of public infrastructure within the LIPA. The plan must:

= Utilize at least 20% of the city’s allocated share of transferable development rights

= Be developed in consultation with the Department of Transportation and the county where the
LIPA is located

= Be consistent with any transfer of development rights policies or development regulations
adopted by the city

= Specify the public improvements that will be financed

= Estimate the number of transferable development rights that will be used

= Estimate the cost of the public improvements
Step 4: Adopt transfer of development rights policies or implement development regulations, or
make a finding that the city will receive its specified portion within one or more LIPAs, or make a
finding that the city will purchase its specified portion. Adoption of transfer of development rights
policies or implementation of development regulations must:

= Comply with the Growth Management Act

= Designate a receiving area(s)

= Adopt developer incentives, which should be designed, at the City’s election, to:

= Achieve the densities or intensities in the City’s plan

= |nclude streamlined permitting strategies

= |nclude streamlined environmental review strategies

= Establish an exchange rate, which should be designed to:

= (Create a marketplace where transferable development rights can be bought and sold

= Achieve the densities or intensities in the city’s plan
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Provide for translation to commodities in addition to residential density (e.g., building height,
commercial floor area, parking ratio, impervious surface, parkland and open space, setbacks and
floor area ratio)

Allow for appropriate exemptions from land use and building requirements
= Require that the sale of the transferable development rights be evidenced by its permanent
removal from the sending site (such as through a conservation easement on the sending site)
= Not be based on a downzone within the receiving area
The City may elect to adopt optional comprehensive plan element and optional development
regulations that apply within the LIPA

Step 5: Hold a public hearing on the proposed formation of the LIPA. Notice must be provided to the
county assessor, county treasurer, and county within the proposed LIPA of the City’s intent to create
the area. Notice must be provided at least 180 days in advance of the public hearing.

Step 6: Adopt an ordinance or resolution creating the LIPA. The ordinance or resolution must:

= Describe the proposed public improvements
= Describe the boundaries of the proposed LIPA

= Provide the date when the use of local property tax allocation revenues will commence and a list
of the participating tax districts (the city and county)
A certified copy of the adopted ordinance or resolution must be delivered to the county assessor,
county treasurer and each participating tax district

Step 7: Provide a report along with the county to the Department of Commerce by March 1st of
each year. A requirement of participating in the LCLIP program is for Counties in cooperation with
cities, to provide the Department of Commerce with a report on March 1st of every other year. Should
the City of Shoreline choose to participate, the City in cooperation with King County would compile a
report containing the following information:

= Number of cities within the county participating in LCLIP; and,

= The number of TDR transactions that have occurred; and,

= The number of acres conserved through the program, broken out by land type, agricultural,
forest, or rural; and,

= The number of TDR credits transferred; and,

= The number of TDR credits transferred into the cities; and,
The total number of new residential units in the city; and,
The number of additional residential units allowed due to TDR credit transfers; and,
The amount of additional commercial space allowed due to TDR credit transfers; and,
The amount of additional building height allowed due to TDR credit transfers; and,
The amount of structured parking spaces reduced due to TDR credit transfers; and,
The amount of additional parking spaces allowed due to TDR credit transfers; and,
The amount of additional impervious surface allowed due to TDR credit transfers; and,

= The amount of property tax revenues per city received from the county; and,
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= Alist of public improvements paid for or financed by the received revenues; and,

= The names of businesses locating within the district as a result of the public improvements;
and,

The number of permanent jobs created in the district as a result of the public improvements;
and,

The average wages and benefits received by the employees; and,
= The date at which any indebtedness issued for LCLIP financing is expected to be retired.
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